
, 

\ 

TO: i Bruce Reed 
FROM:', 
DATE:i 

RE: I 
Jennifer Klein 
11!l0/98 
OPM "Family Friendly Workplace Advocacy" Olliee 

, , 
You hact asked about the OPM "Family Friendly Workplace Advocacy" Office, As The 

Washinkton Post reported, Frw Wolf (R-VA) pushed for a provision in appropriations to set up 
this offi~e to respond to employee complaints and to report back to Congress on ways to improve 
workplace conditions, 

OPM has had a WorkJLife Programs office for several years: which was formed in 
response to a July 11, 1994 Presidential Memorandum challenging Federal agencies to create 
"family 'friendly" workplaces by creating flexible work schedules, leave programs, part~time 
employment, on·site child care, telecommuting, etc. On June 21, 1996, the President issned 
another memor<!ndum directing a.gencies to review their family-friendly programs, expand them 
when fe~jble, and report on their progress. The new requirement passed by Congress will 
simply add some new responsibilities to the Work/Life program . lcloo1n~~ng as an 
ombudsman, OPM has asked for $222,000 and 3 FTEs in thei W9!l'budgehto run this , 
office. 
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November 5, 1998 

TOniE HONORABLE BRUCE REED, WH 

This is the White Paper on Working Families we discussed. We think 
a Domestic Policy led working group could pull together an exciting new 

,Presidential initiative for next year. 

,~?~ \ 
Donna E. ShaInin 
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Working Families Initiative 
White Paper 

Since 1993, the Clinton Administration has made working fumilies a priority throllgh increases in 
the minimum wage and the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITe), through the Children's Health 
Insurance Program. and through expansion of child carC funding. Additional important 
accomplishments include enactment orthe HOPE Scholarship and lifetime Learning lax c.rcdits, 1he 
Famil~}' and Medical Leave Act, wclfarc~to~work housing vouchers and the Job Access program. ]n . . 
addition, the strong economy has contributed to an increase in the number of working ramilies. 
Betwccn January 1993 ami June 1998. non-farm employment grc'." by morc than 1 Gmillion net new 
jobs, an increase of almost 15 percent. Unemployment has fallen from 7.3 percent to 4,5 percent, 
while millions of new workers have joined the laoor fon::c" 

\\forking parents in America should not have to worry about being unable to feed, house, clothe. or 
access medical care for their children Y ct 5,3 million children under the age of 13 were poor in 
1996 even though their families includcd an adult Who was il11hc labor force for more than half the 
year. Ovcr 10.5 million children lacked health insurance coveragc. This paper lays out an agenda 
to move these families oui ofpoverty through work and through strengthening the critical supports 
to work, an agenda that builds on the considerable progress this Administration has already made 
in supporting working families and preventing parents from having to choose. in the President's 
words, "between the job they need and the child they love," The agenda proposed is a broad one, 
not located in any single Federal Department or state agency, because there is no single magic bullet 
that will ensure that low~income workers getjobs~ keep them, succeed in them, and arc able to meet 
their families' basic needs, Rathert it will take the whole Administration working together, joined 
by a wide range ofpnblie und priv<'llc partners. 

Our basic goal for working families should be that c\'cry \\"orking parent can provide for his or 
her children~s basic needs and for the family's heaUh. This goaJ means that working parenls 
should be able to support their families at incomes above the poverty tine, It also means, for 
example, that they and their children should have eJ10ugh to eat, {hat they should be able to find and 
afford the child care and tmnsportation that they need in order to work, that the care children receive 
should prqmotc their healthy development and safety, and that no working family should be forced 
onto welfare because of a temponlry interruption in work, or because camings arc so low or SQ 

unstable that welfare seems the only way to provide for the family. 

The Administrtllion has m{ldc important progress toward this goaL For example, the 
Administmtion's expansion of the ElTe effectively gave a pay raise to about 18.5 million low~ 
income working families in 1996, Y C1 much is left to be done: 

The Administration's successful efforts to increase the minimum wage and improve the 
ElTe have had a major combined effect on low-income fanlilies -- but families still struggle 
to pay for child carc, transportation, health insurance, rent, and food, For example. in 1992, 
prior to the new policies of lhe Clinton Administration, a single mother with two children 
'vorking full-litne at the minimum wage would have earned j1lst $8,840 a year. After 
subtracting federal taxes aflU adding the EITe and food stamps, her net income would have 



been just $12,596. In 1997, after (he Clinton Administration's changes, the same mother 
would be earning $10,712 annually as a result of the minimum wage increase, and her ElTC 
payment would more than double, to $3,656. Including food stamps, her net after-tax 
income would increase to $16,777. (See Attachment A) 

Yel while her family's tot~il income is now above poverty. this mother still is at considerahle 
risk of fai ling !O meet her children>s needs und perhaps having to leave her joh ifsomething 
goes wrong. for example, even with the major increase in child care ilSSistance enacted as 
part of the welfare refonn legIslation, her chances of gcuing a child care subsidy would be 
very uncertain. depending on the state in which she lives or her place on a waiting list. If she 
couldn't get help with chitd care, or had to pay a substantial co-payment, she would be 
juggling rent, food, utilities. transpol1ation, and child care costs out of her income just above 
tl~c official poverty line -- and prOb;lhty skimping on food, doctor visits, or utility bills in 
order to pay the rent. 

To make adifTerem;:c for these working families who fall through the cracks in today's programs and 
supports._wc need to understand why these gaps exist, 

Far too often, working families do not receive program benefits or supports that could make a 
difference to their lives and their children's lives ~- and perhups even make the difference in their 
ability to hold onto ajob ralhcr than give up and seek welfare or other assistance -- eyen though they 
arc eligible. Sometimes, the benefits are only available at a location (such as the welfare office) or 
time that is inconvenient for parents who work; sometimes, no one has told them about their 
eligibility; sometimes, {hey arc discouraged by long waiting lis{s; and sometimes, detailed policy 
or verification mles create unintended barriers. HHS estimates that more than four million children 
arc eligible for Medicaid but not enrolled, The AdminlstratioJl has worked with States to begin to 
attack this problem through efl'orts sueh as ou'treach to families eligible for Medicaid and CHIP, the 
promotion ofchild care consumer education. and technical assistance to States provided through the 
Child Care Bureau and the Office of Family Assistance, 

Sometimes, critical programs or supports are targeted in ways that do not reach all the working 
familie:; ~ho need them. For instance; tbe EITe, while a critical source of support for many low­
lucome \1/orking families, does not provide enough support to lift families from poverty if they work 
only part-time or face extended periods ofunemployment. Large families arc also likely to remain 
poor in spite of the BITe, because payments do not increase for families with more tban two 
children. Similarly, unemployment insurance is often not ayailable to Jmv-wagc workers who 
experience unemployment after a period orpan-time or seasonal work, 

In other cases, critical programs or supports, like child carc and housing assistance, have eligibility 
criteria that include working famities bur are underfunded and don't reach all eligible families. In 
the case ofchild care~ we estimate that only a little more than 1 in 10 of the families eligible under 
Federal law actually receive assistance, 
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Therefore, to close these gaps, buill! on the Administration's accomplishments to dale, and take the 
next steps toward a legacy where every parent who works is able to meet his or her children's needs, 
we propose a range ofstrategies that fit under five key tbemcs: 

Removing bureaucratic barriers to work and maximizing the effectiveness of existing 
programs 

Building secure, reliable supports for \\'ork, such as Food Stamps, child care. health care, 
housing; 

Helping families earn a living wage, through improvements in the minimum wage, education 
and skill development among low~wage workers, and job creation; 

Helping families weather temporary breaks in employment without being forced to rely on 
welfare, through improved access to ullemployment insurance for low~wage workers and 
possibly through improved avuilubility of parental leave for low~income families; and 

Meeting the particular needs offamilies who are especially likely to work and still be poor, 
such as families with a disabled member and immigrant families. According to lhe Urban 
Institute, families with a foreign-born parent represent 16 percent of all working families. but 25 
percent of working families with incomes below 150 percent of the poverty line. 

, 
Families \Vho 'York and Are Poor 

In 1996, inore than one~third orthc pOOT, or about 13 million pL"'Ople, were working adults or children 
under 13 living with a working adult In these familics, an adult spent more than half the year in the 
labor force but family income was below the poverty level (approximately 512,600 for a family of 
three), 

. Working poor families live close to the edge of disaster. Even minor problems -- illness, school 
vacations thal leave children without care, a broken~down car ~- too onen result in job loss and 
financial crisis, Every day, working poor parents may face wrenching questions: Do I send my sick 
child to school, or risk losing my job? Is it worth taking six buses every day-in order to bring my 
child to that day care center? Do I tell my boss that I can't work evenings, because I'd have to leave 
my teenager at home alone? If I pay the rent Inslead oftne electric hill. will they tum off the heat? 

Living this dose 10 the edge, low~income working families also suffer consequences that arc not 
directly rcl1cctc~ in the poverty statistics, such as hunger and housing instability. 111 1995, according 
to the USDA, 4 million American households, many of whom included an employed family 
member, e"xpericnced moderate or severe hunger. The National Centi,.~ on Homeless and Poverty 
reports that 25 to 40 percent or the homeless popUlation work. And almost half of working poor 
adults lack health insurance. 

Working families may be poor for three m<~or reasons (See Attachment B): 
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1. 	 Because they earn low wages, which are often closely related to low levels of 
education, People who go 10 college, on average, earn more than those who do not In 1996, the 
poverty nIle was 162 percent for working adults (in the labor force at least hal Cthe year) witb 
less than a high school diploma, 6.3 percent for working adults with just a high school diploma, 
3,2 percent n,)f working adults with an Associate degree. and 1.5 percent for those with a four~ 
year degree, Unemployment is also much higher for thoso' with less education. In recent 
decades, wages have fallen for workers \ .... i1h high school degrees or less, but have risen for those 
with more education. 

2. 	 Because they experience frequent periods of unemployment and part~time work. 
With the help of the EITe, workers who arc employed full~time year-round. even at the 
minimum wagc, can escape poverty. However, many low-wage jobs arc part~timc, temporary, 
or contingent. In 1996, workers who usually worked part-time were three limes as likely to be 
poor as, workers who usually worked fUll-time. 

3. 	 Because they have .only one wage earner in the household. In 1996, the poverty rate 
for families with one member in the labor force was more than seven times that of families with 
two or morc members. 

Because families heuded by a single mother are often affected by more than one of these factors, they 
arc disproportionately likely to be among the working poor. l\carly half of working poor families 
were headed by a woman in 1996. In addition, immigrant families, famihes with a disabled member 
and those facing other barriers to work are particularly likely to be poor, 

A filial reason why families who work at low wages and lilk.mlittent hours may have great difficulty 
meeting their children's basic needs is the high cost of work. One recent study found that fomlul 
child care· for a single child would take 38% ofthc income ofa parent employed full-time at the 
minimum wage. Transportation is also a major expense. A 1992 study found that average 
transportation costs for low-income working mothers ranged from $100 to $200 a month, depending 
on the availability of public transportation. At the same time, even relatively low levels of earnings 
may result in reductions in other family income, including welfare, food stamps, medical assistance. 
and housing subsidies. 

\Vhat tbe Administrntion lias Alrcads-Ac.complisbcd 

The Administration has taken important steps 10 help working families ~~ through increases in the 
minimum wage, expansions in the Eamed Income Tax Credit (ElTe) and in child care funding, and 
the dramatic expansion in children's health insurance coverage through lhe Children's Heahh 
insumnce Progmm (CHIP). These steps have had an important impact on at least some of these key 
goals (See Allachmem C): 

The 1996 and 1997 minimum wage increases raised the wages of workers in 1,4 million poor 
families and 649,000 ncar-poo!' Hllllilics. 
The EITe, which provides targeted tax relief to low-income working individuals and families, 
was greatly expanded during the Climon Administration. In 1993. the EITe just oITset the 
negative impact of federal income and payroll taxes on poverty; by 1996, it offset the impact of 
taxes fo!' 1.2 million children and lifled an additional 1,2 million children oul of poverty. 

I, 
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Congress has enacted severat Clinton Adll'\!nislrntion proposals to make college more affordable 
to low-income and middle-class students. The neW "HOPE Scholarship" tax credit provides up 
to a' $1 ,500 tax credit for students in the first two years of college or vocational schooL The 
Lifetime Learning tax credit is targeted to adults who want to go back to school, change careers! 
or upgrade their skills, and 10 students in the later years ofcollege and graduate education. The 
maximum Pell Grant was also just increased to $4,500, a 50 percent increase, 
The new Children's Health Insurance Program (CHIP) allocates $24 billion over the next five 
years to help states expand health insurance coverage to the childrcn of working poor families, 
Forty-five plans have been approved; these plans estimate that they win provide health insurance 
for nearly 2.5 million currently uninsured children within the next three years. 
The additional child care funds that the President insisted on in the welfhre refonn legislalion 
have enabled hundreds ofthousands of families to receive affordable child care while they work, 
Child support collections have increased by 68 percent since 1992, to a record $13.4 billion in 
1997. Paternity establishments arc also ,at record levels. 
The new housing law will create 50.000 new Section 8 housing vouchers this yenr for families 
moving from welfare to work, and will make an additional 40,000 vouchers available by 
eliminating a mandatory three-month waiting period to reissue vouchers. The law will also allow 
communities to reward work and fight concentrations of extreme poverty by allowing modcratc~ 
income working families to live in public housing where the poorest residcnls 00 welfare arc 
now concentrated. while reserving most Section 8 vouchers for the neediest families. 
The F~lmily and Medical Leave Act has enabled millions ofworkers to take unpaid leave (0 care 
for a young child or other family member. without risking their jobs. 
The Clinton Administration, through welfare rcfoml legislation and earlier waivers, has 
supported changes that allow families who work at a low wage and receive welfare to keep more 
oflhe money they eam, 
The Access to Jobs program represents an investment in transportarion for families Icaving 
welfare to work; for the first time, the Department of Health and Human Services. the 
Department of Transportation, and the Department of Labor are working together to leverage 
reSO~lrces from 0.\1 three agencies to improve transportation availability and affordability for low~ 
income workers. 

Yet, extr.iordinary as these accomplishments are, they leave millions of working parents still unable 
to meet the needs of their children. For example: 

'Wllilc the increase in the minimum wage has been eoonnously important to ramilies, it has not 
yet returned to its 1979 value when adjusted for inflation. The real value of the minimum wage 
(in 1997 dollars) fell from $6.29 in 1979 to about $4.30 in 1989 before being increased to $5.15 
in 1997. 
While CHIP should have a very important impact on the proportion of children who lack health 
insurance. there continue to be reasons for concern about working poor families, Almost half 
ofworking poor adults lack health insurance. and even where children and adults are guaranteed 
coverage (for example, through transitional Medicaid provlsions), some fami11es may be lost in 
the system, in 1995,just 3& percent ofchildren under age 11 who were eligible for .Medicaid but 
did oot receive eash assistance were enrolled in the Medicaid program, More recent evidence 
points to a much higher incidence of families who are diglhIe for but not receiving Medicaid. 
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The continuation of health Illsurance 15 an especially critical concern for families with disabled 
members, because they visit the doctor anti are hospitalized more often than the non~disabled 
population; as noted above, these families urc also especially likely to be found among the 
working poor. (Sec Attachment D.) 
Even ,with the additional child care reSourceS ili the welfare reform legislation, only about 1 In 
10 children eligible under the Federal law are now receiving chi1d care subsidies, Because of 
resource limitations, some states sel eligibility far below \vhat is allowed in the law: in as many 
as 37 states, a family or three with $28,000 of income is not eligible for any child care subsidy 
at all. In addition, most states aren't able to reach even alllhc families that meet their eligibility< 

requirements. Availability of infant care and care during non-standard hQurs also remains a 
seriolJs problem. For these reasons, the President has proposed a historic Child Care Initiative 
to ensure quality, affordable child care for working families. 

\Vbat \Ve Propose 

To build on this record of promise and ensure that familles who work arc able to meet their 
children's basic needs, we must put together a range ofstrategies, because there is no one solution 
that will help CVI;."t}' family make it secure living from work. Instead, we need to look at everything 
we do that touches working fanlilics to make sure that we are supporting rather than discouraging 
\vork. Departments throughout the govemment have numerous opportunities to make a difference 
in the lives of low-income working families by maximizing the effectiveness of tbeir existing 
programs and finding ncw ways of serving working families. 

Based on the evidence about why working families are poor and 'what strategies show the most 
promise ofsupponing filmilics elTcctivcly, we propose that the Administmtion should commit to five 
steps that together wiH make surc that parents who work can meet their children'S hnsic needs: 

1. Remon Bureaucratic Barriers to \Vork and Maximize the Rffectiveness of Existing 
Programs· 

Low~incOlne working parents face an incredible challenge to hold down a job, raise their 
children, (Ind manage relations with multiple bureaucracies to obtain afllhc supports that the 
family needs, Families' attempts to support themselves through work should not be hampered by 
bureaucratic processes nor through the unintended consequences of well~meaJ1ing policies. We 
must mount a major campaign to ensure that families gain access to these supports by using 
Federal Icadcrship not only to streamline national rules, but to change service delivery at the 
State and locallcvels. 

E:<aminl! programs jor low-income families tiIrollgilollt tire government to find ways to 
cllange 1'rogrolll IlOur,", and operatiolls. strengthell olltreach efforts, eliminate harriers of 
language alUl cultllre, and modify eligibility rllies to make them fit tile need.." ofworking 
families. 

HHS and o~her Departments can take on critic-alleadcrship in finding and eliminating barriers to 
work scattered throughout govenunem programs serving low-income peopk Efforts to root out 
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bureaucratic barriers have proved fruitful recently. The Federal and state govemments eliminated 
the old AFDC rules which curbed families' incentives to work while they were receiving cash 
assistance. In addition, HHS eliminated Medicaid's "100 hour rule," which limited states' 
ability to serve two-parent families. We should also explore innovations in programs' designs to 
reach working families. For instance, the EITC is an example of a program that is easily 
accessible to busy working families; instead of having to visit a welfare office, or fill out a 
separate application form, workers get the ElTC simply by filling out their tax return. 

More powerful examples are included in proposals that the Food and Nutrition Service is 
considering for the FY 2000 budget. S'ome proposals would affect eligibility criteria, such as 
proposals in past budgets to ease the consideration of vehicles as resources to help assure that 
low-income workers have access to reliable transportation, or to restore eligibility for more legal 
immigrants who work hard and contribute to American society. Other proposals would affect 
food stamp administrative requirements in ways that simplify working households' participation 
in the Food Stamp Program and improve their access to the program. Similarly, States are 
experimenting with ways to make the WIC program more accessible to working parents through 
adjustment of service hours to accommodate job schedules. 

ActivdY,ellgage state leatlership ill outreach to working families through illcelltives, targets, 
ma"dates, alld tec/mical assistance. , 

Policymakers and administrators at the state and local level arc necessary allies in ensuring that 
programs meet the needs of war king families through the flexibility that is provided to them in 
Federal law .• Many state and local officials are already implementing these strategies. For 
instance, in the transportation field, some states and communities have removed eligibility 
restrictions to allow narrowly targeted transportation systems (e.g., for senior citizens and people 
with disabilities) to help low-income workers to get to their jobs.. We should explore ways to 
build on these efforts by offering technical assistance that helps state and local governments use 
the flexibility they have to serve working families and by finding ways to create incentives and 
rewards for states that choose to serve more working families. 

State and local outreach is critical in programs like the Food Stamp program; estimates show that 
less than half of those individuals in households with eamings who were eligible for food' stamps 
actually received them in August of 1995. Some oflhese individuals may not realize that they 
arc eligible for benefits, while others may not be connected to the right systems 10 receive 
benefits or find the receipt of Food Stamps too stigmatizing to apply. State and local 
administrators are positioned to make adjustments in how they implement the program to meet 
the needs of working families. 

Ellcourage states to provide earnillg!'!' disregllrds or other supplements to working families 
receivillg TANF aj",.istaJlce. 

Almost all states have increased eamings disregards in T ANF compared to AFDC, which means 
that working families who are inlow-wage jobs can get a direct monthly supplement to eamings 
through their welfare check. However, because of time limits, this risks having the effect of 
using up a family's eligibility. Illinois has dealt with this problem by paying individuals who 
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WOl'k more than a minimum threshold III a month with slate dollars so that they don't accumulate 
that mon~h toward the time limit We could cncour;:tge Siaies 10 consider using MOE dollars to I") 
enhance earnings wIthout triggering the TANF mles. A more systematic approach would be to I ' 
propose legtslation that would aUow a family to receive assistance funded by TANF without ~, 

tnggcrmg the federa160-month time limit iflhey were only rccclving work supports or if they t!Q1 { 
were receiving limited assistance to supplement a paycheck. M v! V'\: 

M'I":"f 
2. Build Secure, Reliable Supports for \\'ork v:'\\ o<'~ 

, .~~ 
Parents who work in low-wage jobs with uncertain hours need to be able to count on reliable and ~ :1~ 
uffordablc suppons in order to keep their jobs and meet family needs, Child care, health \-<> ~\ ~~ 
insurance, food assistance, housing and transportation all have important potential to help ~. 1'\"""" 
f"milies, Regular, rcii,ble child support payments arc also key for low-income rnmilies, :~~iC:'~ 
ellsure t!tot Food Stamps and olher food programs provide sulfieiem support for children ami ~~ 
adlllts ill low-income working families.. ~~ d' 
Food stamps provide a criticaLsupport for low-income working families. For a family with lwo 
children and one adult working ::It the minimum wage .. ramI stamps would provide aboulone 
third of family income (eonsidcr::lbly more than the EfTC) if the parent worked 20 hours a week. 
Food stamps would provide just under onc fifih or family income (slightly less than the ElTC) if 
the parenLworked 40 hours a week. 

The Department of Agriculture is cxplorlng ways to strengthen the supports that foo~j stamps and 
other Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) progrnms ofTer to working families. For e'xumple. the 
Departlllent of Agriculture is considering review of the Thrifty Food Plan (the basis of food 
stamp benefits) to understand ifit appropriately reflects the reduced food prcpar::ltion time thnt 
working households have available. . 

The Department or Agriculture is atso looking to its Child Nutrition programs to support 
working families. The pending rcnulhorization bills for the Child Nutrition programs propose to 
expand eligibility for subsidized after-school snacks for children up to age 18 and to do 
demonstrations 10 expand eligibility for school breakfasts, which not only subsidize the cost of 
the family's food, but also assure working parents tllat children are receiving a nutritious 
hreakfast before school. 

Comil1lle 10 improve tile ami/ahlli!)' oj/walt" illsurallce through Mel/icaitl/ CHlP. 

Mucll of the work that needs to be done here is about outreacb and removal rirbureaucratic 
barriers such as burdensome processes and excessive eligihility documentarion. 

I 
In addition, for low-income working parents, we should consider strategies which modestly 
expnnd Medicaid eligibility. such as simplification of transitiOllaI henefits for persons movlllg 
from welfare to \vork, or extension of Medicaid to all adults receiving henefits under TANF. 
Many of these would require legislation or Medicaid spending increases. 
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Pass the Presidelll's Cltild Care Initiative. 

Becaus,e child care is so critical to the ability of parents (0 work and the ability of children to 
develop and learn, and because the cost and availability of child care arc central to the ability of 
Im't··incomc working parents to succeed at work, it is essential to pass the President's Child Cure 
Initiative. This initiative focuses on both quality and affordability; in particular. it doses a 
critical gap by expanding child care subsidies 10 reach low~ineomc working families who arc 
currently not being reached but who cam too little to take advantage of the Child apd Dependent 
Care Tax Credit. 

Encourage lV()r":place~' I() provide employee andfamily an'istllllce pr()gralll~' 10 a,lsist low-wage 
eanwrs ill meeting persollal ,,,,dfami(y demallt/s. inc/lIdiug substance abuse earl}' 
lliterVcJrtioll ({ltd tn'fllmelll., 

We can work to promote the u.se or employee and family assistance programs (EFA?) and 
ensure that their design and operation include special (Issistance to those entering the workplace 
from welfare, These EFAPs, working jointly with human resources departments and health care 
plans, should provide prevention, early intervention and treatment for substance abuse and 
menta! health problems. parenting progmms for employees and assistance for employees in 
finding appropriate child and cIder care. In addition, we can perform outreach to small 
businesses. to help them identify and access sourees of support for their employees. since tbey are 
unlikely to have the intcnml capacity of large corporations with human resource departments and 
EFAPs. 

Ensure that the subsidized hOliSillg s)'stem is designed to help families COlll1ect 10 employmelt! 
and emp/oymelll .mpport services. 

Housing assistance has an important role (0 play in helping Camlltes obtain and maintain 
employment and affects families' ability to work in multiple ways. The recently passe(\ housing 
bill is ull important step in increasing the availability of affordable housing. The Department of 
Housing'and Urban Development t::ould explore their legislation and regulations to avoid and 
eliminate sihiattOnS in which a family's earned income gains arc subsumed by a reduction in 
their housing: subsidy. Early discussions belwc<:n HHS and HUD indicate that there is great 
potential in collaborations-tha! help convene local housing, wei rare. and job development 
agencies, , .... hich separately serve the same families, to begin a dialogue about how the)' can work 
together to SUppOJ1 working families. Other colluborative pr~jcets might include exploring ways 
to promote affordable housing options closer to available jobs, to explore transportation solutions 
to cOl1nc~t public housing to hjgh~dcnsity employment areas, to examine how the system serves 
immigrant families which arc, on average, larger fartlilies, and to promOle the location of 
supportive services (e.g. child care) in and around subsidized housing. 

Rel'amp the trum.portaliOJ' "iOystem to filllew commuting patterlls alld hetter serve It.nv~i,,come 
worken;, 

, 
The next step beyond the Access to Jobs program is to focus at the federal, slate, and local levels. 
on using the entire transportation system to meet the needs of low-income workers, There may 
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• 
he some )ntercst in additional budget investments in order to leverage changes in the existing 
transportation infrastructure. 

Continue! to strengtllen Chiltl Support EIl/orcemclII, wilh aloeu.'! Oil working familie.... 

Regular, reliable, sufficient child SlIpport payments are a critical support for tow-income working 
fa.milies with single parents, because they make it possible to count on a stream of income 10 
supplement earnings and pay the bills even wilh ullcertain work hours. In audition, ofcourse. 
chHdren deserve and have a right to the financial and emotional support ofhoth parents. Under 
the Clinton Administration '5 leadership. child support collections and paternity establishment 
rates have reached record levels. The Administralion and Congress worked together to puss the 
toughest child support laws in our Nation's history, as part of the 1996 welfare reform law, and 
we must build on these efforts. [t is also important to learn from and expand upon the HHS 
demonstnltions that promote employment and parental involvement opportunities for low~ 
income non~custodial parents, 

3. Help Families Earn a Living '''age 

Preserve tlte vulue DftlfC minimum wage. 

We should increase the minimum wage to improve the camings both ofparents "t the vcry bouom 
of the labor market and those who arc in jobs just above those entry levels, whose wages often rise 
with the minimum wage as elnploycfS seck to preserve a spread in the W.lges of their morc skilled 
or experienced workerS. We also need to' continue increasing the minimum wage over lime, in order 
to keep up with the rising costs imposed by inflation. 

Expand lhe EIT(~ l'UPport state EITC's. vf idel1tify other opportunities to support family income 
through the las system. 

The Administration could consider the possibility of further expansion of the BITe nt the Federal 
level, but it is also critical to avoid any risk to the progress already mnde. Another possibil1ty is to 
s('''ek opportunities for encouraging more states to provide additional support thJ'Ough state EITe·s. 
Nine states currently provide a supplement modeled on the Federal EITe (five refundable, four tlOtl­
rethndable). 

Stimulate job crealion ill areas thai still suffer frolll higll ullcmp!oymelll. 

\\'hiie nationwide unemployment is <1t historically low levels, many pockets of high unemployment 
remain, IXirticularly in remote rural areas and in inner cities. In these areas, job creation strategies 
may be appropriate) especially when aimed at populations who are particularly disadvantaged in the 
labor market, such as young workers, immigrant workers, workers without high school dip!omus, 
or women who are returning to the workforce after years on welfare. The $3 billion Welfare to 
Work grants program. proposed and championed by the Administration, is an imporiam step at 
delivering Txtra assistance toward areas with many challenges in moving people into jobs. 
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Experience suggests that community~based projects arc more likely to be tailored to local needs and 
to respond 10 local1abor market conditions than large national programs. We should continue to 
utilize a network of community-based organizations, specifically community development 
corporations, that create public-private ventures to stimulate employment at the local leveL 
Empowerment Zones und Enterprise Communities provide a powerful example of leveraging 
resources for job creation and a vehicle for testing models tailored to local neoos, 

There arc sevcrul local programs lhal may provide appropriate models: for local job creutioll 
strategies. TIle New Hope projeet in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, places individuals in paid community 
service jobs with non-profit agencies for up to six months. if they are unable to find full-time work 
in an eight-week job search. YouthBuild gives disadvantaged teenagers and young adults an 
opportunity to do meaningful work in their communities while (:ontinuing to develop academic and 
leadership skills. Participants spend half their time learning basi(: construction skills while building 
and renovating atTonlable housing, an<.l half or the time in YouthBuild altemative schools, The 

,AFDC Homcmaker~Horne Health Aide demonstrations, operated in seven stales in the 1980's, 
provided AFDC recipients with four to eight weeks of formal traioing in homcmaker and home 
health aide serviccs, followed by up to a year of full-time, subsidized employment. 

,Uake college more accessible for iow-illl:ome families 

Nearly half of low~income students are unqualified or marginally qualified for college when they 
graduate high school. Moreover. among those low-income high school graduates who were qualified 
for college, less than 80 percent hat! attended any post-secondary institution within two years ~~ 
compared to almost 90 percent of qualified middle-income graduates and more than 95 percent of 
qualified high-income graduates. ltnplemcntation of [he new GEAR UP program represents an 
essential first step by ensuring that students recei ....e financial aid information; rigorous courses, 
tutoring, mentoring, and scholarships for COllege through compctitivc grJ.nts to s.tate.'; and local 
partnerships of colleges and middle schools in high~po ....erty areas, In addition, we can take steps 
to take into account the needs of dependent children in dctemlining financial aid eligibility. For 
instance, we can increase the Pel! Grants' dependent care allowance. 

Enhance ski/l~' (Iud ~·upp(}rt carder devt!/op111t!1II amonK loU'~b,come workers. 

Low wages that don't rise evcn after u period of time in tbe labor force arc a big reason that families 
are trapped in poverty. Lack ofeducation and job skills arc the primary reasons for persistently low 
wages. Our success in this area will be increasingly depend on our ability to reach workerS whose 
first language is not English. By 2000, 22 percent of workers entering the labor force will be 
workers whose primary language is not English, 

Among the ways to combat this problem is to work with col1eges to make continuing education more 
accessible to working adults, particularly low-income adults and those who have previously failed 
in school settings. Adults without high school degrees and those who are unemployed or not in the 
labor force arc actually less likely to participate in adult education than those who have more 
education .and those who are employed. In addition, more needs to be done to ensure that students 
\vho combine school and work complete their studies. Of part~lirne students enrolled in pOSl~ 
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secondary education in 1989M 90.just 25 percent hnd earned a degree Or were still enrolled four years 
later, compared to 73 percent of students who attcnded school full~time at least part of the year. 

States and communities across the country are experimenting with a wide variety ofstrategies and 
partnerships to enhanec the learning and skill development of entry~level workers and to help thcm 
use those skills in a ncxtjob. While many of these efforts are still in the preliminary stages, some 
geneml principlcscan be drawn from them: in a strong economy, low-wage earners should seize the 
opponunity [0 look for ajob with advancement potential. Education and training l11ust be work~ 
focused, and linked to employers' needs wilh cooperation between employers and training providers. 
Tmining:must be accessible for all workers, including those with learning disabilities or limited 
English proficiency. 

We should consider a variety of investments in these areaS. and we expect that both the Department 
of Labor and the Department of Education are interested in making investments. In addition to 
supporting programs directly. it is important to use incentive strategies -- such as the High 
Pcrfonnance Bonus and Wclfarc~to~Work grants J)CrfOI1Uancc bonus -- and to invest in technical 
assistance and evaluation, in order to stimulate, identify,. and disseminate new approaches that are 
suc-ccssful. 

'4. Help Families Weather Temporary Breaks in Employmerit 

Imprm'e access to Ullemployl1Jl!ltlllt~lIr(uu't! (UI) for low-illcome workingfomilies. 

Right now, low~ineome workers who lose jobs through no fauh of their own have less chance than 
middle irlcomc workers to get unemployment insurance to help them through periods of 
unemployment. We need to change-that ifwc afC to hell) working parents count on work, meet their 
children's needs, and avoid having to rely on welfare in a time oflcmporary job loss. 

, 
Under current rules, most low-wage workers who become unemployed will nol qualify for VI 
benefits. Low wage eamcrs oftcn work seasonal or part-time jobS and most will not accumuhlte 
enough earnings to meet eligibility criteria. In addition, workers who leave their jobs for family 
responsibilities or who arc available only for parl~time work will not qWllifY in many statcs. This 
affects low~wage mothers in particular. Reccnt estimates indicate (hat among women who leave 
welfare to work, only about 10 percent would qualify for VI if they became unemployed. The 
proportion of unemployed workers receiving Ul benefits IS low among the general population as 
well. fallil~g lroln about one-haIr in 1970 to about one-third in 1996. A significant reason lor this 
decline is state eligibility restrictions, with over three-quarters of states adopting tighter ctigibiJity 
criteria s.ince 1981. 

There are at least two possible strategies that could make more low wage workers quali ry for UI. 
We could expand UI by making changes at the Federal level, or we could encourage state 
investmenlS to expand UI eligibility, either through the regular t.:I system or through investment of 
other resources (such as TANF MOE funds)" At the Federal level, the Department of Labor is 
currently gathering a variety of opinions on what eligibility changes the Administration should 
propose for the FY 2000 legislative package, For example, 0)1<:: proposal would change the 
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calculation of prior earnings in detennining whether a worker is qualified, counting the most recent 
quarter of earnings whereas currently thc calculation is usually based on an carlier period, This 
change would increase the number of workers qualified for unemployment insurance benefits by 
about 8 percent. 

ImprOJ'e the availability o/Jlur(!litall(!a~'e for low-illcome wvrkilfg/allfilies. 

To help 'Iow~income working purenls keep the stability of thelr work lives through the birth and 
infancy ofa child, we could build on the important step that {he Administration took by enacting lhe 
Family and Medical Leave Aet (FMLA), Unfortunately, for low-income purenls, there are two 
important gaps in this protection: 

First, while FMLA guaranteed to many workers that they could take unpaid leave without losing' 
their jobs, many others are not covered, either because they \.,.'ork for a smull employer, or because 
they did not work enough hours in order to qualify. In addition, unpaid leave may not be a real 
option ror these families, forcing parcms either to choose work over the needs of an infant or to 
suffer a sharp decrease in family income. In a recent survey on leave lIsage, 3.4 percent orworkers 
reported nC(.'<iing FMLA leave in lhe previolls eighteen months, but not taking it. The most common 
reason (63.9 percent) for not takiltg leave was that they couldn't afford it, 

To address thcse problems, we could consider expansion of unpaid lelwe or the introduction of paid 
leave strategies for either the Federal Or the state level. We know that at least two states have chosen 
to usc FcqcraJ or state child care money to support low-income famities al home with children, and 
we could explore whether others arc interested in experimenting with approaches to paid leave for 
low-income families. A few states have also raised the possibility of using the UI system to provide 
paid parental leave, 

S. Meet the needs of families with particular barriers to worl4 such as families with a disabJed 
member Qf immigrant families. 

There is an important overlap between the immigrant and disahility agendas on which HHS has been 
providing such leadership and the working families agenda, because these arc nUllities who are 
especially likely to work and still be poor. Families may need supports that address their particular 
needs ~ such as a joh coach So a disabled adult can succeed on the job or English classes all1ight for 
a working parent They also need full access to the basic supports described earlier: for example, 
child care to meet the needs ofchildren with disabilities and skill development opportunities need 
to be accessible to parcnts with limited English. 

In families witb a child or children with a disability, there arc enomwus needs related to child care, 
personal care assistance. and health care and other home care needs that must be addressed to enable 
the parent(s} to continue, or begin, employment. For adults who have a disability, whether mental 
illness, mental retardation/developmental disability, or a physical disability, there may be a need for 
additional assistance to allow the family to remain together and promote the fullest independence 
of all the :family members in the most integrated setting possible, Support for workers with 
disabilltics is also an important part of the welfare~to·work agenda~ as survey data indicate tl1at as 
many as 40 percent of welfare recipLerttS have a disability of some type. 
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Ellsure that immigralll workillg families 1'Q),t! access to tlte Eug/ish and citizc11,vilip illstructioll 
andtllal legal, lallguage, alld cllltuml barrier,,, do 1I0t keep t"emItem receit'illg the werk SllpportS 
and trainillg that tlley Ileed to slIcceed at work. 

The President has welcomed all immigrant families, with a charge to "honor Jaws) embrace our 
culture, learn our language, know our history. and when the time comes, [toJ become citizens." 
Working poor immigrant families will face a tougher challenge in fulfilling the President's charge 
due 10 the demands of simply reeding and housing their chjldren, In order to end poverty among 
immigrant working families and speed their process in becomiJig Americans, there are a number of 
specific strategies to implement First, working immigrant parents must have access to English· 
c1as5{.'s and employers should be encouraged to offer worksitc English classes before, during, or after 
work. Second. we should ensure that barners of language and culture do nol preclude working 
immigrants from getting the training that they nced 10 succeed at work and move up .career ladders. 
Famities should also have access to hilingual and bicultural child care for their children while parents 
are working. Third. we should partner with employers to cnSUN that working fumilies' have 
assistance in preparing for citizenship. 

Finally, we should consider whether there arc further next steps in increasing access of working 
immigrant families to Nlcdicaid, CHIP. TANF and Food Stamps. regardless ofwhen they entered 
the U.S~. For instance, the Health Care Finance Administnttion (HeFA) is developing specific 
outreach strategies for Latino/Hispanic groups across the country. These safcty net progmms can 
assist immigrant working families in reaching and sus1aining ecoll0nlic self-sufficiency_ 

Ellsure ,/lat both public Ulld prit'ote hemtll coVt!fage systems lire designed to meet tile nced~' of 
work(!rs witlt disllbililles. 

The Administration has been active in developing options for states to offer for people with 
disabilities opportunities to retain access to their health coverage when they go or retum to work. 
Last year's Balanced Budget Act contained a new option for states to continue Medicaid coverage 
for SSI-eligiblc individuals with incomes up to 250 percelit of poverty. CUiTeIlt1y, HHS is 
considering proposing legislation that would extcnd and improve on this recently adopted option, 
extending Medicaid to disabled people with higher incomes aI1d assets and also pcnnitting certain 
disabled Medicare beneficiaries to remain pem1ancntly on the program even jfthcy return {o work 

TIle Health Care Financing Administration is responsible for administering the MenIal Hcalth Purity 
Act of 1996. which is designed. to make sure that private sector health coverage does not have 
different, lower limits for mental health services compared to general medical/surgical services, The 
Substance Abuse llnd Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) is currently involved in 
gathering information through various studies on the COStS and benefits orparity, which will help 
employers and consumers make infonned decisions about purchasing health plans where mental 
health benefits are included." In plans where mental health benefits do not havc parity wtth 
medical/surgical benefits, this infonnation could be used to improve mental health benefit coverage. 
which is crucia1to helping people who struggle \vilh mental disorders to stay employed, 
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integrate employmellt ulld sUJ'J,orril,t! sen'icesJor JVorken' with disabilities iltto a olle~!ttop system. 

HHS is participating in an inter-agency effort 10 eliminate barriers and support employment for 
people with disabililies, This effort, led by the Department of Labor, is developing a program of 
competitive grants to Slates entitled the BRIDGE (Building Resources for Individuals with 
Disabilities to Gain Employment) program. The BRIDGE program will emphasize a single point-{)f­
entry or "one-stop" service tor adults with disabilities seeking to find and keep ajob. Each adult 
with a disability should be able to learn about. receive advlee about, and gain uccess to all of the 
services needed 10 succeed in compelitive employment with the least effort possible, preferably with 
a single call or office visIt. Each orthe services should be sufficiently integmted with all ofthe other 
services so that they accomplish the goal of supp0l1ing Jong~temi employment The BRIDGE 
program exemplifies new workforce system infrastructure approaches at the stale and local level that 
promole universal access through OnewStop Cemers, integrated service delivery. enhanced CUStomer 
infonl1alion, and choice to improve employment potential and opportunity. 

Attached arc additional charts and examples, 
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Attachment A-1 

DISPOSABLE INCOME FOR A SINGLE MOTHER AND TWO CHILDREN 
By Hours Worked each Week 

, 

1992 Prior to Clinton Admlnlatratlon Policies 

20 hour. 40 hour. 40 hour • 
• 114.25 1114.2! ., $!I.IO 

Annual Earnlnga $4,420 $8,840 $10,608 
FICA, -338 ·676 ·812 
EITC 813 1,384 1,384 
Food Stamps 3,504 .3,048 2,724 

Net Income $8,399 $12,596 $13,904 

1997 AHer Clinton Admlnlatratlon Pollcl .. 

20 ...... 40 ...... 40 ...... 
.t 111.11 •tN.l' .tSl.l' 

Eamlngs $5,356 $10,712 $12,854 

FICA -410 ·819 -983 
EITe 2,142 3,656 3,461 

Food Siampe 3,780 3,228 2,844 

Net Income $10,869 'S16,7n $18,176 

Change (Cllnlon - p,..cUnton) 

Ea~lnga S936 S1,8n $2,246 
FICA -72 -143 -172 

EITC, 
Food Stamp. 

1,329 

276 
2,2n 

1eo 
2.0n 

120 

Change In N .. Income 
in current dollar. 52,_ $4,181 $4,272 

in constant 19f1T doltara 51,260 - $2,367 $2,270 

Thle anslYlils ...flect. the following: 

• The minimum wag.lncrMMd to ".IS from 14.2S ($4.88 In 1107 dollan). 

• The maximum me lutmay Inc~ from II.•" ofthefim '7,520 to.O"- of the rlrat 18,140, 

• Child C.,. ~ aN ...UIMd to 1M at!"- of MmIngI.. 

• Food Stamp ~ calc...,.. ...um. lin ac•• ,heIW CO.! deduc;tion of I~ of the allowabl. maxl~um. 



Attacnment A·2 

DISPOSABLE INCOME FOR A SINGLE MOTHER AND TWO CHILDREN 
Uvlng In a Mod.rate e.nent Slata - By Hours Worked each W••k 

• 

1992 Prior to Cnnton Administration PolicIes & WQlfare Reform 

......" 40 !wur, 4OnCII.oIfll 

lit 14.25 IIt".H IItf!UO 

An!'uel Earning. $4,420 $8,840 $10,608 
FICA 

•
EITC 

,336 

"3 
·67. 

1,364 
·8.2 

1,384 
Cash Assistene. 2.592 0 0 
Food Stamps 3,060 3,048 2.724 

. Nellncome $10,547 $12,596 $13.904 

"' ...... 40 naur. 
attUI at 11.11 .U••l. 

earnings :15,356 $10,112 $12,654 
FICA ..10 -819 ·963 
SITe 2.142 3,_ 3,461 
C..hAaai"'n~ 3._ 1,_ 1,188 

FQO~ Slam.,. 3,156 2,676 . 2,484 

N.t Income, $13.669 $16,061 $19,004 

'991 Aftctr Clinton Adm.nlatratlon Pollel •• &. Welfare Reform We,. Enacted

"'_. 


Change (Clinton - p,..cUnton) 

""mingo m6 $1,872 $2,246 
PICA ·12 -143 ·172 
EITe' 1,329 2,212 2,011 
CQh:jl........ 652 1,836 1,188 

Food~ 96 -312 -240 

C,,"-In __ 

in c:un.'tt dellarS sa,141 $5,461; $5,100 
in constant 1991 doll... $1,823 $3,651 :13,098 

Thle 'analysl, reflttete Ih' tollowtno: 

• TM tnlnirmlM \dO. inct"IIoIMd to II. HI ttom 14.21 ( ...... -WI 1"7 ~I"'), 

• 1M maximum erre Iubtlkiy Inctv.tad fn:Im 11.'" of the fltIt ",520 to "'"' 01 1M flttt 1CI, 140. 

• ChIld c.. ...... .,. Ulumf\d to .,. 20'11. of MtI'Iinp. 

• Food:st.amp MtII'ftt eatt:lllctk:lM tuutMI Al\ UC... 1JMftW coat daduc1lon of lOO'li. of ttw allowabl. mUlfnurtl. 



Attachment B 

Causes of Poverty among Working Families 


Several factors contribute to the extent of poverty among working families: 

• 	 Low wages: The working poor are concentrated in certain low~\\'age jobs. In 1996. 
; nearly three-fourths of the working poor were employed in one of the follo\\ring three 
• occupational groups: service; technical, sales, and administrative support; and operators, 
I fabricators and laborers. Low wages are often closely related to low levels ofeducation. 
Workers without a high school diploma were more than twice as: likely to be poor as 
workers who had completed high school, and 10 times more likely to he poor than 
workers who had graduated college. 

• 	 Unemployment and part-time work: With the help of the EITe, workers who are 
lemployed full-time year-round, even at the minimum wage, can escape poverty. 
'However, many low~wage jobs are part~ljme, temporary, or contingent. In 1996, workers 
Iwho usually worked part-time were three times as likely to be poor as workers who 
usually worked full-time (I 2.4 percent versus 4, I percent), and those who worked part­
time because they could not find fuJI-time: employment were even more likely to be poor 
(24.9 percent). Many poor workers who usually worked full-time experienced 
unemployment (2&.4 percent) Or involuntary part-time work (15.8 percent) nl some point 
_during the year. In addition, a recent report based on monthly data suggests that a 
significant number of non-poor families (based on annual income) may be poor for one 

,or more months due to fluctuations in income, 

• 	 .Family structure: Families \v1th only One wagc*eamer are much more likely to be poor 
than families with two or more working mcm£x.'fS, In 1996. the poverty rate for families 
with one member in the labor force was more than seven times that of families with two 
or more members in the labor force (14.6 versus 1.9 percent), Also. because the poverty 

. threshold increases with family size, given the same income, famHies with more children 
arc poor more often than families with less, 

Becaus~ families headed by a single mother are often affected by more than one ofthese factors, 
they are disproportionately likely to be among the working poor, Nearly half of working poor 
fami1ie~ were headed by a woman in 1996. The poverty rate for families with children that were 
maintained by a woman who was the sole supporter of the family was 26.6 percent. 

Source: BLS: A Profile ofthe Working Poor, 1996, December 1997 



Attachment C 

Impact ofTransfers and Taxes on Poverty 


The official poverty rate calculations include cash benefits, such as AFDCrrANF and Social 
Security, but do not include near-cash benefits, sucb as Food Stamps and housing assistance. 
They also do not include payroll and income taxes, which reduce families' take-home pay, or the 
Earned Income Tax Credit; a refundable credit which adds to family income. However, by 
recalc.ulkting the poverty ratc; first excluding all transfers, and then adding both cash and near­
cash benefits, as well as taxes, we can estimate the impact of these programs on poverty, 

in !995,ithe pre-transfer poverty rate for individuals in families with children under 18 was 20 
percent Transfers from the federal government reduced that rate to 13 percent, a decline of more 
than 35 percent. 

1 
The fraction of individuals in poor families lifted from poverty has grown consistently since 
1983. Most of this growth has come from increases in the Earned Income Tax Credit {EITCl. 

, Before 1993,.the net impact of federal taxes was to take money away from poor families, 
primarily, through Social Security payroll taxes. (The EITC is only available to families and 
individuals with earned income,) 

Unemployment Insurance has a relatively small impact on the poverty rate because most poor 
workers do not have enough earnings or consistent labor market participation to qualify for ur 
benefits. 

Anti-Poverty Effectiveness ufCash and Near..casb Transfers 

for All Persons in Families with Related Children Under 18, 1995 


Percent of Otherwise Poor Penons 
Removed from Poverty Due to: 
Social rnsurance (other than Social Security) 3.5 

Social Security 6.1 

Means-Tested Cash Benefits 6.6 

Food and Housing Benefits 12.5 

EITC and Federal Payroll and Income Taxes 6.6 

Total 35.2 

Source: DHHS, Indicators of Welfare Dependence, October 1997 



Attachment D 

Health Care Coverage of Poor and Near-Poor Adults and Children 


Health care coverage is a fundamental aspect ofwell-being. lndividuals without hea1th insurance 
are less likely to seek preventive care and early treatment, and could be more likely to develop 
serious illnesses as a result. 

In 1997,43.4 million people, or 16.1 percent oftne population, did not have any health insurance 
coverage, an increase of 1.7 million from 1996 in spite of the robust economy. Among POOf, 
people, 11.2 million (31.6 percent) were not covered. Almost naif of working poor adults lack 
health insurance. Because many low-wage jobs do not provide health insurance, working poor 
and near-poor adults are actually less likely to have health insurance coverage than their non­
working counterparts, who are morc likely to be covered by Medicaid, 

Percent Lacking Health Insurance Coverage 

Total Poor: 

: Total 16.1 31.6 

: Adults who worked during year 18.1 47.6 

• Working-age adults who did not work 26.2 38.5 

!Cbildren ,, 
15.0 23.8 

Source: U,S, Census Bureau, Ma!\:h supplement to the 1998 Current Population Survey (data from calendar year 
1997) 

By law, families leaving the TANF rolls maintain their eligibility for Medicaid for up to one 
year, Nonetheless, there is evidence, from a 1997 GAO study of three states and from several 
states' own studies of welfare 'Ileaversl!, that among families whose welfare benefits are 
tenninated or who leave welfare for work, participation in Medicaid declines significantly and is 
not offset by a corresponding increase in private insurance coverage. 

The continuation of health insurance is an especially critical concern for individuals with 
disabilities, a.<; they visit the doctor and are hospitalized more often than the non~disabled 
population, and have hlgher average medical expenses. One study showed that annual per capital 
health.care spending for adults with moderate disabilities was six times; and for adults with 
sjgnifi~ant disabilities was twelve times~ that for non-disabled working age adults. 
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I Karen Tramontano 
.0',',',''''0',-,.,,_.--._, ,--,, ­

05/05/99 I; 
~.. ,-. '-0 I :59:z}'PM' 

Record Type: Record 

To: • Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP 
i 

cc: 
Subject: Paid Parental leave 

i'm not sure you're in the loop on this one ••• but this is high on alexis' I 
••• --••• -.....-------- Forwarded by Karen TramontanotwHO/EOP on 05/05/99 01 :58 PM .---••••---~.--------------

'j~,t•• ' 

-r"i L Sylvia M. Mathewsttt i 

~.: 05/05{99 01 :32:08 PM 

! 

Record Type: Record 

, 
To: Karen Tramontano/WHO/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Paid Parental leave 


FYI. 
We will continue to work the issue with the ope, but thought an early heads up on some of the 
difficutlies might be helpful. , 
---------------------- Forwarded by Sylvia M. Mathews/OMS/EOP on 05/05/99 01 :31 PM ------------------------••­

~f:l:~ i B':~" Chow 
~.~"f" ''''''.-';' 05f04f99 07:24:50 PM 
1 

Record Type: Record 

To: Jacob J. lew/OMB/EOP@EOP, Sylvia M. Mathews/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: Robert l. NaborsfOMBfEOP@EOP. Victoria A. Wachino/OMB/EOP@EOP, Debra J. 
Bond/OMBfEOP@EOP 

Subject: Paid Parental leave 

You received a note from Karen Tramontano saying Sec. Alexis Herman was sending over to 
OMB a proposed interpretation regarding unemployment compensation that would expand the 
application of the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA). You should be aware that this is a 
controversial proposal, some forms of which have been considered but rejected in the past. 

, 
I convened a meeting last week at the request of DOL to discuss the issue of paid parental 
leave and the intersection with unemployment insurance (UI) proposals in various States. 
NEC, DPC, WHLA, CEA, Treasury, and DOL staff attended the meeting. The idea of paid 



· . 

parental leave was discussed the last two years as possible budget initiatives, but did not make 
it through the process in either year. DOL raised the issue again because of interest by the 
Hill, specifically Sen. Kennedy, in the Administration's position on paid parental leave. 

I 

The meeting focused on the Administration's position on paid parental leave. the different 
mechanisms available to address this issue (UI, tax credits, etc.), and whether DOL should 
change its position on use of UI funds for paid parental leave (opposed in the past), DOL did 
not present a clear position on any of these issues. While Kitty Higgins herself supports a 
change to DOL's position, at a minimum she wants to meet with the supporters on the Hill to 
explain t~e concerns of the VI program and explore alternatives. 

We plan to meet with the Hill on Friday. DPC is taking the lead on an interagency group to 
develop proposals for paid parental leave. 

Background on Paid Parental Leave 

As it was' developed in 1997, the Administration's paid parental leave initiative would have 
provided eligible new parents $200 a week in paid leave, funded by the Federal government, 
for up to jsix weeks. Eligibility was based on income and time in the workforce. This 
initiative would have used the VI system to deliver the leave payments, but would not have 
used VI funds ~ for these benefits. The policy goal was to offer persons who cannot 
afford to take leave after the birth or adoption of a child an option to stay at home, versus 
child care. It was estimated to cost $1 billion annually. This proposal was considered in the 
context of , child care proposals but never included in the budget or any subsequent policy 
announcement. 

The data on the size of the problem are scant and was collected very soon after the law was 
passed. We do not have data on recent experience. I understand that a survey conducted by 
the Commission on Family and Medical Leave found that 3.4 percent of respondents stated 
they needed to take leave but did not take advantage of unpaid protected leave; 2 percent cited 
affordabil~ty as the main reason. By offering paid leave, the Administration could try to 
address this problem. 

State VI Proposals and DOL Concerns 

Four states have introduced legislation that would allow use of VI trust funds to pay 
individuals on some form of family and medical leave (Vermont, Massachusetts, Maryland, 
and Washington). DOL has objected to this proposed use in the past because the individuals 
receiving the benefit are not available for work -- a fundamental requirement of the VI 
program known as the "availability test." 

These States are either proposing to use a "recall" concept or "deeming" to get around the 
"availability test." The "recall" concept comes from the classic manufacturing lay-offs where 
the employer initiates the unemployment but expects to recall its workers -- for example, auto 
workers. Although the laid-off auto workers may not be required to actively seek work, they 



must stil1 be available for work when they are recalled. The other idea is to simply "deem" , 
that the new parent nas met the "availability resL" 

The UI staff at DOL are insistent that the States use the UI system to pay benefits only to 
workers who lose a job through no fault of their own, and continue to be unemployed because 
no other work is available. However. Federal law does not contain any explicit requirement 
that Ullclaimants be available for work. and DOL has relied for many years on the legislative 
hiStory:Of the UJ program to enforce its availability interpretation, 

The major concern of DOL is that a change in the DepanmenCs long-standing position on 
availability -- because it is not in Federal1aw - would create a "slippery slope'" for other 
aspects of the UI program, States also might decide 10 even pay benefits to other people not 
available for work because of vacations, sick leave, sabbaticals, Of retiremenL Another 
problem area is means testing, DOL has long interpreted UI as a non-means tested program, 
that it is insurance against wage loss when involuntarily unemployed, The FMLA policy 
discussed in 1997 and 1998 would have limited the benefit to those with incomes below a 
certain amount -- as initially discussed the limit was 550.000 then it was $36,000. ]f, 

however, features that are not explicitly in Federal law are left wholly to State discretion, 
DOL fears that some States may means-test UI to reduce its costs. 

DOL also points out that changing its interpretation:;;: does not assure that States wi1l provide 
paid parental leave. The decision will still be up to each State legislature. 

Alternative Approaches to Paid Parental Leave 

Some of the issues we will be exploring follow. Olhers may arise. 

• !4, Separate State Tax to Fund Parental Leave, DOL has no objections to using the UI 
system to make parenralleave payments - the objection is to using UI trust funds. DOL has 
informed the States that they can create a separate State tax to fund parental leave (that will not 
be part of the UI trust fund) and that they can even reduce their State Ul taxes to make this 
new program revenue-neutral for employers, Several States have aJready established separate 
taxes for training or for employment security administration. 

I 
• 

, 
fisc ofSlate Temporary Disability System. Only six States have such a system now, 

Last year California introduced a bill that would use its temporary disahility system for family 
and medical leave purposes. 

.. Conduct a Umited Pilor, This approach would keep the issue under Federal control 
and would provide information on such critical cost issues as take-up rate~. Decisions would 
need to be made on how to encourage State participation and whether this pilot would usc 
discretionary funds or permit use of mandatory UI trust funds, 

~ Tax Credits, The Administration could revisit creating a new tax credit for this 
purpose, 



f,.. 

• 
Families Agenda for the Fiscal Year 2000 Budget 

Over the last 30 years, there have been increasing pressures on the family ·-more dual-earner 
couples) families working longer hours, all creating a squeeze that leaves parents with less and 
less time with their children. At the very least, this time squeeze is a source of anxiety for 
parents ':'~at its worst, it places more children at risk. As part of the fiscal year 2000 budget, the 
Clinton Administration can put forward an agenda that puts families first by helping parents as 
they cope with this most important ofaU duties --raising their children. 

Expansion of the Child Care and Development Block Grant. We propose to expand the 
Child Core and Development Block Grant as previously proposed in the FY 1999 Budget. The 
block grant is the primary federal child care subsidy program, helping low-income working 
families struggling to pay for child care. Funds are distributed by formula to the states to operate 
direct ehHd care subsidy programs, as well as to improve the qua1ity and availability of care. 
Cunenl1y~ over one million children are served hy the program; leaving roughly nine million 
ehildren:who are eligible but unserved, Cost: $7.5 hiHion over five ycars~ 

Expansion of the Cbild and Dependent C .... Tax Credit. The Child and Dependent Care Tax, 
Credit provides tax relief for families who pay for the care of a child under 13 or a disabled 
dependent or spouse 1n order to work, The credit is equal to a percentage of the taxpayer's 
employment-related expenditures for child or dependent care. with the amount of the credit 
depending on the taxpayer's income. As in the FY J999 Budget, we propose increasing the 
credit for families earning under $60,000, providing an additional average tax cut of $358 for 
these famtHes and eliminating income tax liability for almost all families with incomes below 
200% of poverty ($35,000 for a family of foor) who 'ake the maximum allowable child care 
expenses under the law. Cost: $5.1 billion over fhle years to expand the credit for three 
million working families . 

. 
New Parent Paid Leave Plan. Many workers who have access to unpaid (whether through the 
FMLA:or employer~provided leave) are unable to take it because they simply cannot afford to do 
so. To address this problem} the President could propose a New Parent Paid Leave Phm to 
provide eligible parents with partial wage replacement for up to six or twelve weeks following 
birth or adoption. The cost of the plan win vary considerably ba'):ed on the selected eligibility 
criteria. 'One optioo: all new parents with median incom'e or below (TOughly $37,OOOlyr) who 
have been in the workforce for at least one year would be eligible for a $200/week partial wage 
replacement for up to four weeks (weekly figure based on average UI benefit). Eligible workers 
would be required to use the federa1 benefit immediately following birth or adoption and before 
uSJng any employer-provided leave benefit, but could receive the benefit whether Or not they 
ultimately returned to work. nle prograrn would be administered through the Unemployment 
Insurance System. Cost of option: very roughly, $875 miHion for FY 2000 (including start~ 
up and administrative expenses). We will have more options and better costing next '\veek. 

FMLA ~xpan$ion to Businesses with 25 \Vorkers. Since the Family and Medical Leave Act 
was enacted in 1993, millions of Americans have taken FMLA-covered leave to care for a 
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newborry or adopted child, attend to their ov,'T1 serious health needs, or care for a seriously iH 
parent, child or spouse -- without fear oflosing their job Of health insurance. Under current )aw, 
workers1are eligible for F~,1LA coverage only if they work at a business with 50 or more 
employees and if they have worked at least twelve months and 1,250 hours for the employer. 
(Today, about 67 million Americans _. over halfof all workers -- are covered by the FMLA. 
Senator Dodd proposed lowering the threshold to businesses 'v,lith 25 or more employees, and 
Senator Kennedy champions a proposal 10 lower the threshold to 10. While the President has 
consistently referenced his support for expanding the FlI,iLA benefit, the Administration has not 
formally presented a proposal in this area. We recommend advancing a specific proposal to 
lower the FMlA threshold to 25 or more workers, expanding coverage for up to ten million 
more American workers. No budget implications. 

Parent Education and Support Fund. The White House Conference on Early Childhood 
Development and Leaming spotlighted the critical importance of children's earliest years of life 
to their development and later success in life, Parents play the central role in providing children 
with developmentally appropriate stimulation and attention during tbese years. In addition, 
studies have revealed the promise of home-visitation programs to reduce child abuse and support 
children's development We propose the creation of a competitive grant program administered 
by HHS to fund parent education and support programs, including the development or expansIon 
of home visitation pr(lgrams, efforts to educate and engage parents in chiJd care and Qther efforts 
to improve chnd care quality, and the establishment of"second chance maternity homes" to 
support tt;en mothers and teach parenting skills. This fund would support programs such as 
HIPPY~ Parents as First Teachers, home visitation. and other parenting education programs, 
Cost: $500 million over five years. 

Tax Relief for Parents, Including Parents who Stay at Home. The following are a series of 
proposals that would benefit families in which a parent stays at home (atI estimates are rough and 
preliminary). We are currently exploring a variety of iterations of each proposal. but will settle 
on only one proposal. Also note that these proposals interact differently with an expanded Child 
and Dependent Care Tax Credit. and therefore, the selection ofone of these poEcics -will be 
informed by our decisjon on the DeTe, Options: 

a. EKpandlll~ The Child Tax Credit is currently $500 per child for children 
under 17. We propose to double the credit to $1,000 per child for those children under the age of 
three. The Child Tax Credit begins to phase out for taxpayers whose adjusted gross income 
exceeds $110,000 each year ($75,000 ifoot married). Cost: Roughly $1 I to $13 billion .vcr 5 
years. Another option is to double the credit for famHies with chiidren under the age of two, 
which would cost roughly $4 billion over five years. 

b. JllCrease the Standard Deduction. Most Iower~income families (incomes oftess than $50,000) 
do not itemize their deductions, choosing to take the standard deduction (and using the simpler 
form) instead, while most higher income families choose to itemize. Therefore. a proposal to 
expand the standard deduction for children would help lower~income families. In FY 2000. the 
standard deduction will be roughly $7,400 for married couples, and $6,500 for heads of 
households, We could increase the standard deduction by $1 ,500 for families with children for 

, 



each child under 4, regardless of the marital status of the parents. and would cover roughly 4 
million taxpayers: (three quarters ofwhorn are married couples) and 4.4 mHHon children. The 
average 'benefit would be $223 per taxpayer. Cost: $3.7 billion over five years. We are 
currently exploring a variety of other options, including a proposal to expand the standard 
deduction by $2,000 per family, . 

,. , 
c. ~nd the Dere, We could extend the benefits of our Dere proposal to stay-at-home 
parents with children age three and under. by applying the same eligibility guideline's and 
assuming minimum child-care expenses of $150 per family per month. This proposal would also 
phase out the credit for famities with annual income over $105.000, Cost: A variant of this 
propos'a~ was estimated at roughly $13 billion o"er 5 years ($8 billion above our DCTC 
proposal). 

,Expan~ion of Aner~School Programs. An estimated five miUion school-age chi1dren spend 
time as "latchkey kids" without adult supervision during a typical week. Research indicates that 
during these unsupervised hours children are mOre likely to engage in at-risk behavior. such as 
crime, ~rugs, and alcohol usc. To meet this pressing demand, the President can propose a 
dramatic expansion ofafter-school care, Areas of expansion: 

. I 

a. 2 I st C~ntutY Learning Centers;, The program increases the supply of after-school care in a 
cost-effective manner primarily by funding programs that usc public schools and their existing 
resources, such as computers, gymnasiums, and sports equipment We should build on the 
success ~f our recent expansion of the program by increasing funding by $300 million this year. 
Cost: $500 million for FY 2000, 

I 

b, SuppQ.O.iOg community-base.d aOer*schQQ) p(Qgram~. Because so many ofthe most effective 
after-scrloqJ programs are community based, such as the Boys and Girls Clubs, \ve propose 
expandi~g the Department ofJustice's At~Risk Youth Initiative, V':e propose expanding the 
program,by 5:50 million, bUl targeting the funds for after-school initiatives by cornmunity~based 
organizations. Cost: $250 million over fIVe years. , 

c. E~anding ArneriCml1s' sURPort for afte[~schQQL An expanded AmeriCorps could increase 
the availability of after school and summer programming for children and youth while providing 
additional opportunities for young adults to earn money for college through service. AmeriCorps 
Members serve with many of the major community-based organizations that provide after sellaol 
care (including YMCA) Save the Children. and Boys and Girls Clubs); many others serve in 
public schook We propose supporting a targeted initiative in which ten thousand ArncriCorps 
Members would conduct a 10-wcek summer program involving up to 100,000 middle-st;hool 
children. Cost: RoughJy $35 to $40 million per ycar~ or a cost of S200 million oyer five , 
years. 

, I 

, 
Child Welfare: Children UAging Out" of Foster Care. Each year, nearly 20,000 t8~year-olds 
"age out1> of the public child welfare system. These young adults entered foster care due to abuse 
and neglett, were unable to return to their birth families, and were not adopted. Federal financial 
support for these young people ends just at the time they are making the critical transition to 

I 
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support' for these young people ends just at the lime they are making the critical transition to 
adulthood, Research shows that they face unstable housing and homelessness, low educational 
achievement, depression, poor health, and violence and incarceration. When they turn j 8) they 
also very often lind them.selves with no health insurance, as Medicaid eligibility ends at ugc 18. 
Areas for increased investment: 

a, E~p'and the lndependeut Living Progra,m... Administered by HHS, the Independent Living 
Program provides services to foster care children aged 16 to 18 to help them (1) make the 
transition to independence by earning a high school diploma: (2) recei...'e ...'ocationat training; and 
(3) learn daily living skills such as budgeting, iocating housing, planning a career, and finding a 
job. Begun in !986. the program assists 85,000 young people and has been funded at $70 
million since 1992. We recommend increasing the Independent Lh'ing Program by 50 
percent - to S105 miHion in FY 2000 and $525 over five years: 

b. Expand the TUlOsitional Ljving Pro cram, The Transitional Living Program is an HHS­
administered, $15 million competitive grant program that funds community-based organizations 
that provide services to this population, including housing support We recommend doubling the 
increa.o:;ing to S30 minion in FY 2000 and $75 million over five years. 

c. froYide Medicaid Coverage, We recommend giving states the option ofusing Federal 
Medicaid doHars to provide health care covernge for this population - cost TBI); roughly 
hundreds of millions over 5 years), ' 

Child Welfare: Adoption Registry. !n 1996, the President called for a plan to double to 
Ilumbe,r of children adopted each year from the foster care system. Adoption 2002 -~ the 
inHiative developed by HHS in response to President's charge ~~ included efforts to break down 
barriers to adoption, The Administration secured 510 million in FY 1999 for HHS discretionary 
Adoption Opportunities Grants for this purpose. One use of this grants will be the creation of an 
Internet-based adoption registry of foster care children waiting to be adopted. so that prospective 
adoptive parents can leam about these waiting children. We recommend increasing tbe 
Adoption Opportunities grants by 20 percent to $12 million for FY 2000 andS60 million 
ovcr five years, targeted to the upkeep of this Internct~based national adoption registry. 

Child Welfare: Court (mjlrovemenl. The Adoption and Safe Families Act of! 997, aimed at 
moving children in foster care more quickly to adoptive and other pennanent nomes, shortened 
the timcframes in which permanency decisions must be made for children in foster care. This 
has put more pressure Oil an already over-burdened and resource-deficient family and juvenile 
court system. Courts particularly need additional support to improve automation and computer 
systems to track foster care children and to reduce the pending backlogs of abuse and neglect 
cases. In addition, the Court Appointed Special Advocate program, which pairs a trained 
volunteer with child abuse cases to serve in un advocacy role, needs to be expanded to undcr­
served areas. We recommend the creation of!l new DOJ~administered grant progrnrn to 
automate the data collection and tracking of proceedings in abuse and neglect courts and a one~ 
time grant to expand CASA to under-served areas. Cost; TEl)t rougbly 15 million for FY 2000 
and S55.million over r.,'c years. 
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[Flexible Work Hours: for Families. BrucelElena: We are beginning to think thrQugh this 
proposat, and are looking for guidance as to whether we should continue to pursue it.l Options: 

a. Tax credit for.busines$Cs that Provide flexible work scheduletiQT their eml21oyses. We 
propose to offer tax credits to companies that offer a variety of family-friendly benefits~' 
including flexible work hours for ~heir employees, compressed work weeks, part-time work with 
bcncfits,job sharing, career sequencing, and extended parental leave. Such a tax credit would 
enable parents to spend more time with their children by providing companies, both small and 
medium sized, the ability to respond to the time crunch families are facing. In addition, it builds 
on our flex-time and family~leave proposals, Awaiting estimation by Treasury. 

h. Subsidies: We propose that the Commerce Department would make grants to states who 
would in turn provide grants to eligible businesses that provide flexible work hours for their 
empl()y~es, including flexible work hours for their employees, compressed work weeks, 
part~tjrne work with benefits, job sharing j career sequencing, and extended parentaJ leave, 
Within th~ gnmt~making process, priority would be given to smatJ and medium sized businesses. 
Businesses would be required 10 ensure that the funds would be used to supplement and not 
supplant any ongoing efforts in this area, Very rough (ost estimate: $500 million over five 
years. 
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Families and the Labor Force 
, 

1. Conventional wisdom 

There is ~ popular perception ofa "time bind'; - that families are working more in the 
marketplace and are pressed for time at home. Relatedly, there is a be1iefthat much ofthis 
increase, in work has been done simply to maintain family income, In other words, Americans are 
working harder ~- and families are being squeezed for time -- simply to stay in place. 

,, ' 
Paper will look at: 
<I is:this true? And in particular, for what groups is it true? 
• 'W'hat afe the causes (of whatever is true) 
• What are the consequences 

. II. Are Families: Working More? Trends in Hours of Market \Vork 
, , 

A, Are Americans Working More in/he Marketplace? 
Include a brief discussion of problems in measuring hours ofwork Report annual hours worked. 
annual Weeks worked, and hours of work per week, by sex, marital status, and presence of 
childron"education and age of head (25.54,55.64),

, , i 

I. 	 Women's working hours increase. while men's decrease, On net, annual hours ofwork 
for both men and women increase., 

• 	 Estimates from the CPS forthe 18+ population from 1969 to 1989 show that 

annual hours ofwork increased by 276 hours for women, decreased by 139 hours 
for men, for a net per capita increase of 86 hours: Estimates from 1976 to 1993 

" 	 for the working age population (25·54) show stahle hours for men and an increase 
for WOmen of412 hours (45%), 

2, Differences for key demographic groups: 
a.;. Marital Status and Presence of Children: Married women had largest increase in 

. work from 1969 to 1989, Single mothers had largest increase from 1989 to 1996, 
b. Education ofHead: Largest increase in work for most educated men and women. 
c, Age ofHead: Work effort declines for 55·64 relative to 25·54, 

B. 	Effects on Family Hours or Work and Family Income, (see attached) 
, , 

1. 	 Change in hours of work and family income for families with children. 
I 

2. 	 Changes in work hours, earnings, and total family income 
by marital status and education ofhead for families with children. 

), 	 Cha.nges in work hours, earnings, and total family income 
by marital status and family income quintile. 

http:25.54,55.64
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HI. CaJs~ of above trends in hours: and income. 
A. On a.verage, women's reat wages have increased, while men's have decreased, 
B. Changes in social programs (particularly EITC and welfare reform for post 1989 trends), 
C. Trends in family structure (single parenthood~ number ofchildren), timing ofbirths and age of 
pa~nts at birth, 
D. Changing societal values / noms about role ofwomen / mothers in market place 

IV. Ch~Rges in other requirements on families (keep short) 
A, Increases in single parent families. 
B. Decreases in numbers of children per family, 
C. Changes in numbers ofelderly dependents trends in number of children, number of elderly 

V Conse,quence.s of above trends in hours and income on family well-being 
A. 	 Time Devoted to Children: How do families adjust to increase in market work and how 

does this 'affect well.being ofchildren? 
1. Available time use data from 1965 to 1985 suggests that on average most increases in 
women's work was offset by decreases in housework and not in time \\1th children 
2: However, effects may differ for resource and time~constrained families, such as single 
parent families and iow-earning couples. Available research suggests that single parents 
have less time for leisure, less time for child care and that they have higher levels of stress 
thah married couples, , 

B, 	 Cftanges in Household AlloCation of Time; 
I.The increase in women's financial contributions to families may affect family 
consumption patterns. For example, some research has found that money allocated to 
mothers has a larger impact on children' s consumption than money allocated to fathers. 
2 Greater women's work activity may be Important to insure their long-run financial 
security, particularly in the light of increases il1 divorce /separatlons, which imply that 
women can not rely on the husband's income as a lifetime source of income support, 
3" Changes in father vs mother's role in house care and child~care may affect children's 
soda1ization and learning, 

I 
C Dynamic Considerations: What are consequences of concentration ofwork into younger 
years, nnd increase in free time when older? 

, 
VL Polity' 
Things this,administration has done to help with balancing work and family: 

FMLA 
BITe 
Child tax credit 
Child care initiative 

Do we want to also talk about family~friendly business practices? (e.g. flex time, telecommuting 
etc. see Tr~sury report on child care,) 



the entire 15·year period, the com~ 
""".agehusband-wife hourly wage increased 
1.8 percent-the equivalent of a real hourly 

increase 9f less than 30 cents over the entire 
period, or 2 cents- each year! 

As such. Schor's "'squirrel cage" does not appear 
to be far off the mark. American mythology holds 
that long hours will payoff in It steadily increasing 
standard of ii~g; in other words, sacrificing time 
with family can pay for a dishwasher or microwave 
and, down the road, II more expensive college for 
one's children, Yet from a purely material perspec­
tive. all the extra hours 
from the "average" 
working family have 
yielded onlYla very 
modest improvement 
in the amount -of goods 
and,services they can 
buy. ; , 

But even thiS story 
is. too sanguine for 
most families. ,When 
we break down the 
hours and earnings 
data by educiltton 
group the tale gets 
even more depressing. 
Most Arnert.cans are 
not working harder so. 
they can afford a rand·, 
er minivan; they'r~ just 
trying to make pay­
ments on their old car 
or cover the rent. 
When you I~emove 
from the equation fam· 
ilies headed by •work· 
er with 'at least a col­
lege degr~e. it turns 
out that tbe enormous 
increase in work effort 
ov~r the past 20 years 
has allowed families to 
maintain their old 
standard ofi iiving­
but almost' nothing 
more. Fer families 

I W 7••• AND FOR HAT. 
I 

8 percent Jess annual income, For families headed 
by higb school graduates or some college, work 
effort was up by 16 to 17.4 percent, producing less 
than a 4 percent increase in total earnings. Thesc 
families are trapped in an Alice in Wonderland 
world, ruOning faster and faster just to stay in the 
same place. For all of these families, the "family" 
hourly wage has fallen predpitousty, by as much as 
17 percent in the case of the high school dropout. 

Of course, more work still pays off for ooc 
group; families headed by a college graduate. 
These families increased their work effort by 

. . . 
• 

Particularly for families where the breadwinners. don't have much 
education, working harder hasn't meant bighet Hvin'g standards. 
The least educated, in fact, are still slipping further behind, 

••• lnerease In 
hours ~-ocI 

1'11'¥'l<~""""'1l!i!l.ll Increase In 
total real earning'! , 

.WII\I*IIII.. Increa~ In 
"family" IKIUrly wage 

-11.5% 

-10.7% 

-8.2% 

-17.7% 


At least 
a college 32.5% 
degree 

17.4% 

Some 


college 

High 

s<:hooI 

degree 


11.6%High 

s<:hool 


dropouts 

I Som"" AUlho~' calcuJ",on, based on da" from the PSID. 

M.A.. (:,k (D.,) 

headed by high school 
dropouts, the situation is the most dismaL Between 
1973 and 1988, such families increased their annual 
work effort by neady 12 percent yet ended up with 

e "> 

abouj..1h~. same percen:age as tbose headed by 
high school graduates or tbose with some college, 
yet their material ('o,nsumption standard increased 

.by nearly a fuB third between 1973 and 1988. 
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, 
As you know, August S marla; the fifth anniversary of the implementation .fthe Family 

and Medical Leave Act of 1993. I remain OQnvinced that the FMLA willioug stand as one cfthe 
signature acoomplishments of the Clinton Administration ~. as wen as of those of us in Congress 
who worked for nearly. de<ade to get it signed into law, , 

This anniversary offers an important opportunity to remind the nation of this achievement 
as well as jay out an agenda for the future. As you know, President Clinton announced his 
support for my. irutiative to e:xpand the FMLA to include the 13 million Americans who work at 
mid-sized firms ofbetween 25 Illld 50 employees in this year's State of Union address. The 
PresIdent has not yet officially rolled out this new policy. The anniversary would be an excellent 
time to c.oordinate an event focusing .on five years of success and the expansion of the Act to 

, il'"more iam 1es-.' , 
, 

To inciease interest and relevance in this event. the President could release new findings 
about the success ofthe FMLA and announce several new Administration initiatives to promote 
the expansion of the FMLA in ways that do not require legislative action. 

I 

FjDdiQ~ 1 
• 	 Positiv~ Business ExperieDce with the FMLA. The Families and Work Institute is 

completing a study showing that 75 percent ofcompanies can document that the FMLA 
has either saved them money or has been cost neutral. This positive data CQntinues to 
undermine Republican argwnents that the Act has had a negative impact on business. 

• 	 NUiDber of Employees who hove u.ed FMLA. There has been no data ,ince 1996 on 
fhe n~ber of employees that bave used the FMLA. The National Economic Council 
could update its 1996 estimate to provide us with a new numbl::r of how many worldng 
Ameri~ans and their families bave benefitted from the fMLA. 

Admingtn,tign Initiatives! 
• 	 Support for Expansion Leglalation. 
• 	 Ed,,<.ational Campaign Targeted a\ Small Bu.in.... Announce an educational 


campaign by the Small Business Admini01ration and the Deportment ofLabor '" work 

with small and mid-sized businesses to encourage them to implement beneficial family 

and rnedica1leave policies. 


• 	 Support for Study on Affordlbilily. Aonounce thc Administration's support for the 
Nati<mal Academy of Sciences' work on how to make F'.MLA more affordable for 
working Americans. 

- •. I 

T~g oitrus evcntwould be important. As you know, the Senate is scheduled to be out 
of session all ofAugust The event should be timed for the last week ofJuly and we ean plan 
coordinated e-:ents on the actual anniversary in our states to amplify this important message. 

I 
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GRANDPARENT AND FAMILY CAREGIVER.SUPPORT ACT OF 1997 

SummarY 

The Grandparent and Famlly Caregiver Suppon Act of 1997 would prohibit Stat". from 
applying the work requirementS ""d thee limits in the wolf"'" reform l.w to grandpllfents and 
other f.unily C31egivcr.. The proposal CCIltoiDs the following provisions: 

• Work Requirements. States wouill be bam:<! from U$iIlg tbeir TANF gr...,. to impose 
work requiremelllli on tamilies headed by • relative c.are.giVer. Thes. fumili., would 
no! be included in the calcUl.uon of the work participation rares and co""d no! be 
required to work after !wo year<. Sw..s eolild not ."""lion. these families for rel\l$ing 
to work. 11' a State used the grant to require these families to work or p<IJali:t.ed these 
l\unilie., tt:.e S~tary coUld reduce a State', TANF grant by 5 per"""t. 

• Tim. limits. Stares would be probibited from establishing thee limits for reladve 
caregivers. In addition, In determiniDI the IJUIUbe.r of months of assism:uce received, 
States would be required to disregard any months of....istan<:< rec.elved by • tamily 
bead who is • relative caregiver. If. State vlolatad these proviSions, the Secretary 
could reduce a state'. TANF gran! by 5 per"",,!. 

- Granl$lO States. States providizlg ,uppon for grandparent and other family caregivers 
would be eligible to receive. federal gran! equal to tile amount expended by states 10 . 

, provide assistance to these cattgivenL 

The b.ckgroWld information provided with the legislative proposal discusses 3.5 million 
children living in relatives~ households. This figure overstates the issue somewhatt because in 
approximately half of Illese hous.holds tho children's parents .... lIlso present. A mueh 
smaller, although still quite ,iguinean!. number of children are living with rel,lives without. 
patent present. Multi-generalional, .:ttendcd family households are ,0mewb'1[ different from 
households in which. relative ba. takon over primary responsibility for the children and the 
parent is not pres"",. (All the flgure, below nre from an ASPE study to be released soon 
entitled lilfol71'llll and Formal Kln..ldp Car•.) 

In the period 1992-1993, an estimated 1.39 million cbildrenUved with relatiy,,. and without 
their parenu. This includes 1.1 <;!; of white children, 6.1 <;!; of Aftican Americilll children and 
:1..7% of Hispanic children. Just under half of all U.S. oblldren in relatives' care (without. 
parent present) live in the South. u defutcd by the Censm Bureau. Since tho early 1980, the 
number of ,ueb f.unili., bas grown significantly among African AmericallS a..a has remained 
reasonably stlble amoo: whites. R.ela:dvely ft;w .of these children arc:: in forml1 foster (:Me 
arrangements with relatives. Most relative care consists of iDforma! arrange'rnenm organized 
by the famil.ies thell1selve:s. 

; 



"<J5/21/91 09:30 fJ nUlY' 
",~5/1,!l,/91 12: 16 	 ~ 003 

, . 
As the CongrcsS<lwman'. background sh<:ct on the bill points OUt, many relative caxe,ivers axe 
older {ban parents. Two thirds of (he children in relatives' care live with grand.parents. Of the 

.	rel<ltive, caring for children wben parents are not presen~ 21 %are age 60 or over; 29 % are 
age 50-59; 245'1), arc 40-50 years old; and 18% are ""det 40. Nearly 60% of !.hese earegivers 
are employed, but nearly 40% of the children in relatives' care live in families with incomes 
below tile poverty line. ApproximatelY 27% o(kinship ear. children live in famiU.. thaI 
receive public assistance or \\'Clfilre. 31 % receive food Stamps, 14.5';' receive HSI. nearly 1mlf 
receive free school lunches, and 35'i1i live in household, which receive income Dram Social 
Security. 

Analysis 

The needs of relative caregivers are real and imPOf'Wlt. Several ~spects of'thIs pr()posal, 
however. could have significant unintended consequences and are inconsistent with the 
Presitlent's proposili Oll welfare refQrm. In addlLiou, curn:nt law and guid?.ru:::e provided to the 

.	Sta~es On'maintenance of effort and the operation of &6p.:trate programs with Sta.tH-(lnly money 
gives them flexibility to usc their own funds to support relative c:.areli"ers should ~ey cho,:se 
to do so. 

PO/eTltu:lIy Weakens Family Stability. W. mu$t W:e car. not to encourage parents to abandon 
their children. In the rune way !he welfare system bas been , ....ed of driving men out of 
families lUlQ CO:ltfl'buting to the explosion in single parent lwusoholds, makinB a si1lgle parent', 
departUre from the housebolo the key to continued Iilmily .ssistallee may inadvertently create 
additional nO-pM""t f=illes. For a single mother facing !he loss of assistance r..nefits 
because of time limits, work requirements, or other restrictions, abandoning he! children to 3: 

re1ative's care may seCln like thc best option. In addition, States 'l!i.'ould have an incentive 
under thi, propo,al to encourage thi. possible trend given I'b:!t thoy would receive additional 
fUnding when assist:u:lCe is provided to relative caregivers rather than parents. 

Significant Costs. Tbis proposal would hove siguificant bndgcwy unpUcations, given tbat 
States would receive Fed"",) ",imbursement for tho fuU amount of nssistaru:e tb!)l provide 10 

relative caregivers, States would b£we il strong incentive to 'We this new fundin~ strewn'to 
maximum adva:ru.age. 

Reduces Stat. Flexibility. This proposal reduce. State fleXibility by banning S •• tes from 
establishing time limit!t or requiring work, even if StaleS fiD.d that such requirements would be 
appropriate in om.ain circulDSW'lets. States eurrently h.tve the flex.ibility to cas! time limitS 
for grandparents or Olher relative caretakers by iz>cludini Ihtm under the 20 p.l<:¢Dt extensioll, 
by using Sute dollars to provide assiSUJlCe. or by only providing assistaru:e to tbe children in 
the fiinlily. 

w~a.ttns Work Empluzsls, In many iruit,anc;t:.\i. it may be appropriate to require relatives to 
work in order to help them make the move to self..sufficiency. In drcwnstance:i where it may 
llot l>e appropriate to require work because of age or diS3bility, Ill. SUI•••n choose under 
current law to exempt these: individuals !rom the work requireme.nts (and med: 1:he rates by 
targeting other individuals) or serve them in separate State progrnms. 

Pnp"ed by IlHSIASPE SIlS/97 



Grandparent and Fllmily Caregi"er Support Act 

,; . 
Background 

". 

The Grandparent and Family Caregiver Support Act, which Representative Waters and 
others in the Congressional Black Caucus support, requires states to exempt grandparents and 
other family members caring for children from the welfare law's time limits and work 
requirements, Currently, states have discretion to exempt these pers,lns (or any others the state 
selects) from the law's time limits, up to 20% of the welfare case toad. In addition, of course, the 
work rates are now set at only 25% of the caseload (going up to 50% in 2002), 

Talking Points . 

It In welfare refonn. we agreed to give states the discretion to identify their most vulnerable 
pop'llations -- battered women, people with AIDS. those too disabled to work; 
grandparent caregivers -- and decide who wOlild be exempt from time limits and work 
requirements. 

• We are reluctant to reopen this issue and ask for particular exclusions. For one thing, we, 
think Congress would use our attempt to reopen the law as an opportunity to push for 
proposals we disagree with, But we are glad to talk with you further about this proposal. 

\ ; 
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STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 


H,R. 1 - Workins Families Flexjbjlj!l!Act of 1297 
(Ballenger (R) NC and 99 others) 

The President will veto H.R. 1 if it is passed in its curren! form. The President will no' sign 
HR. I, or any other comp tim. legislation, unless it adheres to three fundamentlll principles: 
(l) real choice fur workers; (2) real protection ag.,nst employer abuse; and (3) preservation of 
workers' ~ilhts. 

~.R. I purports to give working families greater flexibility. In reality~ it grants employers more 
rights at the expense ofworking people: 

, 

• 	 HR. I fails to offer workers real choice. In particular, H.R. 1 would allow an 
employerto decide ',\\-1ten a worker could use his or her compensatory tirne-off by 
disapprovingsueh time-off ifthe employer claims it would "unduly disrupt" its . 
operationS. In addition, HR. 1 would pennit an employer to "cash out" a ' . 
worker's earned, compensatory time 'Ov~ 80 hours.

I , 
"' ­

• 	 H.R. 1 fiIils to protect woricer. against employer abuse. For """'pIe, H.R. 1 
offers inadequate protections for vulnerable workers and part-time, seasonal, and 
temporary employees, including garment and construction workers. and those who 
are employed in industries Vlith histories afFair Labor Standards Act violations. 
H.R, 1 also foils to prohibit employers from substituting compensato!), time-off for 
paid vacation or sick leave benefits, Furthermore, RIC I lacks meaningful 
remedies for workers when employers penalize them for electing to receive 
overtime pay in lieu of compensatory time-off. 11\ addition. H.R. 1 contains 
inadequate worker safeguards in cases where an employer goes bankrupt or out~ 

, of-business,, , . 

1 ,,	 H.R 1 fails to preserve workers' rightS. Workers who take compensatory time~off 
can be forced to work additional overtime in the same week -- even on the 
weekend - without being paid overtime premium pay. 

The Administration supports th~ $Ubstitute amendment to be offered by Representative George 
Miller, although procedural obstacles in the House have p,ovented the amendment from 
addressing aU of the important issues that need to be treated, including expansion ofFamily and 
Medical Leave Act (FMLA). The Administration strongly believes th.t any legislation to 
authorize pompensatory time under the Fair Labor Standards Act should be linked to expansion of 

, 
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the F:MLA. Expanding the F:t>.fi.A to give working families greater flexibility to foster the 
education ofthe:ir children or provide routine health care for theif children or elderly relatives: will . 
go. king way toward achieving th~ stated goals of H.R. 1. 

The :M:iller amendment, however, would ensure real employee choice. by adding crucial provisions 
not found in H.R. 1. For example, employers. that adopt comp time programs would have to 
make comp time available to sim.iIMly-situated employees on a fait and non-discriminatory basis, 
Working f'a:milies are guaranteed real protecti~n against possible comp time abuse through the 
Miller amendment. 

Furthermore, the Miller amendment would preclude employers from'using romp time to modify 
or reduce existing paid leave plans.' It would entitle employees choosing comp time to get regular 
statements of their accrual and use of comp time~ put a reasonable limit on the number ofhours of 
camp time th!lt can be accrued; and anow employees to seek damages when they incur COStS 

because an employer wrongfully denies them use ofthe comp time they earned. The Secretary of 
Labor would have the authority '0 bar employers with • pattern and practice ofromp time abuse 
from continuing to offer comp tIme, H.a.. 1 has none ofthese prOtections. These are all 
improvements to KR. I that gu.rantee the legislation enhances rather than deerease. flexibility 
for America's working fumilie•. 

,·. 

· .I 
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,President Clinton Wants Flex-Time Legislation that Gives Real Choices 
t to Employees and Their Families 

March 19, 1997 
I 
I 

PRESIDENT CLINTON STRONGLY OPPOSES TIlE REPUBLICAN COMP TIME 
PROPOSALS BEFORE CONGRESS BECAUSE: , 

• 	 Th~'President believes employees should be able to choose to receive overtime in 
income, or trade it in for time off to be with their families. 

I 

I 
• 	 The Republican proposals could drastically limit the ability of employees to earn 

ov~rtime pay. Many working families rely on overtime wages to pay for their rent, food, 
and clothing. The Republican proposal could take that valuable overtime payout of their 
pockets. It allows companies to force employees to take camp time instead of overtime, 
e.g'., by allowing only workers who will take camp time to work more than 40 hours a 
week., 


, 

• 	 Un.der Republican proposals, emuloyees lose control over when to take the comp 

time they have earned. The Senate GOP bill allows employers to "cash out" any earned 
comp time with just 30 days notice·· even if the employee was planning to use that time 
for' extended maternity leave. Employers could also deny an employee's request to use 
comp time if they claim business would be "unduly disrupted" •• even if the employee is 
si~ply doing something that's already covered by the Family and Medical Leave Act. , . 

• 	 The Republican proposals have no elTective remedy against employer abuses. The 
only remedy available to employees is a lawsuit against employers who force them to take 
comp time. That's riot a practical remedy for most lower·paid workers. And there is no 
re~edy at all when employers deny overtime to an employee who prefers that option. 

• 	 Republican proposals undermine the 40-hour work week. Under the GOP proposal, 
employers could make employees work extra hours (beyond the 40 hour) during a week 
they'have taken comp time without paying" overtime. Under Senator Ashcroft's biweekly 
wo'rk or flexible credit programs, employees are never entitled to overtime unless the 
employer specifically requested it in advance. 

I 
HERE IS WHAT PRESIDENT CLINTON DOES SUPPORT: 

• 	 Fh.~.x-time that gives employees more choice, not less w_ letting them choose between 
tinie ofT and overtime pay, whichever is best for them. Under the President's plan, 
employees and their families are the ones who choose if. how. and when they use comp 
time. Under the Republican bill, employers, not employees, make those decisions w_ and 
employees are not adequately protected from employer abuses of these laws. 

• 	 The President's legislation would Expand the Family and Medical Leave Act and 
Give Employees New Choices on Flex Time. The President's plan would allow a 



worker to take unpaid hours off -~ up to 24 hours annually ~- for parent.teacher 
conferences, their children's regular doctor visits, or to care for older relatives' health 
needs. 

; , 
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SUBJECT: COMP TIME/ FAMILY MEDICAL LEAVE ACT LEGISLATION lOti.-.. 1W.l'",hJwf,~ 

I. BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS 

This memorandum offers options for how to achieve the optimal outcome 
from the current legislative debate on camp time and expansion of the Family 
and Medical Leave Act (FMLA). 

This week and next week, the House and Senate labor committees are 
holding hearings regarding camp time legislation: the Ballenger bill in the 

House and the Ashcroft bill in the Senate. Both bills address only camp time 

and not FMLA expansion, and they provide fewer guarantees of employee 

choice and fewer protections against potential abuse than your bill, which 

was sent to Congress last September. For example, the Republican bills: 


1) Do not exclude vulnerable workers; 

2). Do not include special protections for workers whose employers 


go bankrupt or shut down unexpectedly; 
3) Do not guarantee real choice for employees because they allow 

employers to refuse employees' use of comp time if it would "unduly 
disrupt" operations. (Your bill, on the other hand, allowed employees to 
take comp time for FMLA purposes at any time, and to take it for other 
purposes with two weeks notice unless it would cause the employer 
"substantial and grievous injury."); 

?? - 4) Allow employers to cash out employees' comp time over 80 
hours, thereby denying them the use of camp time; 

5) Provide weaker remedies for violations. Your bill has solutions 
to all of these problems. 

In addition, the Ashcroft bill has additional provisions that would effectively 
eliminate the 40 hour week by allowing employers to establish 80 hour 
biweekly schedules and, in certain circumstances, to pay employees straight 
time, not time and a half, for hours worked over 40 in a week or 80 in two 
weeks. Sen. Jeffords plans to mark up the Ashcroft bill on February 26, 
and Rep. Ballenger plans to mark up his bill in early March. 

Senator Dodd, Sen. Murray, Rep. Clay, and Rep. Maloney have instead 
introduced bills to expand the FMLA. The bills introduced by Maloney and 
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Murray would expand FMLA for an additional twenty-four hours for the 
purposes of routine medica! care for children and orderly parents or school 
related activities, similar to your bill. The bills introduced by Dodd and Clay 
would lower the threshold of FMLA applicability from 50 employees to 25 
employees, which would cover an additional 10 million employees in small 
businesses. 
The FMLA bills have support from women's groups and the labor movement, 
both of which are more enthusiastic about dropping the threshold than 
providing an additional 24 hours of leave. The labor movement strongly 
opposes the Republican camp time bills, and finds the provisions in the 
Ashcroft bill that eliminate the 40-hour work week to be particularly 
offensive. Most Republicans oppose any expansion of FMLA. 

The current legislative strategy among congressional Democratic leaders is to 
criticize the comp time bills and try to add the various FMLA expansions to 
the Republican bills. Your bill has not been introduced, nor is there any 
Democratic version of a comp time bill. The labor movement has requested 
that the Administration threaten to veto any bill that doesn't (1) improve the 
comp time provisions to provide real choice and real protections for 
employees, and (2) link FMLA and camp time. 

II. 	 ACTION-FORCING EVENT 

The Vice President will be addressing the AFL-CIO at an annual meeting on 
February 1 B and will be forced to address these issues either in remarks or in 
questions and answers. Thus, a decision must be made now regarding 
whether to adopt a strategy of insisting on linkage between FMLA and camp 
time, and whether to issue any veto threats, The options are laid out below. 
In each case, the Vice President would articulate the Administration position 
on February 1 B at the AFL-CIO meeting. 

III. 	 OPTIONS 

1. 	 Threaten to veto the bill if your principles are not addressed. The 
Administration would layout a set of principles needed for a bill to be truly 
family friendly. We would say that the bill should include FMLA expansion, 
and that any bill that doesn't meet certain principles will be vetoed, but we 
would not link a veto to FMLA expansion. These principles are embodied in 
your bill from last yaar: 

AI Real Choice for Employees, including the right to take camp 
time when needed for FMLA purposes, the right to choose to use camp 
time for any purpose with two weeks notice to their employer unless use 
of camp time will cause substantial and grievous injury to the employer, 
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the right to cash out comp time. for overtime pay on 15 days notice and 
employers can't choose to cash out comp time; and 	 . 

Bl Real Protection Agoinst Employer Abuse, inclUding the various 
protective provisions in your bill that are not present in the Republican 
bills, such as exclUSions for vulnerable workers, special protections in case 
employers go bankrupt or close down unexpectedly, a prohibition against 
employers' substituting camp time for paid vacation or sick leave benefits, 
a prohibition against employers penalizing employees who choose overtime 
pay instead of camp time, and strong provisions for enforcement. 

Cl Preservation of Basic Worker Rights. The Administration would 
threaten a veto of any bill that eliminates the 40 hour work week, as the 
Ashcroft bill does. 

Pros: 	 A. Would strengthen the position of congressional Democrats arguing to 
improve the Republican bills. Would encourage congressional Republicans to 
negotiate in an effort to produce a bill that would become law. 

B. If the strategy resulted in changes to the bills, it would significantly 
improve upon bills that presently do not carry guarantees of employee choice 
or adequate protection against employer abuse. 

C. Would be welcomed by constituency groups that view the Republican 
bills as a weakening of employee protection laws, and would strengthen the 
leadership position of Democrats on women's issues. 

D. Since this strategy doesn't threaten a veto jf the FMLA expansion is not 
in a final bill , it has the effect of ass~sting the Democrats who are trying to 
add FMLA expansion to the bills without locking you in to a veto on that 
specific issue. 

Con: 	 You might have to veto a comp time bill, although it would be one that 
would fall far short of the family friendly principles you have laid out. 

2. 	 Threaten to veto a bill if your principles are not addressed AND FMlA 
expansion is not included. This strategy is the same as #1 above except that 
a fourth veto principle would be the expansion of FMLA. The rationale is 
that FMLA and camp time are linked family friendly policies. Since camp 
time is not mandatory, the only guarantee that covered workers will have any 
additional leave is through FMLA expansion amendments. FMLA is one of 
your signature programs and this is one way to ensure its passage in a 
Republican Congress. 
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Pros: 	 Same as A, B & C above. In addition. the AFL·CIO has requested this 
particular strategy and veto threat. Sen. Kennedy also prefers this strategy 
and veto threat. 

Cons; A; Sen. Daschle is skeptical that his colleagues will support a strategy 
that insists on FMLA expansion as the price for any camp time bill, however 
strong. It is difficult to defend the logic of refusing to accept one positive 
change in the law merely because a second positive change has not also 
been made. 

B. If the strategy fails to produce a bill that includes FMLA expansion, you 
might have to veto a very strong camp time bill just because it doesn't 
include FMlA expansion. 

3. 	 Introduce principles for a family-friendly bill. We would layout the principles 
listed in # 1 above and would insist that they are all vital to a family friendly' 
bill, but would not explicitly threaten a veto. 

Pros: 	 A. Would layout principles for a bill without locking you in to a veto, 

B. Would leave open the option of vetoing a weak camp time bill or a bill 
that fails to expand FMLA. 

Cons; Not likely to produce changes to the Republican bills, thus could make it 
more likely that you face signing a bill that doesn't include sufficient 
employee choice and protections. Signing such a bill would have the dual 
results of significantly altering the Fair Labor Standards Act without 
sufficient safeguards and also seriously angering the labor movement and 
disappointing women's groups. 

IV. 	 DECISION: 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 __ Let's 
Discuss 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Don Baet, Gene Sperling, Ann Lewis, Rahm Emanuel, Mike McCurry, 
Bruce Reed 

FROM: Eli Attie!Jon Kaplan 

RE: Saturday's FMLA Radio Address 

DATE: Friday, January 31,1997 

Here is. near-final run-down ofthe FMLA mdio address, to be taped live in the Oval 
Office tomorrow: 

As discussed, there are three main points: 

1. To describe the accomplishments of the Family Leave law on the fourth anniversary of 
its signing (the exact anniversary is 215); 

2. To announce a new 800 number and public education campaign to increase awareness 
ofFMLA; 

3. To reaffirm the President's campaign commitment to expand Family Leave to parent~ 
teacher conferences and children~s routine medical appointments. 

It was decided nQt to include mention of our flextime proposal, or to discuss when we 
will resubmit the FMLA expansion bill (originally submitted on the last day of the 104th 
Congres.<;), since we do not yet know if these two proposals would be combined in one bin. 

, Terry Edmonds is preparing the President' s remarks, 

Event gnd Pk/urJ!. 

A briefing will be held in the President's dining fOom, from 9:45 to 10:00. The event will 
take place at 10:06 in the Oval, followed by the usual receiving line. 

Josh King is arranging the picture; the goal is to incorporate both a sign with the new 800 
number, and some real people who have been affected by FMLA. We are bringing in Christine 
Sens. a first~grade teacher from Fairfax.. VA, and her husband. Christine became pregnant in 
1993 and 1995, and without FMLA would only have been allowed 6 weeks off to recover and be 
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with her baby -- unless she took a full year off from teaching, which she could not afford. FMLA 
allowed her 12 weeks off for both pregnancies. (Her children will he coming, but are too young 
to have in the room "...ithout risk ofdisruption.) We are also bringing in Clifton "Stan" Sorrell, 
CEO of the Calvert Group, a $5.2 million, 175-employee investment company in Bethesda, 
which has been implementing FMLA and already offers tbe leave policies we are proposing 
under our FMLA expansion. Mr. Sorrell was at the FMLA signing in 1993 (his company has 
been fC{;ogni7...ed as one of Working Mother's best 100 companies four years in a row, and was 
also one ofllush', Thousand Points of Light). Sorrell will be bringing two of his employees who 
have used Family Leave. 

The current plan is for the President to read the radio address from his desk~ with Mr, and 
Mrs. Sens standing behind the desk on one side, and Mr. Sorrell and his employees on the other 
side. Josh is preparing a small sign-tent which would he placed on the desk to he at the center of 
the picture, which might say something like "Learn More About Family Leave: 1-800-959­
FMLA." (Josh will have addition.l options ready.) 

ems and Mate,riats 

Most likely, only still photographers would he allowed in this event. NEC has drafled an 
overall one~pager (attached), Labor is finishing one-pagers on their public education campaign 
and on the Sens family and SorrelJ~s company. and the Press Office could also distribute copies 
of Labor's new Family Leave PSA's (attached). 

Please let us know ifyou have any additionallhoughts" 



EXPANDING THE FAMILY AND MEDICAL LEA VI, ACT­
TO HELP FAMILIES BALANCE WORK AND FAMILY RESPONSIBILITIES 

G~ 	 Four Year AnniversaryI 

, ~; 	 February 1, 1997 

P~NT CLINTON DELIVERED ON HIS PROMISE TO PROVIDE ~'AMILY LEAVE: On
F~~, 1993, President Clinton delivered on his promise and signed into law his first piece oflegislation, 
the Family and Medical Leave Act of1993, The law allows workers at businesses with 50 or more 
employees 10 take up to 12 weeks of unpaid, job-protected leave to eare for a newborn or adopted child, to 
attend to their own serious health needs, or to care for a seriously ill paren:t, child or spouse . .' 

BIPARTISAN REPORT SHOWS THE LAW IS WORKING: A 1996 report on the impact ofthe law 
by the bipartisan Commission on Leave, chaired by Senators Dodd and Craig, shows that the law is working: 

• 	 61, million Americans - over half ofworkers - are guaranteed tbey can take leave from their 
job to care for a sick relative or a newborn child without fear oflosing their job or their health 
insurance. 

• 	 More tIt~n 12 minion eligible workers have taken leave with federal protedion since its 
enactmenL 

• 	 40% ofall workers think they will need to take lcave for a covered reason at some time in the 
next 5 years. The leading reason is to care for a seriously ill parent. 

• 	 Despite opponentsf claims, compliance is easy and costs low for most employers: 
• 	 9 in 10 employers find the law "very" or "somewhat" easy to administer 
• 	 Cotnpliance entails either little or no costs for 89"1o~~/o ofbusinesses 

• 	 Some bu~inesses have reported reduced employee turnover, enhanced productivity and 
improved morale which they attribute.to the Act. 

I 
NOW IT IS TIME TO EXPAND THE LAW TO BETTER HELP WORKERS CARE FOR THEIR 
CHILDREN AND PARENTS. While the law is a major step forward, it does not cover many situations 
facing working fumilies, President Clinton proposes expanding the law to cover more family obligations to 
better help working families care for their children and elderly relatives without sacrificing their work 
obligations, Under the proposed expansion, workers could take up to 24 hours ofadditional leave each year 
to meet edditional specified family obligations, including routine doctors appointments and parent-teacher 
conferences. Leave could be taken for the following purposes: 

• 	 Pal1icipati~g in school activities directly related to the educational advancement ofyour chUd, 
such as parent-teacher conferences or interviewing for a new school; 

• 	 Accompanying your child to routine dental or medical appOintments, such as annual 
checkups or vaccinations; 

• 	 Accompanying an elderly relative to routine medical appointments or·other professional 
servi{;H re1ated to their care, such as interviewing nursing homes or group homes,, 

, 	 , 

A NEW PUBLIC EDUCATION CAMPAIGN WILL INFORM PEOPLE OF THEIR 
PROTECTIONS UNDER FMLA, According the Commission on Leave, less than 114 ofworkers learned 
about F.MLA on the job. The Clinton Administration bas Jaunched a public education campaign - a 
recommendation of the Commission -- to ensure that employees and employers are aware ofthelr rights and 
responsibilities under the FMLA , 

J 
• 	 New toll-free FMLA HoUine -- 1-800-959-FMLA - to provide employees and employers with 

basic infonnation on the law. In under two weeks. over 14.000 peopJe have called the 
Department of Labar'. FMLA Hotline. 

• 	 Internet information on FMLA is found at a speciaJ web site on the Department of Labor's 
home page -- hllp;llwww.do/.govldollesalfmia.hlm. 

• 	 Upcoming public service announcements in newspapers and on. the radio will publicize the 
FMLA hO,tline and Internet address to workers and employers across the country. 

http:attribute.to
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH INGTON 

,! 
July 24, 1996 

MEMORANDUM TO DON BAER AI 

From: i: . Jeremy Ben~i\~ 
j 	 SUbject: Executive Action: Making the Federal Government A Model 


Employer -- Providing 24 Hours of Family Leave To lIS
-1·---··----	 Employees 

. 
OMB is putting into clearance a Presidential Memorandum ordering agencies to ensure that 
federal employees get the 24 hours of Family Leave we are proposing in FMLA II - to . 	 . 
participate in'their children's education and take their kids or elderly relatives to the doctor. 
The Office of PCISonnel Management believes there is statutory authority for such an action, 
and I have no reason to believe there will 	be a problem in clearance -- which can hopefully 
be obtained'by early-mid next week. In addition, the administration is about ready to send .. the FMlA II legislation to 	Congress . 

A few of us (Carol, Elaine Kamarck, Jim King of OPM) think this could be a good 
Presidential announcement -- highlighting the President's concern over a key family issue -­
the tension between work and time -- and demonstrating executive action. The downside, of 
course, is this could be perceived as yet another perk for federal bureaucrats. 

Proposal -- pevote a radio address to the 	issue. Announce the executive order and announce 
that he 	is sending the FMlA II legislation to Congress. Highlight in the radio address a 
couple of private sector employers who already do this - and challenge other employers to do 
it as well. We could invite to the radio address families who have used such policies and 
employers who believe in it. 

I 
If you 	like the idea, we need to: (1) Ask that the legislation be transmitted to Congress on 
the day of the announcement, (2) Press OMB for clearance, (3) Start identifying families and 
employers to 

l 

invite. Let me know what you think. . 

cc: 	 Carol. Rasco John Hilley 

George Stephanolpolous John Angell 

Elaine Kamarck Bruce Reed 

Gen,c Sperling Vicki Radd 


,; 



fAMILY POLICY Cor COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT 

Statement of Principles, NRH 11/14193 

"Governments donit raise children, families do." .. President Clinton 

A Spiril of humanity and • celebration of the creativity and strength of families and 
communilies pervades this approach 10 policy. Reinventing Family Policy means pUlting people 
first. and restoring a human face to goverrunenL 

I. Sironli families are essential to strone commupities. 

• We must build on the strengths and capabilities of families and 
communUies. We must move away from an "I'm here to fix your deficits" model. and build on 
tr.e successes of existing community based initiatives. 

, 
• \Ve m'ust be willing to listen to the needs of families and community residents, 

and respond in a timely way that respects their differing siruations. 

• Family members feel a sense of community through mutually supportive human 
relationships. Families must be able to connect with other families and community instimlions. 
:\/ld to feel their support (or both employment and family strength, 

.. Families are strengthened when they are economic stakeholders in the future of 
their communities. 

* Private sector investors, both for-profit and non-profit. must be committed 
to the future of families and children and act as partners with local governing bodies. 

• Strong communities are places that families are proud to live in. places in 
which 1hc.y feel safe and secure, and in which they hope to raise their children. 

II. Eco!lomic independence and family strength are inseparable 

• Empcwered communities enable individuals 10 be successful as family 
members and as, workers; enhancing the ability to Itlove and work". 

, 
• Parents, jndudin~ fathers, must be encouraged and enabled to take 

responsibility to provide for their children as nurturers, first teachers. partners with schools, 



, 


mentors of adolescents. and coaches of the transition from school to work. 

• Communities must address the economic. educational. social. reHgious. health, 
mental health, housing and recreational needs of members of each generation., 

• Parents' ability to raise children in a way tbat develops tbeir rull 
potential to become productive members of the community. is essential to the communIty's 
economic well.being., 

III. Services Ihat strengthen families 	must be collahorati¥e. Oexible 
and accessible. and inyolye parents as Dartn~rs 

• Narrow; rigid funding categories and eligibility requirements arc 
destructive of healthy families and communities. The divisive and competitive approach 10 

resources :hat currently exist.~ destroys creativity and decimates families, 

• Community residents are the flcustomers tl of federal state and local 
government. and must be treated accordingly, 

, 
.. Accessibility to support services such as child care will enable parents to 

join the work-force more readily. 

• The family should be Ihe focus of services and the home or community 
should be Ibe locus of services, services should not be focused on the pathology of 
individuals and delivered by distant institutions. 

• The Vice President'S concept of Iton time delivery" of support at critical moments 
of family developmenr. prevents family disintegration. "Home visitors" at times such as 
childbirth, school transition, and family crises such as accident or illness. can prevent costly 
family disruption, family violence and the need for extensive services . 

.. I!People to People" programs, utilizing volunteers and indigenous helpers, and 
bllilt on human relationships, are effective in building both family strength and job readiness in 
both urban nnd rural communities. 



." ,t.. 

IV. 	 Community Residents Must be tbe Stakebolders. Cbange Agents 
and Entrepreneurs in Respondine to Family & Community 
Needs' 

~ "Natural helpcrsll in communities must become part of the work·force 
as they are employed to implement change and strengthen family relationships. It is important (0 

promote a sense of "communal responsibilityll among community members. and to encourage 
,

voluntarism. 

• In order to encourage and preserve positive change, the transformation must be 
both "bottom Uplf and "top down", Federal, state and local governments will "reinvent" 
themselves in whatever ways are necessary to achieve flexible partnerships with communities. 

• An entirely new approach to training and technica1 assistance will be 
necessary if communities are to develop both human and economic resources fully. New methods 
are nceded to train and support workers to be generalists who are able to respect the integrity of 
famiEes and build on their strengths, 

, 

• Gov~rnance and control of the economic and buman development of 
corr.munities. must rest at tbe local level. and must reflect concern for the well-being of 
families and children. 

• The application process for Empowerment Zone and Enterprise Community 
Grams should be a traosfonnative one, that results in positive change for aU applicanls, 
regardless of designation, In this process communities can he helped fO develop an understanding 
of Ihe needs of fiUllilies that 'Will serve them and their children in the future. 

• Measurements must allow for small, achievable steps and long term 
progress in both individuals and communities, Accountability should begin al the local level and 
represent me interests of local families, 

• There must be incentives for programs thaI are locally flexible. responsive to whole 
families, utilizing "natura1 helpers", and delivered in the home and commWlity, 
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fAt this polnf. the Pn'Sidcnt was prcsmtrd li?ith 
tI :ccof!ll gift, 1 

Let me my, I wish she "'-ere here to thank 
her pccwnally, aut thts is a gil) for the \\'hUe 
HOtl5C, for the American people. And I hope 
a lot of}1>U frolll New jer:sey will see this when 
)'011 «»lIe in ;md know that it is ;.nil". We'll 

leave it there for ail time from the (X'Oplc of 
New Jersey, 

Thank you. 

KOT£: The President lpoke at 1:43 p.m. at the 
Washington Sheraton Hotel. In htt reman.:s, he 
referred to William H. Faherty, president, New 
Jerwy Chamber of Commen:e. 

Remarks on Signing the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 
Febma") 5, 1993 

Mrs. Yandle, I nt.....,r had a better iatrodll0 
lion, Before we thanl<; atiwme el!.:, I think ull 
of m should aci(J:lvw1edb'C' that it was Americ..'s 
(mllili\:~ who h;.\\'e re.)ten the gridlock in \Va5h· 
illgtoll to pilSS family leave. people like this (h~e 
W(11l!.lH allover Amcn<:a who talked to Member.;; 
of Clltlgft!1S, bmh Democrat: and Republiean, 
who ::dd their plight mIt, whq askL-d dlU! their 
voice~ he Iwant wllell Senator Gore >lnd I mn 
il) the dl'ttion la\t year, we published a book 
<_"ubi "PuHing I'~'o-ple First." I'm vel)' proud 
thal tlw fint btll I mu 10 ~jgn lJ:> Pwsident 
tn11,v puts pt'f)p:e lln{. 

I (tn Wallt ttl lh,lt\k the Unih:d States Coogress 
rm moving e.\Il<:iiitiOl\sly on this maUer and for 
dohlg II hefon! their fir...! te<:('ss SO thllt <!Vety 
~kmht~r of Cong:res~ who voted Nlr this bill 
t'UII go IImne and ,ny, "We are Ill? there werking 
nn yom !~fQblelm and your promise. trying to 
malw tI htUer !utHre for you:' This sends a 
d,'art~r ~iglml than any words any of us rouJd 
Illkr. fli.JJ we h,he tried to giH" this Govern· 
mel1\ hade: it> the American people, And I am 
very appr('dative tllat the Congress has mon·d 
so mpitily on Ihis hill, 

l1wre arc many. many Members of Congrets 
here ami lhllJl\' olhet1 who are not here who 
pbyl'tl a lIlajor' roi;~ in tills legisbtton, TIme doe~ 
not peml!1 tnt.' 10 mention them all. tmt I do 
w',m! t() thanb the SJ'fl;tle majority leader for 
1ris heroic cffortJ in the 1 hh hour 10 make sure 
wc P(lS5...o this bill; Senator Kennedy and Sen~ 
alor Dodd for their p:mionale and years-long 

! 	 ('tllllmiiment 10 this effort. J WMt to thank ~he 
Spt'a~f, Speakt'r foley, ..nd C'.•ongressm<U1 fom, 
the {;itainna.n d !ill: committee that bad jllrisdic· 
lion ov~r this hill, "nd COnw.,"iwomM, Pat 
Schn)t!tltJ! and aU Ihe other Democmt.o; wOO 

worked on Ihis bill. 
Bill I 'A-";.mt to acknowllldgc. toe), (.'OTlSiS\l'll{ 

with tile promise I made in my In>lllgtlrnl ta 
rcu.ch "tIt to IIlClflbers of !:mth parth!s wlm- woult.! 
try to plt!ih for p~s, that fili;. hill also hud 
p'"sslOnale ~llpport nmong lkpllhhcnns. My 1)ld 
{.'onea!;lle in thu Covcmon;' Associatiun, Slmator 
Kit Bond from MiSSouri, I Ih;mk Pi\! fm yOUf 

leadership. Senator JdlGnh Imil Senator a~l!ts 
I don't bdieve Me hew, hUI tlwy ,U[il)"rled 
this bill ~trollg!y; and Cnll~rcs'womlm Marge 
Houkeruu from New J.:r;ey, bl~r ~i"JIll!llit!:W!l1 (lit 

Ihis was unwavering: Con~r;~5wmnmr Susun 
Molinari from Nll\<t York ;md mall\' ollie! FIe· 
publicans \Totoo fOf. spoke k)r, and' work"d for 
this bill. f tbank lhcln. the suhcommitke ch.1ic~ 
who are here, and a.l1 tIlt! oihers who work.,d 
ro hard lu m<1kl: this bi!! a rcaj Jive promise 
kept for the Congr-css In the pm)l'le of tllt! Ullit­
ed States. 

fOlmily medical leaw hl\i .uwup h(ld I.lu: SlIP' 
port of a majority of Americans, from C\'(")' p>lrt 
of the country, from e1'Cty walk of life, from 
both politic-.u partles. BlIt s-:mh: [l(.'Ql;le opposed 
It. And they were powerful, and it took S years 
and two \'eloes: to ma.ke this legislation the law 
of the land. "Now milliolls of our jtt,{IPk! will 
II" longer Il;l\'e to dl(lo'ie between their joh$ 
and their families. 

The- law guarantees dlt~ right uf up 10 12 
weeks of nnpuJfl lenNe per yea! when it'... \'1' 
gently needed at home to care for a U(~wbtlm 
child or an ill famil\' memlx:r, 111i, hill ....'ill 
strengthen our f:l1naic~, and I bdh'\1J it wilt 
strengthen our tJlI$im.'Sscs and Ollf economy as 
well 

I have spent nil ClumUOI\S >l\\WlIlj{ vf tinll.! 
in the last l2 year;> in the rac!min~ and basi­

'9 
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i 
Ileucs of this country talking io employers and 
Cl:llployees. wakhing the way people work, often 
,~rking: \\iih lhem, Anu I l;.TI!)W that men an,l 
women a.re more productive: when they are sure 
they INon't lose their jobs because they're tryiog 
to he good p.uenls, good children. Our busi· 
nesses should not lose the ~(vi;;:'es of these rledi­
calMl Americans. Alia over the mllg mn, the 
le$rorts of the most producth13 cump<mies 11\ the 
wmld. here at home ;u"l arnund the 'il,'nrld, an~ 
dmt tllOt.e \\-110 pUI their propl'" fiBt are thoM: 
who .<till triumph in the glohal l.-'U}nomy. l1w 
bminen leaders wtlO h.n'c alf~'ady instituted 
fami:y and medk'lll leave lJtlcientand this, and 
rill very pnl1ld of some of the business leaders 
who llrc hcre today who n~pre5ent nol only 
thellll;c/vcs but others all across America who 
were .ule~ of all of m who make laws in doing 
":hat is right by our families, 
I F';\lIIi1y lUld medical Imw\j hi a muller or pllre 

CtmnO(\Il s(m~e a.nu a malter uf common dc­
l'CII(:Y, It \\.ill provide AlJlcrielllls what the.... need 
mO~I: p"'lICC of mind Xt.'H~r J.~ai!) Viii[ p.lfcnlS 
hJ'>l! t<J fc(\r losing !twir }o:H1-5 bc<::auiC of their 
fJlIlilh.ls, 

:JlI~t a \\'ve~ ago, 1 SIl(.lkc to 10 people in 
f;lmiHes who had t.~llI!ri(!ll~t the Kinds of proh. 
lems ~In. Y:mdlc has talked about today. Vk"t! 
p«.>;;id~'nl Cote :md 1 talkt.-« ti, pt.."Gple all <lCr0s5 

America who moved liS tieeply We were sml· 
deoetl Ii) hear their stories, bUI tl:l(lav all or 
Uii: ('all be happy to think or their future,' 

Statement on Signing the Family and ~\'ledical Leave Act or 1993 
Fdmwnj 5, 1993 

Tot!,ty. 1 am pl('a~(!d i(l sign into law ILR. 
L the "Fum]!\, IUld 'it'dk,;\l L~'[JH~ Act Qr 1993." 
I bdie\',~ Ih.l\ \hi~ lq,'i~lati(m i~ a n:spunsc 10 

,I roinpclHng nCl'il-the t'll'i"d of the l\meriC'olll 
(amily for Oexibility 10 th\~ wtlrkpl.al:;e. Amerkan 
workers wit! tlO longer {l;l\'t! lu ch\xm: between 
the, job tht.·y nced and the fllmily tilL'}' love. 

TillS kj.,tisl..;tiOll malldales Ilwl pubTic and pei­
'>·.Itt; cmp!o;1JtS \\;tb at least fifty workcrs pro­
\ide- Ih!!ir emp.loj'ees \\ith family ;md meclk-.u 
leave, ;\! its (;.)1'1: is tlw provision It,( employees 
to take up (0 12 wCl,ks of Impala Je:we for 
the 'cure uf a newnol1\ or newly adopted child. 
for Ihe care of a rmullv m,lmoor \\1th 11 SCriOU5 

Now that we have woo this dlfficllit hattie, 
let me as.k all of you to think llhQut wh~;t we 
must tii) ahead to p1.lt the public i»{..:rest ahead 
of special interest. to pass a budget which ....111 
grow IbiS economy and shrink our dtndi, alld 
to go 00 llbolll the business of rHtting ramilies 
fint There's u lot more Wi; "eeo to do to help 
people Irnpped in wtdfare move 10 work .Uld 
irtdepem.ience; to strengthen child 5lIpport en­
fOlX'emetlt: to feward those wilt) wllr~ 40 hours 
a wf!ek and have childl'('l1 at hom!: with an ill· 
Creuse in 1h(~ earned·im;omc tax credit so we 
can really say we're rewart!illg work imjl~llJ or 
dependence: to immun-lt,c all (he children or 
this U:lUutry ~o more parents WOI\'t have to l:J:e 
a[h,mtage of fdmlly JeuI:e beca.use their chiHfel! 
will be \\'vlllmd strrmg and hf!aJth~\ 

Lei all of us who caTC ..hout nur faHli!it·~, 
our prople, lhe strength of ollr economy, ami 
the ruture pf our Nalinn 1'\\1 mlr partis;m and 
other interesls ;.\Side and hI..' Inspired by thh 
great victpry today tn haH: others when Con· 
~rress returns to this dty 'fit! Wi; go IlIl anont 
the peoplc's business. 

l1'aliK yon vel)' lfme!;. 

NOTE: l10e !Irl.->:Sltlcn( spoke at 9:22 :1.111. in the 
Row Cardeu at the Whitc HOIml, b hl~ f(~m:lrh. 
he referred to Vicki Yaodh,. whose ,i;t1lciller''S ill­
lieu had w¥ulted 11\ nl!lh pJ.l'\ml~ losiug th.::r j(,bs. 
If.R. i, apprn\l..l FebnH.!.ry 5, was assign"lll'lIblic 
Law:-io. 103-3. 

lIIediL~ ('Ondil!on, Ot for lhdr "ViTI i!loess, It 
illso reqUires employers to mnintain he.tldl inSll!. 
,UlCC coveruge and job prole<:tiOIl the dura_U)( 

tion of tne le:we, It se!\ mInimum length of 
~ef'>.ice and hours of work reqlliremtmh before 
employee... become ellgihl,:. 

The need for this legisutlol1 is clc3r, The 
American v.urkfon:e ht\l1 eI\Uflged dram3tkally in 
recent yt'"llts. These changes have <:reah:tl a ,mh­
~tantlal and growing need for faJrl1l~' and medical 
Jeave fOr \\'Qfkmg Amcri(:n.os, 

In 1965, 300lli 35 perecnt o{ modwrs with 
cnlldwn under IS were labor ulI'ce participants, 
By 1992, lhat IIgure had reacJR'o 67 pen'lmt 

http:Amcri(:n.os
http:FebnH.!.ry
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n dlis difficult butt/e, , By the ji:llI 200s, one of c'"el)' two ~lc en­ full·time t"nlployees ill such establi$hment~ had 
think "bout wbat 'We lerilll{ the \"orl:force will be \\umen. unpaid paternity le,WI: ayrtl]uhID, 'nle most re­
public inteR'st ahead Th~ rising ('tiM nf living bas uIso made 1\\"0 .centlv l.Ivnllahle r-llta for ,mailer hIlSifil~~s estub­

~ a budget which will innl1ncs a nere$$it), in ItHU1Y areM or 1I1lS ftlun­ Ilshn;tmts (those Wllh fe'NeT lh:lll \00 w(1fkcnj
hrink ollr deficit. lUlU 
~ss of FlItting fam!!ies 
;e n~'d 10 tkl to help 
~ move to wm4: mId 
en I:hilJ !l!PIIort m,. 
e who work 40 hOIlrJ; 
at horne with nn in­

me tat cwtli! so we 
-t!illg work in\!ead of 

all the childr{,ll of 
tt~ ""lH'l have to hlKC' 
JecAU5C their childn:n 
healdI\'. 
;lIxmi 0<1f fmnili.~s, 

)f nUT cronotl1\'. ami 
put our Parti51~ and 
be inspired by this 

r~ olhtlrs wlteo Con­
Iud we go on about 

~ al 9:22 a.m, In tht: 
IOIt\". In his remarks, 
wlmw.l dallgl,ters tlI­
enl~ b\!lIg tllolit j()h~, 
. wa~ a\~igneJ !'ublic 

urir OWl! iiloe~$, it 
lin!altl Iwahh in'illf­
etUJ;l for the dllr.1' 
tioimum length of 
t<!njr!'r1lt'nl~ IH!fuw 

film :s d" ..r. TIle 
set! tlrJ.matjf'".ulv iII 
'aw~ ereatL'd a ,;ub­
EUllily and medical 

of lODtllcfS wilft 
ron.~: pru1idp;mts, 
.elK"j 67 l}em~nt, 

try, \\!ith IXltlt tmfl'-Il!~ wmking (IT looking, for 
work in 4S p<'lt'ell(, or nearly half, of all two 
parent fam!lies wit!l children in the United 
States. 

Single parent (nmirj(~ have also grown rapidly, 
fmlll 16 ~rcent of all families with children 
in 1975 to 27 pen..-crtt in IW-2. Flnillly, with 
AlIlI:tlc.l.'" populution aging, more worKing 
Ame/"kuns have to 1"\..1' time off from work to 
attend to the Illt'{ik.ll net'{ls of elderly parents. 

As a ri~f)g OIuflm'r (If Ameneru\ workefli muM 
deal with thtl du:u prC"S'lIm~ of family and jnh. 
the failure tQ ,x,'t:ommodv.te tl!~ worken wjdl 
adequate falmly and 1l10;:!k'lll lellvtl policies h"s 
forced too marlY AnwricU11s to choose bctv.t:en 
their job ~ec\ltil}' mltl family emergeltdt~5, It has 
a.lso n:suhed in i!\$.!cquute joh prota'tiOl1 f(jr 
\\~)fkjng parents ~U\d other empluyetls who ha.ve 
'it'riOI1~ ht'ill!h ('!iu.liliollS til,1I lempor:lrlly pH~­
n'!ll them fwm workill~ It 15 neither fait nor 
Iw('(~s~ary tn 'I~k working Am0rkans In (;1100:>1;) 
heNetm tllt::ir jou~ <tI1I1 (beir !;nnilie~twt:'m 
ronti:ming their cmplo:'llltlllt and tcnding (0 
their OWll hertl/Ii or to vital ncetl~ at hOIllt:. 

Although ll1;.}ny en!i~htened (.'01!lpauitls }Illq~ 
n>..'q';ni/cd the Iwnefih (0 be waH?e"! from a 
~y5tem p,undiIlg for I:mliij' and Illt~ical Ie;}>.'!!:, 
!lot al! do. \Vc iLl it'> ,j natj(lfI !Ilu~f join hands 
and t>'llend the' ethic of long-teml wOtkpb.Cil 
re1atHlJlshil'S ,m\! redproc41J cornmit!11Cllt f;.c­
IWe<:'1l employer and employee. It i~ only when 
\\'<)rkr:(s om t'mlOt nn ;I l"Ornllll/mcnf frorr), their 
empiuyuf lhlll thcr ,,"lUI mtlke their own full 
t'Ommllml!lIls to thdr job\. WI.' llllnt exteod ihe 
~!l'-'Ce;S of tlw~e for.\·ard .. lookjfl~ workplaces 
where high"perfO(mU11t'1' tt>:unworX has aJrcmly 
Itt'g!!!! (0 Illk,: mot ;m,j wll(:f"(' familY ;lIId ml.'cli. 
caf leat~~ wff>ruly h aa:tqltcd, " 

Dolta from th(' Buwall of Labor Statistics ,liP­
"IOTt the C'Ondnsion thut Alllctican lll1siness JutSI1<'1.'11 lully rcsponsr.;t> to the :Wet! of wmkeK 
f'o:- family IUlti ITwdiC'.u h,uvc, This data showed 

Jhat. in i991, for privnte husintm l'5fablishmeots 
"nIh WO \W.rkl.'fS or mure, 37 percent Qf all 
fl,lI-tillle enlpIDy~"~s hmd 19 ptlrren{ Qf all part­
lime !~Itlpln:l'e~) h:td unpJ.id malt:mity leave 
a\'albblc :0 them, :md only 26 percent <Jf all 

are for 1900, ..:md show trwl ooly 14 per<:ent 
of all these emplo;';:es IIml unpaid mawmily 
ICNie ....,wbble. aud only 6 percenl had HnpalJ 
paternity leave available, 

The insufficient rospon,t) to III\! family "nd 
lI1edk".u le;.we nemis of workers has come at 
{l high COllt to hmll thc Allwric:.u) family ;\lIt! 

IQ Amcric-Ju busiuess, lllere Is a .lueel t;urrcla. 
lim! bt:l;wcen helllth mul job M'i;HrHy 1Jl the IiUH­

i1y llOme and prodUtilvity in the workpl(l{.'\!. 
\'nen busiucsses do not givc \\<ur}.:crs lcave for 
family r.eetk they fall to eshibli~h a working 
en\i:romm:mi th'll ~'rul pro mot,! lWirh!cm.od pro· 
dndhi!y, 1('l.\6H.'d job IImll)"\'Hr,;am retItlct.""! ..h· 
5eIlteelSffi.. 

\\'l~ all bear Ihe l'n~! whcn Wurk"fS afC [ort."t't! 
to dlOmc between l.ecpillg thnit joh" U11d meet· 
lng their pemmal lmd famill ' ohl:gIl!10nS, \Vhcll 
they !liust ~"crifit;f.' t]lt'lr johs, We wi ha\'e \Q 

pay 1:lOre fnT the cS5cnfi:ll hllt t'O\!Iy Mlfet), m~t. 
When they igthlH' thuir O'<'.n heillth III.'i:<h or 
theiT famiiv obllg'.Ition, in ()r,j'!f h) keep IJlI'ir 
job~. we all h..we to p:,w more for ~ocillJ ~er\'it:e~ 
"n,llllt-dl('a1 cue a.'I l'l~lt'ct('d problems worsell. 

The ttlm: has ~'Wlle klr Fl~d(,"ra.i Je!.!J';.l!im, to 
bring f.J.ir illid 5t'w;lble family <tI1J tII<-:t1irul lean; 
polides to the AlllCri<.~m w('rkpf.!C!~. C'lftuuIJy, 
111l~ United. Slutf!l is \;rtmuly the only advanced 
indllslliuli7£d C()Ulltrv ,*lllimlt " noltiullw fmlllh 
.Uld lIled:c:il IC"J"e p;'licy. :Vow, with the signlt.g 
nf this bill. AltlCtirnn ,\~jrken in OJ.ll 50 St;IIC\ 
will ('!lin; tIle ~alHe rigl\!\ us "[)f~er~ ill ';llwf 
n"tiOll~, This legislation halances Iht~ dcmaml\: 
of the wmkphl£,(~ wit], Ihe n(~!.>J;-. of rarnili.:;;. 
In mpporllng families, it plU!lIO!e~ job ~t:lhility 
ami eUkl=<.,"V In the AmeriGI!l ""Hkp\ac(', 

The Famifv and ~letJica1 Leave :'ct of 1003 
sets a st:rnd~J that h long; on,rdue ill wmkmg 
A!!1t'rim, 1 am very plealot.,11 to ~igll til;'; legbta­
tton mto 1:r..... 

\\'U.I.lAM 1. CU;\'TON 

TIle \\lllte H{jll~e, 
Febm:u:- 5, 1993. 

,~QT'E: IUt 1, approvcd Ft:bnl:lI)' 5, w;n assignt--d 
Public Law ~{), 103-3, 

http:lWirh!cm.od
http:x,'t:ommodv.te
http:Illt'{ik.ll
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Amitai EtzioniESSAY 

How to Make 
Marriage Matter "IT IS EASIER IN 'fli.ES£ UNITED STATES TO WALK AWAY 

from a rnmTiage than from a commitment to pur­
chase a used cur," says Professor Thomas Morgan nf 
the Georgfl Washingtm; University School of taw. 

"Most contracts cannot be unilaterally abrogafed; marriages in 
contemporary Anlcrica can be rerminu100 by practically any~ 
one Ht Ilny time, and wilhout cause," Assume that as n society 
we treat marriage too lightly. A few decades back. we decided 
that marital btmds tied too tightly, In those days many had 10 
travel 10 Mexico to obwin a divorce, or acquire residency in Ne­
y1ldn, Glhers had to make believe that one of the parties had en­
gaged in n nefarlousat}llir. We responded With ntrfal1U dh'Ort;C, 
A generation inter, many ft:'€! that our society oversleered lhe 
olherwuy, rendering marriages almost disposable. 

Anew C<lurse CflrroctWn Ct)ukl be forced by the heavy hand 
of the luw, However, most Americans nre properly leery of ex­
ooss[vCI'eliance on govrn'rlment. Our sociuty requires a change 
in the llllbits of the heart, in the ways we think about marriage 
and Jwwwevaiueit. . 

. "Super>'ows" WG..hl ser.d ;); PCV,'ilrful :i.essage. suc~ vows 
are premarilal contracls in which those about to be betrothed 
deelare that they are C<lmmitting more to their marringe than 
l.he luw :requires, They may chousc from n menu of items what 
they wish to incofJlOrate in thnir voluntary agreement. i<'or in­
stan(;fl, II either spouse requests marital counseling, the olher 
promiSL'S to particlpale, If one asks for a dl\1)n.~, he or she 
promises til wait at Jea.<;t six month.." to sec ifdifferences can be 
worked out. Once the couple freeJyarrivcs at an ngtlffiment. fhe 
SlIpcn'OWs become legal cnmmitm;mts between the sptJuses. 

Not very romanik:, demur critics. Fair enough. Shm'log up 
maITingcs may well require less inialuation and more respons.i· 
bility. Church and synagogue programs Ihat encotlrnge en­
gaged couples to discuss v.'ith each other, before InEY lie the 

Amitai Hlzfoltl is the author ojThe Spirit of Community and the 
jm.mli!'Y (ljllle ClJmmuuilurian movcm('!l!, 

knot, who will attend to Ihe children, who will contrl)l the bank 
fiCC{lunl lind other such pwolal qucs!lonsare fuJfilhnga similar 
societnl need. Even bener are school pt'tlgnims that teach COll~ 
mCI t"eso]utum. Studies luwe shown lhat stable and ('ontented 
couples fighl about as often as those in marriages that are fail· 
ing. However, the happy C(!uples have learned tought beller-to 
be issu~'" rather than perwo-oriented, for instance. 

Before the salvation of marriage can progress, soclety l'e­
quires an encompassing consensus Uta! ihere is a problem, 
Curn:ntly, evolVing such e consensus is being waylaid by an 
it.Iefrlogical wont game. M long liS the term family is used to 
eover both the "real" family and its antlthesis-the single­
parent version-tbe IIIumtion of whelher a society can dowith~ 
oul families is hopelessly obfuscaled. Moreover. a challenging 
thesis is hidden: the thesis that it doos not matter which social 
amtn~ments adulls dlNise to bring up children. II is implied 
(rather !!lan d-::mo:::s!fl)tti'd), hy Mlling ;;ingle-parcnt twuse­
holds "famiUes" tha! one parent can do the job of two, that 
grannies and aunties can fCpIlH.:€ Mom aod Pop. and flU on. AJI 
\\'1llserve equally well. Hence all may he Ilccorded the august 
title "finnily," and whether the couple is marrit>d mailers not 

Here sCience chimes in. its VQ1ce rising. Over Ihe p.1IIst 
years. n ~ing IxJdy of evidence shows that chlldren who 
grow up under the tutelage af peopl;~ other than tbeir natural 
parents are more likely to fat! in schoo!, have lIDCial dhliculties 
and get arrested, 1'0 a large extent, their failings renee! the 
fact that single patents are economieally disadvantaged as 
compared with twt;.parent fannlies. However, this difference 
is alSQ affetted by the dismemberment of fbe fnmily. 11 costs 
more to run two housebolds than one. 

Slowly, rnoreand morepeople.are realizing what IInthropoj.. 
OgiSIS have long observed: that throughout the enormous varj· 
etyofhuman expel'lence, over an continents and throughout all 
history, no society ever tbri\"ed withQUt fumily. True, there 
weroall kinds of arrangements. from extended families to clans 
that helped do tl;e parenting. In India, it is said, a child was al· 
V.llys in someborly's nrml}. In Afrka. we are told, it talres u 
whole village to mise a child, But these wondrous social fabrics 
g<I.'II(! addidQnal support rather than replaced the nuclear fam~ 
Uy, Our society increasingly has neither, 

Onee we firmly agree thai there is a problem. to change 
course SOCiety require!'! n vision: Where are we headed? Social 
conservatives nootaJgiraUy envjsRIll !1 return to the daYll when 
moms did the nurturing and pops brought home the bacon, 
Hmvet'er, there is nl' mfiNlI justifk.uthm for treating w.omen as 
baving lesser rights lban men, denying them the right to work 
outSide the home and hll"gely exempting men from parental re­
sponsibililies. The commuuiturian movemellf-whit:b seeks to 
shore up the mOllll, sodal and political foundations of society­
isdoser to the marlc Communitarians, lor whom 1 of/en speak, 
envision.a family in whlcb fathers and mothers share thetribu­
tations and jobs of parellflngand of scturing a livelihood. 

A recommitment to family requ~tes new practices. Social 
sciences show Ihnt values de not nyon their own wings; they 
must be embodied in m:r rituals, Supervow1l may serve us one 
such sucio\ogivo\ device. If It becomes (hie to stllie "'1* me a 
supet'uw~"-wlth the implicit question "And hOwaooutyoy?,' 
hanging tn the air-W<l will be on the wny to valuing marl'iage 
aod thus family more high!}-_ withoul relying u:\ punitive ia:W$, 
Supcrvows aione will nol carry the duy. hut they will heJp mend 
the Americun fnmily. • 

75 
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Thank you., Thank you very mUCh. It certainly was a unique 
introduction and it was partly true. Maybe you ought to run for 
Prasident. 

I have really looked forward to coming here today. and I thank you, 
for the opportunity to appear~ As has already been said. I wan~ to 
depart trom the standard message I normally give talking about my 
eleven years as governor and the w9rk I've done to generate jobs 
and educate children and balance budgets and bring people together 
and try to ignore traditional Democra~ic and Republican solutions 
to problems when they are plainly out of date. 

for several weeks, I have planned to ~ome here to discuss what 
stands at the heart of Americals Orea~I and as much of the core of 
the disappearance of the American Orean: the American family and 
its problems, 

aut this .topic has acquired, as all of you know now. quite a bi~ 
more currency becausG of the recent speeches that the President 
gave at the Notre Dame commenceruent and the speech that the Vice 
President gave at the Commonwealth'club in San Francisco the other 
day. ' 

The President" s speech extolled thJ virtues of fanily life, 
la~ented the ibreakdown of the famiiy, said talT,ily life had more to 
do with what 'happens in America than what: goes on in Washington 
that's probably true, and thank goodness. But it offered no r~al 
action agenda for improving the plight of our most troubled 
families .. 

The Vice president's speech has become known by its reference ~o 
the television show IlMurphy Brown" ,-- and you've all probably had 
your laughs about that -- but the fact is that the Vice 
president's speech had more QUbstance than the President/s. 

While the 	President urged Notre Dame graduates to help solve our 
nation's social and family crisis, it typically offered no agenda 
and assumed no responsibility. Vice President Quayle, while 
repeating 	the': sad statistics of teen pregnancy and divorce and 
out-oi-wedlock birth in America. reiterated the empowerment agenda 
that is most closely identified t among Republicans, with HUD 
Secretary 	Jack Kemp. and among Democrats with the Democratic 

( 	 Leadership Council -- a group that ,r chaired when we came here to 
cleveland and met in national convention last year -- more home 
ownership for poor people, urbah enterprise zones, and welfarG 
reform designed to encourage work and independence. 

N'II~1'I1i1 fdmpaign HeadQuatl6tS • P,O. SOl 51~ • Little Roek, Aft.nus 72203 .. iel\ipMM (501) 372·1992 * FAX {S<lll 372,2292' I 	 l>..", 1m !)<, \... Cli~!o~ 1... Pf<ro.>4.~' ,C"'\.r,·""" 
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Unfortunately, the Vice President's speech also is, in my view, 
cynical election-year politics in, that it ignores the relationship 
of our family problems to our national economic decline, holds out 
Murphy Brown as a bigger problem than TV~s crass commercialism and 
91oriiication of selfishness and violence, and denies the 
Administration's r~sponsibility to face the full range of 
America's staggering family problems. 

1 want to talk about these issues today because ta~ily questions 
are terribly important to our nation and to ~e personally. As a 
public official, I have worked on family issues harder and longer 
than anybody 'else running for pres~dent this year. And I do 
believe that.they are at the heart of our national discontent. 

And as well as anyone. I know the importance of family values to 
personal growth. In 1946 , I was born to a widowed mether. My 
father died in a car wreck three months before I was born. Shortly 
after I was b'orn. my mother went back. to nursing SChool to learn 
skills that would enable her to support ~e. Until r was four, ! 
was fortunate·· enough to be was raised by loving grandparents of 
modest rneans~but great determination -- who began teaching me to 
count and read when 1 was two. .. 

My motheris extended family included grQat~grandparents and grGat­
uncles and aunts, all of whom were :'poor or nearly so, but they 
were wonderful, old-fashioned count:ry paople who brought. love and 
joy and values to my 'Ii fe. \ 

When I was four~ my mother remarried. And thou9h their marriage 
was not free of difficulty -- some of which has been reported in 
the press -- my brother and I benefited from the love of my step­
father and his extended family. They enriched my life and my sense 
of what I could do with it. My moth,er has been widowed in hcr life 
three times, but luckily is married' to a wonderful man who has 
also been a friend and inspiration to me. 

Every ye':r I ;"5k all the relatives 'from all my extended families. 
and my wife's, family, to qather at Christmas time:. It's an amazing 

1 	celebration of the different thread~ of family, a broad fabric of 
love and suPP?rt that raised a chi19 from modest means to a 
rewarding career in puhlic service and a serious campaign for the 
presidency of ' the United States. I know the value of furoily. 

Over 20 years ago. I met and fell in love with a wonderful t.JOlr,an 
in law school '~who would become my wife and a lot of my life. It 
was Hillary who, in 1971. was already concerned about the problems 
of poor children and their parents I and who began to teach me 
about them then. 

In 1975, we married. In 1977, after!'r becalJ',e Attorney General in 
my state, my ~ife rounded a remarkable organization called the 
Arkansas Advocates for Families and Children. In that year, long 
before it was,the national raga, she o~9anized the conference 

i called parent~:l!q is Primary. :: 

, In 1979, when~I first became governor, with my wife / !; help. weI began to try and build a pro-family policy for our state. In 1980, 

I:our one and only child Chelsea was born. She's been the great joy
of our life., and watChing her qrow ana flourish has given me a 

I greater sense of urgency about the tas~ of helping allot OUr
Ii children ~nd their parents to do Detter. 
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Over the last 12 years, those efforts have evolved into 
'j 	 initiatives to lower the infant mortality rate through expanded 

material and child health services. To reduce teen pregnancy 
through aggressive and otten controversial but valua-based sex 
education efforts. To enhance child care for working families 
through an innovativa voucher system. To reduce long-term welfare 
dependence by aggressively promoting more education, and training, 
and child carel and medical coverage for the children of welfare 
families, then requiring parents to take available work. To 
increase pre-,school programs for pqor children with a special 
emphasis on involving parents a8 their children's first teachers 
through'a remarkable program we borrowed from the nation of Israel 
called HIPPY ~- Home Instruction Program for Pre-School Youn9sters 
•• a program in which even illiterate parents are taught to spend 
20 minutes a day, five days a week, 30 weeks a year preparing 
their children to learn. ' 

And finally. welve worked to increase child support enforcement 
through innovative efforts like repprting every delinquent parent
who owes more than a $1,000 to every major credit agency in our 
state. 

The thrust of all these efforts is to :ind, what I would call, a 
third way to approach the American family -- beyond the 

I. tradi'tional politics of both parties~ beyond the Administration's 
cheerleading for family values on the one hand. and on the other 
ha.nd f the old.-biq-government notion that there's a proqram for 

, 	 every social problem~ 
l' 	 i 
,• There is a third way; a common"'sense path that offers more 

opportunity to families in return for more personal responsihi:ity 
and the assumption of more family values. Family values alone 
can't feed a hunqry child. And material security alone cannot 
provide a mQral compass. We must have both. 

There is a way to embrace family values and enhance the value of 
! 	 America's families at the same time. A president should do both. 

Prasident Sus~ is right to lament the high rate of teen pregnancy, 
yet he does not Qring value·based sex education and health clinics 
into our schoolS to prevent pregnancies in the first place., 
He is right to' decry the high divorce rate, yet he has no national 
economic plans',ito help families under economic strains. 

" The President is right to speak out on the violence that stalks 
our Children. And I believe he's been wrong to cut back the funds 
that cities like Cleveland can use to hire more policemen for 

I their streets -- and he is wrong to oppose the Brady Bill that 

your Conqressman sponsored and even President Ronald Reagan 


i supports to require a waiting period before people can purchase 

handguns so that their criminal and m~ntal health history and 


1, their ages can be checked. 


Like any parent, I'm trouhled by the gratuitous violence and sex 
and mixed moral signals we see on television. The same tough value 
questions tor Ameriea~s children and parents run from the a!t:uent 
aubl,lrbs on New,- England to the poorest blocks of South Central Los 
Angeles -- andtthey reach into our own family too, with Hillary as 
a working mother and our dau9hter Chelsea, WhO/S about to become a 

i teenager. 

, lAnd if those questions are hard for us, with all the priVileges 
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that God has 9iven us, think About how much tousher they are for 
most families who are workin9 harder for less money these days, 
and how devastating they can be for those families confronted with 
layoffs, illnesses. alcohol and drug abuse~ poverty~ or a violent 
naiqhborhood. 

( .. '. . . 

;. 

The question is not are family values important? Of course they 
are. It's not are they under fire? You bet they are. It's not is 
TV destructive of family values. All too often it is. The question 
is what are w,e going to do about it? 

It isn/t enough Cor America'S leaders to blame past social 
programs or current TV pr09rams. It isn't anough tor Americans to 
chanqe channels. We need to change course. 

Family values can't simply be Washington code'for Beltway 
Republicans who really mean~ Ityouire on your own U -- or Beltway 
Democrats, who want to spend more of your tax money on programs 
that don't embody those values. 

If family values are going to mean something, we must offer a 
nation a third way, A nation that guarantees opportunity for every 
family r but a' society that demands responsibility frotn every 
individual. f, 

J, 

ot course there's a values crisis in America. But there's an 
action gap as;4we11. Addressing one without the other isn't a plan 
of action, it'fs posturing to distra'c"C from inaction. 

Today the dominant message from this Administration is, I'¥ou're on 
your own." 

Parents have to worK two jobs and spend more hours at york and too 
little time with their kids because wages are declinin9 in 
America, you're on your own. It parents without health care who 
live in deadly fear they won't be able to care for their children 
withou~ going bankrupt, they're on thair own. If poor, uneducated 
parents need pre-school for their children so they'll have a 
chance to do better than their parents l well, theY're on their 
own. ',I 

The problem is:, nobody is on their own in this country I we're .:111 
in this togetner. The more we ignore these problems today I the 
more watll all- pay for them tomorrow in lost economic strength, in 
increased viol'ance. in costlier jails, in poorer schools, and lost 
futures. As my friend Governor Ann Richards of Texas said of the 
looters and the shooters of the streets of Los Angeles: uThese 
young hoodlums who burn and batter and turn our stre~ts into 
killing fields were once our children -- small and helpless and 
needing our attention and our love~ and we let them go --- tossed 
them aside like yesterday's news. Now thay are making headlines 
that we don't want to read. God may forgive them but we can~t 
condone ~helr,action or reclaim their lives. They are lost to us. 
This tragedy rilust end with this generation. It must stop now." , '. 

A very great ~'~publican Pres.ident, Theodoril Roosevelt I once called 
the presideney,-a Bully pulpit. Then 'President Kennedy said that 

1- the presidency.! was the vital canter'-of action. Both presidents
1 were right. Aipresident's words can ,move a nation,. but talk must 

be backed up with action or w& risk .diminishing the Bully pulpit
I: into a Pulpit .of Bull. 
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When I was born in Hope, Arkansas, ,1n 1946, our state/g par-capita 
income was barely half the national average, Though my family and 
I later moved into a middle-class life, thanks to both my step­
father and my mother working l 1n the beginnin9, like most people 
in my state~ we were poor. 

But one of the values my family poun<led into me was that if I 
worked hard and played by the rules I' I" d be rewarded -- and I have 
been, beyond my wildest dreams. We Were tauqht to take 
responsibility for ourselves and for each other. And we were 
taught that if we <li<l, we would do better, 

. I understand .something about hard ~imes and how hard thin9s can 
9'et~ My. moth~r was widowed before I was born and I lived w1th my 
grandparents ,when I was little as I said. My most vivid memory of 
my mother and childhood was when Io/went to visit her at nursing 
school when I- ~as three, and when my grandmother and I pulled out 
of the station, she knelt down by the side of the railroad tracks 
and cried. I I-remember that to this'day. I remember how she bore 
her qrief every day because she believed that, if she sacrificed 
in the short run, in the long run she could build a better life 
for me. "I, 
Now there are ~illions of stories like that in America today. 
Remember, most poor people. those with and without jobs, did not 
loot and riot. in Los Angeles, because their values kept them from 
ctoinq so. They would not do wrong. :Most. Americans today do give 
their Children love and discipline ~'and respect for others and for 
the law. 0, 1 ° 

Thero is a gr\eat deal of love in the poorest welfare families in 
America today* But we have to face the hard truth that too many 
Americans are'cut oft from these values and the life that we want 
them to live, that reinforces those values. And too many Americans 
who live by their values are denied the progress they were 
promised -- the pro9ress that was real for the poor of my 
genarat1on. " . 

We simply cannot go on under these circumstances being the only 
major nation in the world without a~ family policy -- one that 
enshrines fam'ily values by placing a value on family. Werve tried 
to develop ohe in Arkansas. And I outlined it to you a moment ago. 
And I think we need on in America. . 

Here is a qood oeginning:
'/ 

First, we should rewara ~ork and family. Today millions of 

Americans work full time but don't mak4 enough to lift their 

families out of poverty~ That's wrong. No one who works full-time 

and has children at home should be poor in AMerica. 


We should expand the Earned Income Tax Credit to guarantee a 
"'Working wage ll to lift above the poverty line anyone With a family 
who/s working. full time. This initi~tive is not terribly 
expensive. It"W'on/t reqUire us to spend one red cent for .any 
public bureaucracy. Yet. i~ will reward work and lift one million 
~orking poor families and their Children out of poverty. 

~ , 

Second, we nee,d to reform our welfare system so that it puts 

people back to york and ends permanent dependency. In Arkansas, 

l,ln<ler the Fad'iral family Sl,lpport Act of 1988, which r helped to 

draft as the qovernorJs representative, we've created a system of 
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training , and vouchers for day care, and medical coverage for 
children so that welfare families can return to the dignity of a 
job once again. As a result, our welfare rolls have grown less 
than the n~tional avurage in tne last tnree years, even in spite 
of the recession and high unemployment. 

. 
,:·

" , , The truth iS I most people on welfare don#t like it any more than 
"C. you do. A few years ago, I asked the woman in our welfare-to-work 

progra~ in Arkansas what she liked best about her new job. And she 
said -- wasn/t earning a paycheck -- it was knowing that when her 
90n went to school and they asked him wha~ your mother does tor a 
living, he could giva an answer. People want the dignity of work. 

We should give everyone the chance to have that kind of dignity. 
We should qiva everyone on welfare.the education, training, child 
care and" medical coverage for their children they need. But I 
th1nX we should go beyond the prasene law. After two years, if 
people can't'find privata sector employment# I think they should 
be required to do public service work in return for the income. 

We can end welfare as we know it, not by punishing the poor, but 
by empowering them to take care oi'their children and to be role 
models, .,; I 

Third§ we need to do more to protect America's children from ~he 
consequences 'of divorce and absent 'fathers -- and on some 
occasions. absent !TIothers~ I was born t.o a single mother who was 
lucky anou9h to have the support of an extended family. Today, in 
the 90vernor/·s oftice, I have old pictures of my grandfather and 
my great-,qran~father. Unfortunately ~ too few- Children know who 
their great-grandparents were, and'too many have parents who 

<, should pay fo'r 
, 

their upbringing but. don't. 

We need to get tough on child support enforcement with a 
nationwide crackdown on deadbeat parents. In our state T if you 
fall rnore1than a thousand dollars behind in your child support, we 
report you to every major credit agency in the stats. People 
shouldn/t be 'able to borrow money tor other things before they 
take care of their children. 

i: 
Because of that and other efforts, .. :like putting the na)T,Q and 
social security number of a father on a birth certificate if a 
mother shows up to give birth without a father -- thus shifting
the burden to"the man to disprove his heritage -- we collected 
more than $41,I:million from "deadbeat parents" in 1991 -- money
that we didnft have to pay in welfare or other public spending. 
These are the "'kinds of thitl9$ that ;;"e ought to do. We have to do 
more of them. 

We must make the toughest possible child support enforCGment 
efforts in' this coun~ry. We shQuld enlist major credit agencies 
all across the country to follow the example that Arkansas and a 
few other states have. We ought to say to peoplQ everYWhere, "Pay 
for your chl1?ren first or you shOUtdn/t get credit,lI We ought to 
have a national system of child support collection utilizing the 
Internal Revenue Service and tax records.,.; 
I'm tired of seeing custodial parents bear ~he whole burden for 
the problem of raising ~heir children. Governments can't raise 
child~en -- people do -- and the people who bring children into 

, this world should all bear a responsibility for raising them. 
j, 

I 
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Fourth, we need to help parents do the best possible job of 
rearing their kids. Government canJt create good parents, but it 
can make it easier for them to tend to their children1s needs. 

In 1988, George Bush promised to make sure, and I quote, "women 
don't have to worry about getting their jobs back after having a 

~ child or caring for a child during a serious illness.·' But when \i.;l Congress passed the Family and Medical Leave Act, George Bush 
vetoed it. I would sign it. Other nations do the same thing. 

Millions of Americans are alrGady caught in a squeeze between 
takinq care of their parents and taking care of their children. We 
should not now make them choose beeween work and family -- not if 
we are going 'to be a pro-family country where most parents have to 
work. 

~ 

Fifth. we caA also bolster the family'S crucial role in education. 
We should ful'ly fund the Head Start pro9ram and quit delaying it. 
But in doing it. we should put increased emphasis on enlisting 
parents, even illiterate parents I as their children's first 
teachers. As I said earlier, the HIPPY program in Arkansas trains 
welfare mothers to teach their pre-school children to read. The 
Head start proqrams with the most long-lasting benefits for 
children are those in which the parents f role is qreatest, no 
~attar how limited the parents' OWn educational skills. 

Our schools should also reinforce these family values and parental 
involvement by bringing more parents in. Schools allover America 
can follow the example of the Beasley Academic Center, a public 
junior higb ~ehool in Chicago. It's located in a neighborhood with 
the highest ~urder rate in all of ~llinois. But every week, 7S 
fathers and even more mothers regUlarly volunteer in the sChools. 

~. . 
Aqainat the odds* this school ranks in the top 10% of test scores 
in the state/~ with no guns, no drugs, no dropouts -- in part 
because of a culture which includes a dress code, strong family 
values, and p,arental role models. N,ot just talk! action! 

Sixth and lastly, I want to ensure 'that American families and 
individuals make the best personal decisions with their life with 
a full sense of personal responslbi'lity and concern for the 
consequonces :'ot their behavior. That means letting teens know that 
it is wrong for children to have children, and also providing them 
with the education about how to prevent that. 

In Arkansas, " 
~ 

my nationally renowned. 
, 

health director# Or. Joycelyn 
Elders and It!~"fought for school-based health clinics and sex­
education. Itl:'wasn't popular and it' still isn't easy I but with 
teen pre9nancy and AIDS claiming mOre and mora of our young 
people, it is now a matter of life and death. 

There are many other issues that we have to face: restoring 
economic qrowth to our nation so we can restore economic strength 
to our families, providinq affordab~le health caJ;'e to all of our 
families and their children# giving'poor people more say over 
their o~n lives through initiativas like community policing and 
tenant ~anaqement of housing projects and preservinq personal and 
family privacy -- including, in my vie~, not repealing Roa v. 
h~. ' " . 

~.:,. 
The PresidentJsays he wants private school Choice even It it means 
taking public,~:money away from puhli.c schools that are already 
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, underfunded ~ompared to many other nations. He's willin9 to make 

• . it a crime for a wo~an to exercise her right to make the most 

•.
f . 
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private choice of all, I don't understand those priorities. 

When my daughter was in her last month of sixth grade last year, 
remerober takinq her to school one day -- as I do everyday when 11m 
home -- and seeing a very handsome man walking his child to 
school. He had two other little children with him. And one of 
these little children came runninq up to me~ holding out his hands 
and jumping up into my arm8~ He held me very ti9ht~ Now, as you 
know, Ilm a politician, so I love that -- I mean, the baby wanted 
to kiss me., 

But, if you know anything about child development -- this child 
was almost t~o years old -- it's not a very sood sign for a two­
year-old child still to be indiscriminately bestowin9 this sort of 
affection. Sb I asked this man, I ~aid~ "Row many children do you 
have?" He said, "five." I said, "You mean you haVe the one that 
wen't in th&rt;tl these two, and two others?" And he said, "Oh. no, 
no, these two are. not roine. u He said, liMy wife and I had a 
daughter who·died. And in honor of her memory. we decided that we 
would spend the rest of our liveSt serving as foster parents for 
children in need. These two childr~n I have are not mine, they 
warQ abandoned by their mother, alone at home, for two whole 
days. fI They were twenty months olel~' 

" " 
I·SO the stat~ gave them to us to care for for a While and we' Le 

loving them and hoping that their mother can learn to love them 
and be a good parent and eventually to taka them back.*' 

:,' (' 
~ 

There are mil.lions of children 11k.. that allover this country - ­
hanqinq in the balance:. They are part of lOUr national family. Of 
course, we must exhort their parents to do a better job, and we 
must write into our social programs incentives for stronger family 
values. But we cannot ignore the plain need for a national policy 
to value families ... to reconnect all Americans to our most 
cherished values and the idea of pro9ress for those who live by 
those values~'" , 

tJl timately, i,t is up to each of us to build the bridge across that 
gulf that stands wide today between what we are as a nation and 
what we are meant to be. We must believe that we once aqain can 
make: a difference, that tomorrow wi'll be hetter than t.oday it we 
build that br'idqe and make it so. W'e have the tools. The question 
is do we hav~ the vision and the will. This election will tell the 
tale. ,; ~ 

': 

Thank you ver,'t much. 
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March 8, 1993 

TO: Carol Rasco /"iUi') 
FROM, Bill Galston ~ 

sua.), Children, Youth, and Family Initiatives 


The following memorandum is in response to your request for an 
inventory of Administration budget proposals and other 
initiatives concerning ch11dren~ youth~ and families. It is 
divided into four sections. The first enumerates what has been 
accomplished or proposed to date; the second compares that list 
to the president's principal campaign promises; the third 
compares that list to the principal recommendations of the 
National Commission on Ch11dreni the fourth offers an analysis of 
some trouble spots and recommendations for addressing them., 

1. Accomplished or proposed to date 

Legislation 

a Family and Medical Leave Act--passed by the Congress and 
signed into law by the President 

Stimulus Package 

o Head Start Summer Program--a new Head Start summer program, 
which would eventually ~l~'uP to 350,000 disadvantaged 
children A.t.W.t • 

a Chapter 1 Summer School Program--new, one-time supplemental 
funding of $500 million to expand summer school programs for 
educationally disadvantaged children 

o Chapter 1 Census Supplemental--$235 million in 1993 to 
mitigate (but not eliminate) the effects on distribution of 
Chapter 1 funds causeaLby changes in the location of poor 
children that occurred between the 1980 and 1990 census 

o WIC--added 1993 funding of $75 million, which will permit 
the program to serve 300,000 additional participants, most of 
whom wil.l be children ages 1-4, 

• o Child and Adult care Food Program--an increase of $56 
million to pay for meals and snacks at Head Start centers to 
serve children in the proposed Summer Head Start program 

, 
o Childhood Immunizations--S300 million to support a 

community based effort to finance vaccine purchases and education 
and outreach campaigns~ with the goal of immunizing 1 million 
children d~ring the summer of 1993 
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o Summer Youth Employment and Training program--an additional 
$1 billion for the summer of 1993, which will finance almost 
700,000 additional summer jobs for disadvantaged youth ages 14-21 

o HOME investment partnership--accelerated spendout of $2.5 
billion in previously released affordable housing funds 

o Public housing moderni~ation--accelerated spendout of HUD's 
backlog of unspent modernization funds 

o Supportive Housing program--accelerated investment of $423 
million 1n the Program~ which offers shelter and a wide mage of 
services to homeless persons 

o Single Family Housing Guaranteed Loans--an additional $235 
million in single family guaranteed loan authority, serving 
prinoipally rural and small town family needs 

Investment packa~ 

o Housing subsidies-~double HOME funds to the authorized 
level of 82.2 billion; increase houisng vouchers from 40'1000 
annually in 1993 to 100,000 in 1998, 

o Supportive Housing Program--a $138 million increase for 
1997, a doubling of the program, which addresses homelessness and 
its causes 

o Public Housing Operating Subsidies--an additional $121 
million in 1997 

o Preserving and renovating low-income housing--S384 million 
in 1997, and S856 million over the next four years 

o Crime in public housing--$138 million for an Urban 
partnership AgainBt Crime Initiative to address the increase in 
gang- and drug-related crime activity in many public housing 
developments 

o Restore dilapidated public housing--an additional $138 
million in 19997 to rehabilitate severely run-down public housing 
projects that cannot now be inhabited 

o Full funding of Head Start--an inorease of 83.2 billion in 
1997. S8 billion over four years l achieving "fu~l funding for 1.4 
million elIgible children by 1999 

o Head Start-related child care feeding--an additional $237 
million in; 1997 to pay for additional meals for participants 
added by the Administration's Head Start initiative 
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o Head Start-related Medicaid--$116 million in 1997 to fund· 
new entrants in the Medicaid program resulting from Head Start 
expans,ion 

o Full funding of WIC--an additional $1 billion in 1997 to 
serve all eligible children ages 1 to 4. including some 2 million 
who were not served in 1992 

o Parenting and family support--$500 million for FY 1997 , 

o Education reforms and initiatlves--S2.7 billion in 1997, 
$6.2 billion over four years, to support systemic educational 
reform~ ~mprovements in the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, a new Safe Schools Program~ student loan program 
improvements, and support of Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities 

o National Service--new investment of $7.4 billion over the 
next four years to increase education and training opportunities 
for young people while addressing a range of unmet national needs 

o Summer youth employment and training program--an increase 
of $625 million in 1997 and $2 billion over the next four years, 
financing 'about 2 million additional summer jobs 

o Youth apprenticeshlp--$500 million in 1997, $1.2 billion 
over four 'years, to finance a nationwide system of school- and 
work-based learning programs for high school youth who do not 
plan to at,tend college 

a Earned Income Tax Credit--an EITC increase of $6.7 billion 
in 1997, $19.9 billion over four yearSi to assure that families 
headed by full-time workers will no longer live in poverty 

o Welfare reform--a forthcoming comprehensive plan to end 
welfare as a permanent way Of life through increased training, 
parenting" and family support for moving people from welfare to 
work, coupled with tougher enforcement of parental 
respnsibil,ities 

I
2. Comparison with principal campaign promises 

Promise 	 Action 

Family and Medical Leave 	 Enacted and signed 

Fully fund'Uead Start 	 proposed 

Fully fund WIC 	 proposed 
I 

National standards and testing 	 To be proposed in fast-track 
education reform bill 
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, 
Youth apprenticeship program 

Public school choice 

Use Chapter 1 to "level the 
playing field' 

Increase ~lexibility in local 
use of federal education funds 

Parenting;programs 

Require federal contractors to 
offer jobs for disadvantaged 
youth 

School safety and security 

Bilingual education reform 

Tougher child support 
enforcement 

, 
National child care network 

Tougher standards for child 
care facilities 

Welfare reform 

$300 child tax credit 

Increase EITC to eliminate 
working po:,erty 

Bxpand the' HOME program 
,

Increase funding to maintain 
pubHc housing 

Proposed, with partial funding 

No action: pending 

Partially addressed in the 
stimulus package; to be addressed 
in the ESEA reauthorization later 
this year; partial funding 
provided in the Investment audget 

To be addressed in test-track 
bill and ESEA reauthorization 

proposed 

Pending 

Proposed 

Pending: to be addressed in ESEA 
reauthorization 

Pending; to be addressed in the 
context of welfare reform 

No action; pending (?) 

Pending 

Pending 

No action 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 
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3. Comparison with key National Commission recommendations 

Commission recommendation 

SlOOO/child refundable 
tax credit 

EITe expansion, 
I

Child support assurance 

~~"HtW~'
I 

Trans1tiona~ assistance for 
welfare recipients 

Fundamental health care reform 

Full funding for Head Start 

Systemic school reform 

Equitable school finance 

Public school choice 

Increased effort to combat 
dropouts~ teen pregnanoies 

Youth employment/ 
apprenticeship 

I 
Family and medical leave 

, 
Employer-based flex-time and 
career sequencing 

Improve availability, 
affordability, and quality of 
child care 

Expand/improve preventive 
services for vulnerable 
children and their families 

Greater coordination of child 
and family ,policies across 
the executive branch 

Joint congressional committee 
on children and families 

(..o.'/l'l'i ~~~ 
~0:\o..~~ 
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Administration action 

No action 

Proposed 

No action; possible in the 
context of welfare reform 

Pending 

pending 

Proposed 

Pending; to be addressed in 
"fast-track" reform bill 

Addressed in stimulus package: 
pending in ESEA reauthorization 

No acticn/pending 

Proposed 

Legislation enacted 

No action; requires DoL jawboning 

Minimal action 
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Decategorization of selected 
federal programs to bring 
greater cohens1on and 
flaxiblli ty 

Incentives to encourage No action 
state/local coordination on 
child/family programs 

Increase salaries and training No action 
opportunities f~ teachers and 
early Childhood hild ~elfare 
practitioners. ~ w<J.t; ~~ ..w ~~) 
Enhance recording industry 
efforts to' avoid distribution 
of inappropriate materials to 
children 

, 
Enhance efforts by television 
producers to improve content 
of programming for children 

Increase opportunities for 
national and local community 
service 

. No action 

NO White House action; some 
preliminary steps by the FCC 

Pending 

4. Brief analysis and recommendations 

As you can see from the above~ we have numerous areas of strength 
in the children, youth, and family arena, particularly in Head 
Start, WIer Family and Medical LeavG 1 education, and public 
housing. (As you have pointed out, aadequate funding is a 
necessary but not sufficient condition for sound public policy; 
we also need to ensure that our proposals in programs such as 

~1.:~~~Head starfrand Chapter 1 embody genuine reform, not just mindless 
~ expansion of the status quo.) , 

8eyond the bright spots, we have_some very conspicuous
~.!_\ weaknesses. Let me enumerate a few current or potential 
~'\ problems ~ 

o The Administration budget does very little for child care, 
although some non-budgetary regulatory changes affecting quality 
and flexib~lity are of course possible. 

o The budget does very little if anything to provide new 
opportunities for vulnerable children and their families. The 
time is ri~ for innovative family preservation strategie~ but 
this budge~ doesn't seize the moment. ~ 

~io~ 
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, 
o While the budget does use the EITC aggressively to address 

the problems of the working poor. its failure to inClude a 
broader child tax credit leaves most middle-income families out 
in the cold. (This is obviously a problem to be addressed in the 
medium to long term.) 

o The Education Departmentls draft of the fast-track reform 
bill will include no more than a passing mention of public school 
choice. If the President's promise is to be honored, the DPe 
will have to move aggressively. (I will expand on this when that 
draft reaches me later today or tomorrow.) 

o The Family and Medical Leave Act is a terrific first step, 
but it does not address all of the multiple tensions between work 
and family. ! believe we need systematic consultation with the 
Department of Labor to determine how employers can best be 
encouraged to move forward on issues such as flex-time amd job­
sharing. 

I 

1
o Much'is riding on the welfare reform process, but as you 

know so well, it is not clear how far comprehensive reform can go 
in the absence of serious funding. As an interim measure. it may 
make sense to break out specific issues such as tougher;: chiJ.P 

~support enf9rc~m~~t and parental responsibility for the conduct 

of their children.
, 

~ HS 0 As of now we are nowhere on teen pregnancy prevention. I 
~a,~ understand why this was dropped during the early flurry, but I 
~:~ strongly recommend initiating discussions with HHS leading to a 
.~ major anti-teen pregnancy init:iatlve~ 

t~ 0 More broadly: the National Commission emphasizes family ~~ 
~.~struct:ure as one of the principal determinants of child well- l~ 
~~;~_being. I think they ere deed right about this and that we ought ~. 
~~~ - to work their analysis into our policies and public statements. • ' 
~. We can and should collaborate with Sen. Moynihan in this effort. 

o We should think about giving highly audible visible White 
House support to the creation (and where appropriate, 
enforcement) of standards for the content of recordings and 
television oriented to chi1dren and youth~ Would it make ~~~e~•. , .• 
to get Tipper involve.d? ~ -l.. h.J,.. ~~ mv.. ~_'>'~V'~ 

~~ 0 As of now, we are weak in the area o~ policy coordination 
~~.-. (at both the fe.deral and state/local level), which the National 
~'L'~~l\Commission rightly emphasizes. I continue to believe that we 

..~ need an inter~agency. White House-drive ope working group on 
~~I children, youth, and f~ilies, along the lines of the community 

.YA (\ I \...development;: operation. 
I:{'t"-'~ . 

:~\rt~; 
wt~~ 
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Conclusion, 
, 

On the basis of this review, I am not convinced that we are yet 
ready to go with a systematic children. youth, and families 
statement along the lines of the President's science and 
technology paper. Instead, I believe that we should use the 
process initiated by this memorandum to move forward on our areas 
of vulnerability, with the aim of producing such a document by 
late summer or early fall. 

A choice by the President to speak at the National Commission 
summit could serve as a very useful action-forcing event. But 
even if he declines to do so (perhaps because of its proximity to 
the orucial April 4 meeting with Yelts1n), we should decide on a 
course of action and pursue it aggressively in conjunction with 
Education , Labor. HHS , and anyone else you deem appropriate • 

• 
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,, ...... 
The social-science roidmce is in: 'hougn it may benefit/he adults ;'fV()roed. 

the dissolution ofintact frJ:iO~parttlffamilies is horm/ullo lorge numbers ofcnildrm. MOI7O'Ver. 

the lJuthor orgues,/onrily diversity ill tAtform ofif/mosing numbers ofshtgle-pomlt 
and stepparent fomilies do~ notstrengthen the sorial fabric but, 

rather; df'tlmahcolly weokt!f1s ond undermines society 

DAN QUAYLE WAS RIGHT 
BY BARBARA DAFOE WHITEHEAD 

., 
, 

IVORCE AND OUT~OF-WEDLOCK CHJLDBIRTH ARE: TRANSFORMING THi<: LIVES 

of American children. In the postwar generation more than 80 percent ofchil­
dren grew up in a family with \:\yO biological parents who were married to 
each other. By 1980 only 50 percent could expect to spend their entire child­
hood in an intact family. If current trends continue, less than half of all chil­
dren born today will live continuously with their own mother and father 

throughout childhood. Most American children will spend several years in a single-
mother family. Some will eventually live in stepparent families, but because step-
families are more likely to break up than inl,aC( (by which 
I mean tWQ~bi()rogjcal~pareflt) famllies, an incrcllsing 
number of children will experience family breakup twO 

Of e~'en three times during childhood, 
According to II growing body of sOClal·scientific evi­

dence, children in f.amilles disrupted by divorce and OUt­

of-wedlock binh do worse than children in intact families 
on $evcrni measures ofwcll~being. Children in singte-par­
ent families are six times as likely to be poor, They a«: abo 
likely to stay poor longer. Twenty-two percent of children 
in one-parent families wilt experience poverty during 
childhood for seven years or more, as compared with only 
two. percent of children in two-parent families. A 1988 sur­
vey by the National Center for Health SLatisrics found that 
children )n single~parent fumilies are two to .hree times as 
likely as children in two-parem families to have emotional 
and behavioral problems. They are alro moo:: likely to drop 
out of high $chool, to get pregnant as teenagers, to. abuse 
drugs, and to be in trouble with the law. Compared with 

. children in intact families, chitdren from disrupted fami~ 
lies ate at II much higher risk for physical or sexuaJ abuse. 

Contrary to popular belief, many children do not 
"bounce back" after divorce. or remarriage. Difficolties 
that arc llssociared with family breakup ofren persist into 
adulthood, Children who grow up in single-parent or 
stepparent families are less suC(:cssful as adults, partic­
ularly in the tw(! domains of life-love and work--that 
are most essential to happiness. Needless to say, not all 

children experience such negative effects, However, 
research shows that many children from disrupted faml~ 
lies have a harder time ;l}Chieving intimacy in a rdation­
ship. forming a stable marriage, or even holding a steady 
job. 

Despite this growing body of evidence, it is neatly im­
possible to discuss changes in family structure without 
provoking angry protest. Many people see the discussion 
as no more than an attack on struggling single mothers 
and their children: Why blame single: motbers when they 
an: doing .he very best thcycan? After all, the decision to 
end' a marriage or:l relationship is wrenching. and few 
parents are indifferent to the painful burden this decision 
imp<~~es on (helt children. Many take the perilou', step 
toward single parentbood as 3 tast resort. after their best 
efforts: to hold a marriage together have failed. Consew 
quently, it can seem particularly cruel and unfeeling to 
remind parents of the hardships their children might suf­
fer as a result of family breakup. Other people believe 
that the dramatic changes in family structure; though re­
greuablc, are impossible to reverse. Family b.cakup is an 
inevitable feature of American life, and anyone who 
thinks othern'ise is indulging in nostalgia or trying to turn 
back the clock. Sincc these new fAmily forms atc here to 

stay, the reasoning goes. we must accord respect to single,;. 
parents, not criticize them. Typical is the:: viewexpresscd 
by a Brooklyn woman in a ret'em letter to TIlt Nm Yor:t 
Tim~ "Let's s(np mOO1lizing or blaming single parents 

APRU.I99l IUUSTAATlQNS 8'f eRUCE SHA» 
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and unwed mothers, and give them the respect they have 
earned and the support thcy deserve." 

Sueh views arc not to h-c dismillscd. Indeed. they help 
In expbin why family structure is mch lin explosive iS~lIe 
fQf AmeriQf\S, The debate about it is not simply aoout 
the social·sdcntinc evidence. although that is surely an 
important part of the discussioo. [t is also a debate over 
deeply held and often conflicting values. I low do we 
begin to reconcile our long-standing belief in equality 
and diversity with an impressive body of evidence thaf 
suggests that not all family structures produce equal out­
;,;omcs for children? How can we squaH':: traditional no­
tions of public support for dependent women and chil­
dren with:l belief in women's right (1) pursue autonomy 
and independence in cbildbearing and child-reatingt 
How do we uphold the freedom ofadults to pup-me indi· 
vidu:1i happine!'s in their privafe rc!:uionships and lot .he 
$llml; time reSflOlld to the needs of children for stuhility, 
security, llnd permanencc in their family lives? Wlm do 
we do when the intereSts of adults and children conflict; 
These are the difficuh issues at stake in the dehate over 
family structure. 

In the past these issues havc turned Qut to be too diffi· 
cult and tOO politically risky for debate. In the mid·196Qs 
Daniel Prltrlck Moynihan. then an assistant secretary of 
labor, was denounced as a racist for calling attention ill 
the relationship between the prevalence of black single­
mother families and the lo~er socioeconomic standing of 
black children, For nearly twenty years the policy and re­
5carch communities backed aWAy from the emirc iss-uc. 
In 1980 the Carter Adminimarluo convened a historic 
White House Goni'erenc-e (>n:tamilies, de~igned to ad w 

dress the growing pmblems of children aod families in 
America, The result was a prolonged. publicly subsidized 
quarrel over (he defInition of "family." No President 
since has tried to hold il national family confer{':nce. La$t 
year, at 11 time when the rate of out~ofwwedtock births had 
reached a historic high, Vice President Dan Quayle was 
ridiculed for criticizing Murphy Brown, In short, every 

. time the issue of family structure has lx::en raised. the re­
sporue has been first Controversy. then retreat, and fi1Ull~ 
Iy silence. 

Yet it is also risky to ignore the issue of changing fami­
ly structure, Tn recent yean the problems associated with 
family disruption have grown, Overall child well-being 
has declined. despite a decrease in the ntlmber of chil­
dren per family, an increase in the educational level of 
parents, and historically high levels of public spending, 
After dropping in the 1960s and 19705. [he proportion of 
children in poverty has inercased drarnlHically. from 15 
pen;ent in I(no to 20 percent in 1990, while [he percent­
age of adult Americans in poveny has n;mained roughly 
constant. The teen Silicide rate has more Ihan tripled. 
Juvenile crime has 'increased and become more violent. 
School performance has, oominued ro decline. There arc 
-no signs that th~e l1ends are about to reverse themselves_ 

If we fail to come to terms with the relationship be· 
tween family Structure and deelining child weU~being. 
lhen it witl be increasingly difficult t(} impruve children's 
life prospects, no maner how {TUmy new programs the 
federal government funds. Nor will we be able to make 
progress in bettering school performance or reducing 
crime or improving the quality of the nation's futurc wmk 
force-all domestic pwblems dQiCly ctmnccted to family 
breakup. Worse, we may contribute (0 the problem by 
pursuing policies that actually increase family instability 
and breakup. 

From Death to Divorce 

~kOSS TIME AI"D ACROSS ctl1;l'wa:s. ftA\flLY HlS. 

ruption has been regarded as an event thaI 
threatens a -child's wen-being and cven survival.~This view is rooted in a fundamental biological 

fact unlike the young of almost any <)ther species, the hu­
man child is born in an abjectly h~lples~ and immature 
state. Years of nurture and prorection are needed beforc 
the ehiW can achieve physicJl independence. Similarly, it 
takes years fif inteflK'tlon with at least one but ideally tWO 

or mote adults for a child to develop into a socially eQmpe" 
tent adult. Children I'<1b~d in virtual isolation from human 
beings, though physicdly intact. display few rct:Ognizably 
human behaviors. The sociai arnmgcment thar ha. .. proved 
mml successful in ensuring the phy~ical survival and pm­
moting the $OCial development or the child is the familyj 
unit of dte biological mother and futher, ConsequentlY'1 
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any event that permanently denies a child the presence 
and pcolectiM of a parent jcopardize5 (he. life of the child. 

The <:lassie form of family disruption i$ the death of a 
parent. Throughout history this has been one of the risks 
of ehildfwod . .\1others frequently died in childbirth, and it 
\\~S. not unusual fot both p;atents 10 die before the child 
was grnwn. As: recently as the early decades of this centu­
ry children commonly suffered the death of at lean one 
parent. Alm~f a quarter of tbe children bolO in this coun~ 
try in 1900 lost one parent by the time they were fifteen 
years old. Many of these children lived with their wid~ 
owed parent, often· in a household with other dose lela­
ti\·es. Others grew up in orphana~, and foster komes. 

The meaning of paremal death, as it hilS been nans­
mitted over time and faithfully recorded in world litera~ 
ture and lore. is unambiguous and essentially unchang­
ing. h is universally regarded as an untimely -and tragic 
event. Death perman~ndy severs the parent-child bond, 
disrupting forever one of the child's carliest and deepest 
human atuchments. It also deprives a child of the pres­
(:ncc and prot~tion ofan adu!.t who has a biologkallltakc 
in, as well as an emotional commluncnt to, the child's 
survival and well·being, In shott, the death O'f a pafefU is 
the most extreme: and se\'cte loss a child can suffer. 

Because a child ill so vulnerable in a parent's absence. 
there has been a common cultuml response to the deatk 
of a p.1rent: an outpouring of support from family, friends. 
and strange.rs alike. The surviving p:item and child are 
united in their grief as wcll as their loss. Rd:uives and 
friends share in the lo~s and provide vllluabfc emotional: 
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and rwandal assistance to the bereaved family. Other 
members of the community show sympathy for the child, 
and public assi5tance is 11t\'ailable fOf those whQ need it. 
This cultural understanding of parental death has formed 
the basis for a traditi<)n of public $uppon to widows and 
their children. Indeed, as recently as the beginning of this 
century widows were the unly mothers eligible for pen~ 
slons in many SlateS, and today widows with ckildrcn re· 
ceive mote~generous welfare beru::fits from Survivors Jn~ 
s\)ra~ce than do other single mothers with children who 
depend on Ald ro families With Dependent Children. 

It has faken thousands upon thousands of years to re­
duce the (hreat ofp3rental death. Not until the middle of 
the twentieth century did paremal dea(h cease to he II 
commonplace evem for children in the United States. By 
then advances in medicine had drnmaticnUy reduced 
mot'tUlity rates fot men and women. 

At the snme tj~, other forms of family disruption­
separafion. divorce. out-of-wootock bjn:h~wcre hetd in 
check by powerful religious, social. and legal sanctions, 
Divorce was widely regarded both as a deviant behavior, 
especially thfeatening to ·mothers and children, and as II 
persona! lapse; ""Divorce is the public acknowledgment 
of failure," It 1940s sociology textbook nnlcd. Out·of­
wedlock birth was s(igmariJ:cd, and stigmatization is a 
powerful means of regulating behavior. as any smoker or 
OVerCllter will testify. Sanctions against oonmarirai child­
birth di5couraged bchaviorthat hut( children and exacted 
compcn~tory behavior thaI helped them. Shotgun mar­
riages and adoption. twO common reliponscs to flonmari­
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tal birth, carried a strong messagf: about the risks of pre· 
marital scx and created an intact family for the child, 

Consequently, children did not have to worry much 
about I"'~ing a parent through di\'orce 01 never having had 
one because of nonmarital birth, After a surge in d"'Ofces 
following the Second World War. the rate leveled off. 
Only 11 percent of children born in the 1950s would by 
the time they turned eighteen see their parents sepanlte 
Of divorce, Out"-Of·wedlock childbirth barely tigmed as a 
cause of family disruption, tn the 1950s and early 1960s. 
five percent Qf the nation's births were out of wedlock 
Bla;;ks were more likely than whitC$ to bear children OUt­

sidc mlmillge, but the fMjority of black children bom in 
the twenty years after the Second World War were born 
to married couples. The rate of family disruption reached 
a historic low point during thOlle yC;:U5. 

A new ~tandard of family security and stability was es­
tablished in postwar America. For the firsf time in history 
the vast majority of the nation'~ children could expect to 
live wid, married biological paren(~ lhroughou( child. 
hood. Children might still soffer other fonns ofadversity 
-poverty. tadal discrimination, lack or educational op­
portunity-but only a few would be deprived of the nur~ 
lUte and protection of a moth!,:;r and 3 fathet. No longer 
did children have to be haunted by the classic fears vivid~ 
Iy drnmatized in folk Inn;: and fahle-[h,l( their parents 
would die. that [hey would have to live with a stepparent 
and slepsiblings. Of that they wQuld be abandoned, 
These were the years when the nation t'{)nfidemly board~ 
ed up orphanages and clused foundling hospital ... certain 
that such institutions would never again be needed, In 
movie (heaters across the country parents and children 
could watch the drama of parental separation and death 
in the great Disney classics. seCtJle in the knowledge that 
such nightmare visions as the death of Bambi's mother 
and the wrenching separation ofDumbo fmm his mother 
were only make·believe, 

In the 1960s the rate of family disruption suddenly be­
gan 00 rise. After inching up over tbe course of a century, 
the divorCe ratc soared. Throughout the 1950:. and early 
1960s thc divorce rate held steady at fewer than ten di­
vorces 11 year per 1.000 married couples. Then. beginning 
in about 1965. the rate increased sharply, peaking at 
twenty·three divQfCCS per 1.000 mllrriages by 1979, On 
1974 divQrce passed death as the leading cause of family 
breakup.) The rate hlls leveled off .at about twenty-one 
divorces per 1,000 marriages-the figure fm 1991. The 
out·of~wedlock birth rate also jumped. It wem ftOm five 
percent in 1%0 to 27 percent in 1990, [n 1990 close to 57 
perrent of births among black mothers were nonmllntal, 
antlabout 17 pen:ent among white mothers. Altogether. 
about one om of eve!)' four women who had a child in 
1990 was not married. With rales of divorte and nonmar~ 
iud birth so high. family disruption i$ at its peak. Never 
before have 50 many children experienced family break­
lIpealised by evcnts other chlln death, Rach year a million 

chil~rcn go through divoret: or separ;ltiQn .and almost as 
many more are born Qut of wedlock, 

l1a[f of all manillge:> now end in divorce. Following di· 
vorce. many people enter new relationships. Some begin 
living togelher. Nearly half of 1111 cohabiting couples have 
children in the household. Fifteen percent have new chil­
dum together. Many cohabiting couple, eventually get 
m:mied. However, both cohabiting and remarried cou­
ptes are more likely to break up than couples in first mar­
riages. Even social seiemists lind it hard to keep pace 
with the complexity and velocity of such patterns. In the 
revised tuition (1992) of his book ..Y.omogt. Diucm, Rt­
mampgr, the sociologist Andrew Cherlin ruefully com~ 
mcnts: "If there wefe a truth-In-labeling law for books. 
the title of this edition should be something long and un~ 
wieldy like CIJ/rabt'tpJiclI, MamaC/, DitJorn. Afort Cohabita­
tion, and Pmltttbly RnnarridV"" 

Under such conditions growing lip can be a 1mbulent 
experience. In many single-parent families children must 
come to terms wi~h the parent's love life and romantic 
partners, Some children live with cohabiting couples, ei" 
ther their own unmarried parent!> or a biological parent 
and a nye-in partner. Some children bom t() cohabiting 
parents see their parents break up. Others see their par~ 
ents marry. but 56 petcent of them {as: tompared with 31 
percent of the child!en born to married parents) later see 
their parents' marriages fall apart. All told, abollt three 
quaners ofchildren born to cohabiting couples will live in 
a single·patem home at least briefly. One of every four 
children gTQwing up in the l'J90s will eventually enter 11 

nepfllmily. According to one survey, nearly half of all 
children in stepparent families will sec their patents di· 
vorce again by the time they reach thei! late teens, Since 
80 percent of divorced fathers remarry. things get even 
mote complicated when the romantic or marital hisHH), of 
the noncustodial parent, usually [he father, is taken into 
accoum. Consequently. as it afrect.~ a significant number 
of children, family disruption is best understood Mt as Ii 
single event but as a string of disruptive events; separa" 
tion, divorCf:, life in a single.parent family. life with a par­
ent and live-in lover. the remarriage of one or both par­
ems.life in one stepparent familyrombintd with visl[S to 
another stepparent family; the breakup of one or borh 
s.tepparent families. And so on. This is one reason why 
public s;:hools have a hard time knowing whom to eal! in 
an emetgenq. 

Given its dram.ulc impact on children's Jives, one 
might ret<sonably expect that this historic level of family 
di~ruptjon wuuld be viewed with alarm, even regarded u 
a national crisls. Yet this bas not been the ca$C, In r«cot 
years some pCQpJe have argued fhat fhese trends pose a 
serious threat to children and to the nation as a whole. 
but they are dismissed as declinistS. pessimists, or oosral· 
gist's, unwiJllng or unable (0 a;:ce;pt the new facts of life. 
The dominant view is that the changes in family SHUC· 

ture arc, on blliance, posi(iv¢, 
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A Shift in the Social Metric The view From Hollywood 

T
HERE ",.,.1-: SIWBRAI, RI-:A.SONS WilY TillS IS SQ, 

but the fundamental reason is that at some 
point in dIe 19705 Americans. changed their 
minds about the meaning of these disruptive 

behavi()ts. What had MeG b¢en reg3rded as hostile to 
children's ben interests was now considered essential toO 
adults' happiness. In the t950s most Americans believed 
that parents should stay in an unhappy marriage for the 
sake of the children. 'ine assu!"ptiotl was that a divorce 
would damage the children. and the pmspect of such 
damage gave divorce its meaning. By [he mid-1970s a 
majority of Americans rejected that view. Popular advic~ 
litera[Ute reflecte<l the shift. A book on divorce: published 
in the mld·1940s tersely asserted: "Children are' entitled 
to the affection 'and assooolion of two parents, not (lne." 
Thirty years later another popular divorce book pro­
claimed just the opposite! "'A two-parent home is not the 
only emotional stmeture within which a child can be hap­
py and healthy.•.• The parents who take cafe of them­
selves will be best able to take care of their children." At 
about rhe same time, ~he long-standing taboo against out­
of-wedlock childbinh also collapsed. By the mid~1970s 
three rourths of Americans said [hat It was not morally 
wrong for a woman to have a child outside marriage. 

Once the social metric shifts from child well-being to 

adult well-being, it is hard to see divorce and nonmariral 
birth in anything but a positive light. Howevtr d1sae51ing 
and difficult they may be, both of rhese behaviors can 
hold Ollt the promise of greater adult choice, rteedom. 
;md happiness. F,?r unhappy spouses, djvoree offers a way 
to escape a troubled or even abusive relationship and 
make a fresh start. f Of single parents, remarriage is a sec­
ond try at mafltal happiness u well as a chance fOf felief 
from the suess, loneliness. and economic hardship of rais­
ing a child alone. For some unmarried women, nonman­
tal birth is a way to beat the biological clock, avoid mafry­
ing the wrong man, and experience the pleasures of 
motherhood. Moreover, divorce and ouroQf~wedlock binh 
involve a measure of agency and choice; they arc man~ 
and woman-made events. To be sure, not everyom: exer­
cises choice in divorce or nonmaritaJ birth. Men leave 
wives for younger women, teenage gitill get pregnant ac­
cidentally--yet even these unhappy evems reflect tbe 
expansion of the boundaries of freedom and choice. 

1111s cultural shift helps explain what otherwise would 
be inexplicable: the failure to see the rise In family disrup­
tion as a seve!e and troubling national problem. It 
explains why [here is virtually no widespread public senu, 
ment for rcstigmati1.1ng either of these dassically disruptive 
beha....iors and no sense-no public conscnsus-that they 
-can or should be avoided in the filture. On the contrary, the 
prevailing opinion is that we should accept [he changes in 
family Structure as inevitable and devise new forms of pu}).. 
lie and private suppon for single-parent f~milies. 

W
ITH ITS AfFIRMA'I'ION OF THE I.IIU:RATINO 

effects of divorce and nonm,Hital child­
birth, this opinion is a fixture of A~riean 
popular culture today. Madison Avenue 

and Hollywood did not invent these behaviors, as their 
highly paid publlcists are quick to point out, but they 
have: played an inftuential role in defending and even 
celebrating divorce and unwed motherhood. More pre­
cisel)" they have taken the raw materia! of demogrnphy 
and fashioned it inw a powerful fantasy of individual fe~ 
ne\\-'lll and fe-birth. Consider, for example. the t.eastr for 
Propf~ magazine's cover story on Joan Lunden's divorce: 
"After the painful end of het J3~yeat marriage:, the G()(Jti 
M(lmlng Amuuo cohost is disCQvering (\ new life as a sin­
gle mother-and as het own woman." PttJplF does not 
owetl on the anguish Lunden and her children might 
have experienced over the breakup of their family, Of the 
difficulties of single motherhood, even for celebrity 
mothen. Instead, it celebrates Joan Lunden's steps fO~ 
ward independence anu a better life. Propk, characteris­
lieally, focuses Oil her shopping! In the fifSf weeks after 
her breakup Lunden leased "a bfHnd~new si!<-bedroom, 
8,000 square foot" ht)use and (hen Went to Blooming­
dale's, where she scooped up sheets. ptliows. 1I toaster, 
dishes. seven televisions, and roomfuls of fun furniture 
that was "wtally unlike the serious traditional pieces sh(: 
W1l:S giving up.'" 

Tkis i$ not just the view taken in supermarket maga­
zines. Even the conservntive bastion of the gteetlng-ctrd 
industry, Hallmark, offers a line of cards commemorating 
divoroo as liberation. "Th.ink ofyour former marriage as a 
record album," says one Contemporary card. "tt '"'""s full 
of music-both happy and sad. But what's important now 
is ... YOU! the recently rdeased HOT, NEW, SINGLE! 
You're going to be at the TOP OF nIB CHARTS!" Another 
card reads: "Getting divori:ed can be very healthy! Watch 
how it improves yourcireulation! Best of luck! . " ... Hall­
mark's hip Shoebox Gteeting~ division depicts two fe­
male praying mantises. Mantis One: "'t's tough being a sin-­
gle parent." Mantis Twa: ·'Yeah" .. Maybe we shouldn't 
have eaten our husbands." 

Divorce is a (ired convention in Hollywood, but unwed 
parenthood is very much in rashion; in tbe past year or so 
babies were born to Wanen Seatty and Annette Bening, 
Jack Nicholson and Rebcct.'ll Broussard, and Eddie Mur­
phy and Nicole Mitchell. VaJtlty Fair celebrated Jack 
Nicholson's fatherhood with a covet Story (April. 1992) 
called "Happy Jacko" What made Jack happy, it turned 
our, was no-fault fatherhood. He: and Broussard, the twen· 
ty-nine-year-Qld mother of his children, lived in separate 
hO\l$CS. :t-;icholson said. "It's an unusual arrangement, but 
the last twenty~6ve yean or so have shown me that I'm 
not good 2;r cohabitation.... I see Rebeccu as much as any 
other person who is CQhahiting. And s';';' prefers it. 1 think 
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most people would in a more honest and truthful world." 
A.<; for more-permanent commitme.nts, the man who is not 
gmxl at cohabitalion said: "I don', discuss marriage much 
with Rebecca. Those discussions arc the very thing I'm 
trying to avoid, I'm after ,his immedia~e real tbing, That's 
all 1 believe in." {Perhaps Nicholson should have had the 
dj~ussion, Not long after the story appeared, Broussard 
broke off [he retatimtship.} 

As this StuI)' shows, unwed parenthood is thought of nut 
only as a way to find happIness but (l!so 11:$ a way to exhib­
it such virtues l1S honeslY and courag-e. Asimilar argument 
was (}ffcred in defens<: of Mmphy Brown's unwed moth­
erhood. Many of MUfphy'~ fans were quick to point out 
that Murphy suffered DVe( her decision to bear a child out 
of wedlock, Faced with an accidental pregnancy and a 
faith!cs~ lover: she agoni1.cd over her plight and, after 
milch mental anguish. bravely decided to go ahead. Sn 
~h{)ft. having a blby without a husband represented a 
higher level of maternal devotion and sacrifice Ihan having 
a baby with a husband. Murphy W;1S not just exercising 
her rights as a womlln; she 
was exhibiting !HIe moral 
hcwism. 

On the night Murphy 
Brown became un ,lOwed 
ffinther, 34 million Amen· 
C:ln,~ wned in, 2nd ens 
posted a 35 percent sfmc of 
Ihe audicm:l!" The show did 
nm stir 5ignificant prote~1 at 
the grass roots and lost mil'll! 
of its advertisers, The ac· 
tress Candit:e Bergen sub­
sequently appeared on 
the cover of nearly every 
women's and news maga· 

zine in tbe country and received an honorary degree at the 

University of Pennsylvania as well as un Emmy award. 

The show's creator, Diane English, popped up in Hanes 

5tocking ads, Judged by convef)tional measures of ap· 

prQ\'al,. Murphy Brown's motherhood was II hit at the box 

office. 


Increasingly, the media depicts the married two-parent 
family as a source of pathaJogy, According to a spate of 
celebrity memoirs and inl.crviews. the married-parent 
family harbors terrible secrets of abuse, violence, and in« 
cest. A bumper sticker I saw in Amhenl, Massachu.')<![ts, 
read UNSPOKEN TRADITIONAL FAMll.Y VAI.UES: ABUSE. 

AI.OOIIOUSM. INCE~'T, The pop tberapist John Bradshaw 
explains away this generation's problems with the dictum 
that 96 percent of families are dysfunctional, made [bat 
way hy the addicted socJety we live in. David Lynch cre­
ates a new aesthetic orcreepioess by juxu:posing scenes 
of traditional family life with images of seduction anu 
perversion, A Boston-area museum pms on an exbibit 
called "Goodbye to Apple Pie," featuring severol artists' 
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cmding to Stephanie Coont1,. the autbor ofthe hook TIlr 
Way Wi' Nl'Ur W(fl': Amlfi(ofl FnmiJirs ond 1M Noslalgia 
Trap, family life for Mlltried mothers in the! 9S0s consi~t­
cd of "booze. bowling, bridge, and boredom." Coontz 
writes: "Few would have gucsscd thal radiant Marilyn 
Van Derbuf, crowned Miss America in 1958, had been 
sexually violated by 'her weald'!')" respectable father from 
tbe time she was five ontil she was eighteen, when she 
moved away to college.'" Even the bodgef«su(;whing 
casserole romes under attack as a sign of culinary dys­
function. According to nne food writer, this homely staple 
of poStwar family life brings back images of "(he good 
mother of the 50's, . , locked in Ozzie and Harriet hlOd, 
unable to move past the canvas of a Coming Ware dish, 
[he palette of a clIn of Campbclrs soup, the: mushy do­
minion of which she was queen." 

Nevertheless, the-popu!.ar portnit of family Ufe does 
not simply reflect the vie-W$ of a cultural ciife, as some 
bave argued, There is strong support at the gras\ roots for 
much of this view of family change. Survey after surYcy 
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...isions of child abu'Oe, including one mixed-media piece 
with knives poking thmugh a little girl's skirt, The piece 
is titled FtJllur Know Bt,t/. 

No one would claim that two-parent families urc (ree 
from wnflict. violence. or abuse, However, (he attempt 
to discredit the two-pareot family can be understood as 
part ofwhllt Daniel Pauick Moynihan has described as a 
larger effort to accommodate higher levels of social de­
viance. "'The amount of UCVlllllt benavlnr in Ameri¢ln so­
ciety hus incre3scd beyond the level~ tbe community CAn 

'afford (0 recognize. '" Moynihan argues. One response 
has been to normalize what was once roO'>i~ercd deviant 
behavior, such as out-of-wedlock birth, An ucrompanying 
fespmlse ha'\ been to dete,t deviance in what once stood 
as a social norm. such as the married..coup!e flunily. To­
gether these fC!i.ponses reduce the acknowledged levels 
of deviance by eroding earlier distinctions between the 
normal and the deviant. 

Several fCcent studies describe family life in its post~ 
war heyday as the seedbed of Ilkoho-lism and abuse. Ac~ 
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 shows tlla, Amct1('llos arc less me !ned than they wefe a SINGLE), For children. divorce brings sepamtion and loss 

gene-ration ago to value sc:tualfidelity, lifelong marriage, ("I'm sorry I'm not always there when you need me"). 
and parcnrhoud a5 worthwhile personal goals. Mmhet­ An e\'en mote: telling glimpse into the meaning of fam~ 
hood no longer defines adult womanhood, as everyone ily disruption can be round in the growing childrcn's liter­
knows; equally important is the fact that fatherhood has ature on family disrolution. Take, for example. the popu­
declined as a norm ror men. In 1976 !ess than half as lar children's book Di11lJ$PfJf$ Divom: A C1IKkj()rChfJnpng 
many-fathers as in 1957 said that providing for children Familia (1986). hy Laurene Krasny 8rown and Marc 
was II life goal. The proportion of working men who Brown. This is a picture book, written for very young chil­
found marriage lind children bordemome and restrictive dren. The book begins with a short glossary of "dh.'Ofce 
more than doubled in the same period" Fewer than half of words" and encourages children to "sce if you can find 
all adult AmerlC<lns today regard the idc:a of sa<:rl6ce for them" in the Story. The words include "family counselor," 
others as a positive motal virtue, "separation agreement, ... "alimony,~ and "child custody," 

The book is illustrated with cartoonis.h ur.lwings ofgteen 
dinosaur parents who fight., drink too mt«;h, and break up. 

I, 

Dinosaurs Divorce 

I
One panel shows the father dinosaur, suitease in hand, 

T IS THeE TIIAT MANY Aom.TR miNIUTr FROM DI-' getdng inro a yellow C<Jr, 
vorce or remarriage. Accordin.g to one smdy. neurly The dinosaur children are offered simple; straigh[fot~ 
80 percent of divorced women and 50 percent of di~ w,)cd advice on what to do about the divorce. 011 custody 
vorccd men say ~h<;y "f<; ootter off aut of the mar­ duisiorls: "When p:uenu can't agrce.l:rw,ers and judges 

riage. Half of divorced adults in the same study report decide. Try to be honest Ii they ask you questions; it wi!! 
greater happinclis. A competent self·help book called Di~ help them make better declsloRS." 011 srl/ing1M nal/sr: "If 
t/OfU Jlld NfW Brgintiings notes (he advamages of single you move, you may have to say good~bye {O frk:nds and 
parenthood: single patents can ""develop their OWl) inter­ famillar place'S. Rut soon yaur new home will feel like the 
ests, fulfill their own needs., choose their own friends and place you really belong." On i.km}H()mir import ofdrool'«: 
engage in social activities of their choice. tl.loney. even if "Living with one parent almost always means there will 
limited. can be spcm as they se<: nt." Apparently, some be less money. Be prepan:d to give up some things:' On 
women appreciate the opportunity to have children Out holidoys: "Divorce may mean twice as much celebrating at 
of wedlock, "The real \Yorld, however, does not always holiday times, but YOIl may feel plllled apart." 011 jMrrnts' 
allow women who are dedicated to their careers to devote NfW 10000001s: "You may rome[imes feel jealous and want 
the time lind energy it lakes to lind-(!r be found by-the your parent to YOIJrKlf. Be polile to your parents' new 
perfeet husband and father wannaMbe," one, woman said friends, even if.you don't like them at first." On JUt!7NIS' , 

in a letter to T"~ Wasnhrgtclf Pou. A mother and chiropra(:~ "mfJrriogr: "NQ( everyone loves his or her stepparent>, t 
tor from Avon. Connecticut. explained her unwed macer~ but showing them.respeet is important,"·· _ ... - . - .-- 1.- •••_ .. i 
nj£), to an intervit;wer this '\\-.ay; "It is< selfish, but this was . These cards and book'S point to an uncomfurtable and 
something I needed to do for me.." generally unacknowledged fact: what contributes to a 

There is very little in contemporary popular culture w parent's happiness may detmct: from a child's happiness. 
contradict (his optimistic view. But in a few smull places All too often the adult quest fOf freedom, independence, 
another perspective may be found. Several tacks down and choice in family telationships conflicts with a child's 
from its divorce c(uds, Hallmark offers a line of cards for developmental need$ for stability, constancy, harmony, 
children-To Kids With Love. These cards come six to a and petmanenee in family life. In ShOll, family disruption 
pack. Each card in the paek has -a slightly different mes~ creates a deep divi$ion between parents' interests and the 
sage. Acrorolng to the package, the "thinking of you" interests of (:hildren, 
messages willlct a special kid "'know how mueh you One of the WOf'St consequences of these divided inter­
eare." Though Hallmark doesn't quire say so, it's dear ests is a wirhdrawal of parental inve!>tmCnf in chltdrcn's 
these cards are -aimed at divorced parents. "I'm sorry I'm well~bejng. As the Stanford eeonomist Victor Fuchs has 
not always ~herc when you rn:ed me but I hope you know pointed out, the main source of social investment in t:hil­
I'm always just a phone call 3\\'-ay." Another eard teads: dten is private. The investment comes from the children's 
"Even rhough your dad and I don't live together any­ parems. 8m parents in disrupted families have less time, 
mote, I know he's scill a very special part of your life. And attention, and money to devote to their children. The sin­
as much:ls I miss you when YOll're nut with me, I'm still gle most important source of disim..estmcnt has been the 
~appy that you two C3n spend time rogetnet." widespread withdrawal of financial suppon and involve­

Hallmark's messages arc grounded in asubstantial body ment by fathers. Maternal investment. too, has declined. as 
of wcll~fundcd market research. Therefore it is worth re~ ""Qmen try to raise families on their own and work outside 
fleeting on the divergence in sentlmenf between the di. the horm;. Moreover, both mothers and fathers commonly 
vorce cards for adults anti the divorce cards for kids. For respond to family breakup by investing more heavily in 
grown· ups, divorce hendds new beginnings (A HOT NEW themsc\ves and in their own personal and romantic livCl. 
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Sometimes the tables are completely fumed. Children 
are called upon to invest in the emotional well-being of 
their parents. Indeed, this seems to be the larger message 
uf many of the chitdren's books on divorce and remar­
riage. DirMStlufS Div"rr~ asks children to be sympathetic, 
tmderstanding, respectful, alld polire to confused, unhap­
py parents. The sacrifice comes from the children: "Be 
pn::pan::d to give up some things." In the world of divon> 
iog dinosaul'S, the children rather than the grown~ups are 
tlu;; exemplars of patience, resnainc. and good sense. 

Three Seventies rusumptioos 

A

IT FIRST TOOK SIIAPE IN THE l'nos. Till-: OPTI­


mistic view of family change rested on three 
bold new assumptions. At that time. because 
the emergence of the changes in family life was 

sO,recent, there was little hard e\'idence to confirm or dis~ 
pllte these assumptions, But this was an expansive mo­
ment in American life. 

The first assumption was an economic one; that a 
woman ootlld now afford to be a mOlhcr without also be· 
ing a wife, There wefe ample grounds for believing thili. 
Women's work.fooce p:micipation had been gradually inw 
crea:.ing in the postWlit period. and by the beginning of 
the 1970$ women were a stron~ presence in the workw 
place. \\'hat's more, even though there was still a substan­
tial wage gap bctWeen men and women, women had 
made romiderablc progress ill a relatively short time to­
ward bettcrwpayingjobs and greater employment opporw· 
nille$, More womell than ever before could aspire to llerl~ 
otl5 careers as business executives, doctors, lawyers. airline 
pilot~, alld politidans, This circumstance. combined with 
the incrcased availabilitY of child care, meant that women 
could take on the responsibililies of a breadwinner, per­
haps cven a sole breadwinner. Thi:; was particularly true 
for middle-class women. Aocording to a highly regatded 
1971 study by the Carnegie Couneil on Children, ""The 
greater availability of jobs fOf women means dun more 
middle-class ch'iidrell today survive their parentS' divorce 
withom a catastrophic plunge into poverty,'" 

Feminists, who had long argued that the path to great­
er equaliry for women lay in the world o( work outside 
the homc. endotsed this assumption. [1'1 fact, for many. 
economic independence was a s[epping~stonc toward 
freedom from both men and marrjage. As women began 
to earn their own money. they were less dependent on 
men or marriage, and marriage diminished in imporunce. 
In Gloria Stcinem'll memorable words, "A woman with~ 
OUt a man is like a fish without 3: bicycle." 

This assumption also gained momentum as the mean­
iIlg Qf work changed for women, I ncrC!1singly, work had 
an expre'islve as well as an economic dimension: being a 
working mother not only gave you an incomc but also 
made you mote interesting and fulfiUed fhan a sta)'·at~ 
home mother, Consequendy, the oplimistic eeonomic 

scenario was driven by II cultural imperath·e. Women 
would achieve, financial independence because, cultural· 
Iy as well as economically. it was the fight thing to do. 

The 5eeond 'i\$s,umption was that (amily disruption 
would not cause lasting harm to chiidren and could ;u:ttl~ 
ally enrich their lives, CT((JtM DitlOre(: It Ntw Opport/mity 
for PrrsoRal Gf"IlfDlA, a popular book of the sevcnties, 
spoke confidently w this poinf; "Children can survive any 
family crisis Without permanent damage-and ,\I:rowas 
human beings in fhe: prD«". , .." Moreover, single-par~ 
em and stepparent families created iii more extensive kin­
ship network than the nucle.ar family. Thls netwotk 
would envelop children in a Vi'eb of \\o'arm aud supponiv(; 
relationships. "Belonging to a m:pfamily means there are 
more people in your life," a children's hook published in 
1982 notes. "More sisters and brothers, including the step 
ones, More people you think of 35- grandparents lind aunt'> 
and uncles. More cou~ins. MHre neighbors and friends. 
,., Getting to know and like so many people (and having 
them like you) is one or the besl parts of what being in a 
slepfamily .. , is all about.... 

The third assumption wa!) that the new diversity in 
family structure would make America a better place. )u~t 
as the nation has been strengthened by the diversity of its 
ethllic and racial groups, so it would be mengthcned by 
divc-rse family forms. Tite emergence of these brave new 
families was btl[ the latest chapter in the saga of Ameri~ 
can pluralism_ 

Another version of the diversity argument stat~d that 
the teal problem \\'3S not famity disruption itself but the 
stigma still attaChed to these emergent family forms. This 
liogering stigma placed children at psychological risk, 
making them feel ashamed or different; as the ranks of 
single-pate.nt and steppafent families grew, children 
w()uld feel normal and good about themselves. 

These assumptions rontinue'to be appeating, because 
they accord with strongly held American beliefs in social 
progress. Americans see progress in the expansion of in­
dividual opportunitie:< for choice, freedom, lind self·ex­
pression, Moreover. Americans identify progress with 
growing tolerance or diversity, Over the past haif ct'nmry, 
the pollster Daniel Yanke\ovich writes, the tJ nired States 
has steadily grown mote open-minded and a~cepting of 
groups that were previQusly perceived as alien. untrust­
worthy. or unsuitabfe for public leadership or socl"} es­
teem. One slIch group is rhe burgeoning number of sin­
gle-parent and s~eppaf.ent families. 

The Hducation ofSaru McLanahan 

I
N l<}8t SARA MC1,Af"'AHAN, NOW A SOCIOLOGIST AT 

Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School, 
read a thre'e-pan series by Ken Auletta in 1M NrJ!! 
YIJrJff. Later published as a book titkd Tlu Und(r­

rltlSS, the series presented a vivid pomait of the drug ad­
dicl:;, welfare mothers, and school dropour~ who lOok paft 
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i 	 in an education-and­
I 	 training program in 

New York City. !'-bny 
were the children of 
single mo~hcrs. and it 
was Auletta's dear im­
plicatiun tl1iIt single­
mother families wefe 
contrihuting 10 [he 
growth of an under­
class, McLanahan was 

\ ' laken aback by this 

notion. "It SHUCK me 

as strange th(\~ he 

would be viewing .~in­


glc mothers a( that lev­

el of pa!holoh'Y." 


"I'd ,li0nc to gr,Jdu;JCC 

~hool in the days when 

the I'lOlitll-'lllly correct af­

gum.;m was that ~ingle· 


puren. families were 

just another altcrna~ivc 


family form, \mJ it was 

fine." McLanah:lfl ex~ 


plains, as she fCcalh the 

3mtc of sod:l.l·sciemific 

thinking in the 1970s. 

Sever.!1 cmpiric:l1 stud· 

iC!I that were then CU1· 


tem !'wpponed tin op· 

timistic Vf;:W of'fami­
ly change. (They used 

tiny samples, howeve,','", 

and did not track the 

well-being ()f children 

o\'er lime.} 


One, Ml Our Kin, 
oy Carol Stack. was 
rC(luired reading (ur 

rhous:uHls tlf universi· 
ty students. It :.aid that 
sinJ::lc mothers had 
strengths ~hat had gone undetC£:ted and unappreciated 
by earlier researchets. The single-mother family, it sug~ 
gcstcd, is an e(.."Onomically resourceful und $ocially em~ 
bedded institution. In the lute 1970s McLanahan wrote a 

I 	 similar study that looked at a small sample of white single
" I 	 mmhers nnd how they roped. "So [was very much of (hot 

uadition." 
. By the early 1980s, however, nearly two decades had' 

passed since the changes in family life had begun, During 
the intervening years a funer body of empirical n::search 
had emerged: studies that used large .sample'!, or followed 
families through time, or did both. Moreover, severa! of the 
studies offered a ehild's--eyc view offamily disruption. The 

A"I<II. \'f9J 

!';ational Survey on 
Children, conducted by 
thc pltyehologisl Nicho­
Jas 2i11. had SCt QUt in 
1976 to track ;1 large 
$llmple ofchildren aged 
seven to eleven. It also 
interviewed the chil ­
dren's p:uelHS and 
teachcrs.lt surveyed its 
subjects again in 1981 
and 19B7. By the time 
of its third round of in~ 
[crvicws the eleven· 
ycar--olds. of 1976 were 
Ihe twciHy.two~yeat. 
oMs of 1987. The Cali~ 
fornia Children of Di­
vorce Study, directed 
by Judith WaUcfHcin, a 
ell 11 ical psychologist, 
had also been going on 
for a dCl.1lUe. E. Mavis 
Hetherington. of the 
Universiry ()f Virginia, 
was conducting a simi~ 
tar study of children 
from b(lth intacr and diw 
\forced families, f Of [he 
fint time it wa$ pussi­
ble to teSt the oi)tim~ 
tic view against a large 

longitudinal b~gy':.._ ,... __ _ 

It was to this body of 
evidence that Sara Mc~ 
Lanahan tUrned. When 
she did, she found liule 
to support the optimts. 
ti(: view ofsingle mOlh· 
erhood. On the con· 
trary. When she pith· 
lisncd her findings with 

Irwin Carfinkel in a 1986 book. Singk M(llflrrs PM Tluir 
Chilrlrrn, her portrait of single motherhood proved to be 
as troubling in its own way as AuleUlI's, 

One of the leading assumptions of the time was that sin· 
gle mOtherhood was economically Viable. Even if single 
mothers did face economic trials, they wouldn't fllce 
them for long,. it was argued. because they wouldn't re­
main single for long: singk motherhood would be a brief 
phase of three to five years, followed by marriage. Single 
mothers would be economically resilient: if they experi­
enced setbacks. they wO\lld recover quickly. 1t was also 
said (hat single mothers would be supported by informal 
networks of fafnily. friends, ncight~ors, and othet single 
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motners, As McLanahan sbows ill her study, the evl~ 
dencc demolishes all these claim1, 

fOf the vaH majority of single mothers, the economic 
spectrum turns out 10 be narrow, running between pre-
cario'!)s and de1perate. flalf the single mmhcfS in the 
United States live bclow the poverty line. (Currently. 
onc out of ten married couples wilh children is poor,) 
Many otbers live on the edge of poveny. Even single 
mothers who l,ue far from poor are likely to experience 
persistent economic insecurity. Divorce ulmost always 
brings a decline in the sta!ldard of living fOf the mother 
and children, 

Moreover. the poverty experienced by single mOthers 
is no more hrief thurl it is mild. A signi6cant number ofall 
single mothers never marry o.r remarry. ThOM! who do, do. 
so only after .~pending roughly six years, on average, 3" 

single parents. For black mothers the durncion is much 
!cnger, Only 33 percent uf African-Am;;rican mothers had 
remarried within ten yeats of separation. Consequently, 
single mothernuod is hartlly a fleecing eVent for the motn­
cr. and it is likely tl) occupy a third of the child's child· 
hood. Even (he notion that single mothers are knit to­

gcther in ec(momica!ly lwpporcive nc{work~ is not borne 
Out by the evidence. On the comral)l. single parenthood 
forces many women to be on the move, in search of 
cheaper housing und better jobs. This need·driven rcst« 
less mobility makes it more difficult for them to susrain 
supportive ties to family and friends, let alone CHher sin~ 
gle mothers. 

Single-mother familie, arc vulncrahle nOljust to pover­
ty but co '3 p;lrticul;uly debilitating form of poverty: weI­
fare dependency. The 'dependency takes two forms'; 
Fim, singlc mothcrs. particularly unwed mothers, Stay on 

cnough to lin them OUt of poverty. And finally, they do 
not get much suppOr( from family membcts-c~pecially 
the fathers oftheitchildren. In 1982 single white mothers 
reech'ed an average of $1.246 in alimony and child sup­
port, black mothers an average of $322. Such payments 
aa;;;unted for about 10 pereent of the income of single 
white mothers and for ubmH 3,$ percent of the income of 
single black mothers. These amuunts wcre dramatically 
smaller than the income of the father in a two~pllreot 
family and also smallet than the inoome fwm a second 
earner in a two~parent family, Roughly 60 percent Qfsin­
gle white mothers and 00 percent of single: black mothers 
received no suppOrt at all. 

Until the mid-1980s. when stricter standards were puc 
in place, child-support awards wcre only about half to 
two-thirds whut the current guidelines require. A£cord­
ingly, there is often a big difference in the livlng stan* 
dards of divorced r;!,hers and of divot£ed mothers with 
children, After divorce the avcmge: unnual income of 
mothers and children i~ $13,500 fOf whttes and 59,000 fOf 
nonWhites, as compared with $25.000 for white noorcsi· 
deO[ fathers and $13,600 for nnnwt-Jitt: nonresident fa­
ther~. Moreover, since child-support a'W<lrds account for a 
smaller portion of the income of a high·earning futher. 
the drop in living standards can be especially sharp for 
mothers whQ were married to upper~level managers ami 
professionals. 

Vnwed mothers are unlikely to be awarded any child 
support at all. partly because the paternity of thelr chil­
dren may nor have ~n established', According to one re· 
cent study, only 20 percent of unmarried mothers reeeive . ' 
child support. 

Even if single.mothcrs. escape, poverty, economic,un~,· ., .... 
welfare longer than'~oiil~;~'~ifare recipients.:'Of those '·~~':·certnii'lty remains a'condition -(if life: Divorce brings are­
never-married rnolhl;fs who receive welfare bencfits, al~ 
most 40 percent remain on the rolls for ten years or 
longer, Second. welfare dependency tends to be: passed 
on from one generation to the next, McLunahan says, 
"Evidence on intergenerational poVefly indicates that, 
indeed, offspring ffOm lsinglc·motherl fammes are far 
more likely to he poor and to (otm mother~only families. 
than are llffspring who live with two parents most of their 
pre·adlllr life." Nor is the intergenenuional impact of sin­
gle m,irhcrhood limited to Africal1-American~. as many 
people seem to believe. Among white farnilie ... daughu:rs 
of single parents arc $3. percent more likely to mafry as 
teenagers, 111 pereent more likely to have children as 
teenagers, 164 pert;ent more likely to have a premarital 
birth, and 92 percent more likely to dissllive their Dwn 
marriages. All these intergenerational consequences of 
single motherhood increase the lik<:Jihood of chronic wei· 
fiue dependen.:y. 

McLunat-Jan cite.. three rcasons why single-mother 
families are so vulnerable ccooomic:llly. For one thing. 
their earnings lirc Jow. Second. unless the IIlothers ure 
widowed, they don't receive public subsidies Targe 

6Z 

duction in income and standard of living for the va.St rna­
jority of single mothers. One study, for example. found 
that income for mothers and children. declines on average 
about 30 percent, while fathers experience a 10 to 15 per· 
cent increase in income in tbe year following a separation. 
Thing.~ get even more difficult when fathers fail to mect 
thelr chiid-supPQft obligations. As u result, many divorced 
mothen. experience a wearing uncertainty aoout the fam· 
jly budget: whether the check will come in or not; 
whether new sl\t:akers. can be bought this month Ot not; 
whether the electric bill will be paid on time or l1ot. Un­
certainty about mlllley triggers ~her kinds of uncertainty. 
Mothcl'tI and children Dfren have to move to cheaper 
housing after a divorce. One study sho\\'$ (hat about :;8 
pcrcem of divotccd mothers and tbeir children move ijUf~ 
ing the first year >lfter a divorce. Even several years Iliter 
the rate of moves for single mother!> tS about u third high­
er than the rate for two-parent familie~ It is also common 
for a mother to change her job or increase her working 
hours or iJ()(h following a divorce, E,\'en the ,composition 
of the houschold is likely to change. with othcr adults, 
such as boyfriends or babysiners, moving in und out, 
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All this un;;eftainry can be' devastating to children. The Missing Father 
Anyone who kni)ws children knows that they afe deeply 

conservative creatures. They like things to stay rhe S3ff1lt. IJlJlTl1 WI\I.l.ERS'I1-:.IN IS ON1\ OF Till> I'ION~:"RS: IN tw·
J 
So pronounced is: this rcndency thar cenain childfen search on the long.rcrm psychological imp3ct ofram~ 
have been known to request the same peanut-butter· ill' disruption Oil children. The California Children 
and-jeily sandwich for lunch for years on cnd. Children· ·of Divorce Sfti'dy: which '~he din;:cts. r-emainuhe 
afe paniculad), set in their \\--a)'s when it comes to family. most enduring study of the loog-term effects of divorce 
friends, neighoorhooo$;fndschools. Yet wheiFi family"''' ' oiicbildren iind't~eif plirelus. M(m.:'mi~i:. it represents the 
breaks up, all these things may challge. The novelist Pat 
Conroy has ohserved that "eacb divorce is the dellth of a 
small civilization." No one fcels this morc acutely than 
children. 

Sam McLanahan's investigation and others like it have 
helped to establisb a broad consens\ls on the economl(; 
impact of family disruption on children. Most social sci~ 
entists now agree that single motherhood is an Important 
and growing cause of poverty, and that children suffer 
as a result. (They continue to argue, IlOweVCt, about the 
rel:Hionship between family structure and such cconorn· 
k factors as income inequality, the loss of jobs ill [he in­
ner city, and the ~rowth of low-wage jobs.; By the mid­
1980s, howcver, it was dear thut the prohlem of family 
disruption wa~ nut confined to the urh-an undcrclass, nor 
was its sole impact economic. Di\'o~e and our~of~wcd· 
lock childbirth ",cre lIffeetiflg miudlc~ and uppcf>o£lasl> 
children, and these more privileged {:hildren were suffer· 
ing negative cansequenccs as well. It appeared that [he 
problems associated wilh family bre.akup were far deep~ 
er and far mote widespread than anyone imd previously 
imagin~d, ' 

best-known effort to kmk at the impact of divorce on 
middle·cJass children. Thl;: California children entered 
the study without pathologieal family hist<Jries. Before di­
vorce they lived in stable. prOlccted homes. And al­
though some of the children did experience economic in­
security [t$ the fesult of divorce, they were generally free 
from the most seven: forms of povcny associated with 
family Ineakup. Thus the: study and the resulting book 
(which Wallerstein Wf{ltC widi Sanurfl Blakeslee), S«ond 
CMnC(J,' Mm, WOntt'l1, (lnd C/JildrnJ 11 Dtrotk Afltr Divum 
(989), provide new inSight into the oom:equcnccs of di­
vorce which are nor 3S1!OCiatcd with extreme forms ofeco­
'nomic or cmotional deprivation. 

When, In 1971, Wallerstein and her colleagues sct out 
to conduct clinical interviews: with 131 children fwm the 
San Francisco area, they tbought they were emfxtrking un 
a silnrNerm study. MO$t experts helie"'ed that divorce 
was like a had cold. There was a phase of acute djscom~ 
fon, anti then a share fi.'COVCry phasc, According to the 
CQnventional wisdom, kids would be hack on their feet in 
no time at al!. Yet, when Wallc(l>tcin met the.'iC children 
for a second interview more than a year faler, she wa, 
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amazed to discover dlat there had been no miraculous re-
covet)'. In fact, the children seemed to be doing WGt'Se. 

Tht'; news that children did not "get over'" divorce \\11$ 

not panicularly welcome at the time. WallerMein rceatls, 
"We got angry leHers from therapists, patents, and 
lawyers saying we WCft'; tmdoubtedly wrong. They said 
children are really much bettet off being releared from 

"The child of divorce faees many additional p~ychologi. 
{-"al burdens in addition to the nDlmativc tasks of growing 
IIp,'' she says. 

Divorce not only makes it more: difficult for young 
aduks to establish new reialion'ihips, It al50 weakens the 
oldest primny re!alionship: that between parent :md 
child. AceOfding (0 Wallerstein. "ParenHhild relation­
ships arc permanently altered by divorce in wa~ that our 
sneiety !las not anticipated." Not Qnly do children expe­
rience a loss or pafental anention at the onset of divorce. 
but they soon find that at every stage of their develop_ 
Ulent rheir pafent>; arc nO! available in the saUlC W:1y lhey 
once were. "In a reasonably happy intact family," Waller~ 
stein observes. "the child gravitares first to (inc parent 
and then to the Gther, using skills and attributes from 
each in climbing the devc!opmentalladder." In a di­
vorced family, (hildren find it "harder to find the needed 
p:.lrent at needed times," This may help explain why 
very young children suffer (he most as the rcsult of 
f~mily disruption. 1ncir opportunities to engage in this 
kind of ftngoing process are the most truncated and 
compromi:>ed. 

The father-child bond is severely, often irreparably, 
damaged in disrupted families. [n a situation without his­
torical precedent, an astonishing and dishcanening num~ 
her of American fathers arc fairing to provide financiul 
support to their children. Often, more (han the (alhc,'s 
support check is missing. Increasingly, children are 
bereft of any contact with their fathers. According to the 
National Survey of Children, in disrupted families only 
one chilt..! in six, on average, saw his or her father as often 
as ooce a week in the P;lst yeac Close to half did not see 
their father at all in the past year. As rime goes on, con-

an unhappy marriage. Divorce, they said,'is"a liberating· ···tact bec(ttnes"cvCn m'ore:infiequent:'~rcn 'years afteI' a 
experience." One of the main results of [he California 
$Tudy was to overturn this optimistic view. In Waller­
st~in'li cautionary words. "Divorce Is deceptive. Legally 
it is a single event, but psyehGlogieaHy it 1S a ehain­
sometimes a nev(:r~ending chain-of events. relocations, 
and radiealty !lhi(fing relationships strung through time, 
a pfOcess thai forever changes the lives of the people 
involved," 

Five years after divorce more [hiln a third of the ehil­
dren experienced moderate or Severe depression. At ten 
years a s.ignificant number of the: now young men and 
women appeared to be troubled, d(ifting. lind under­
achieving. At fifteen years many of the thirtyish adults 
wer<; struggling to eSlablish Strong lov;;:: relationships of 
their own. In short, far fmm recovering from their par-
ems' divorce, a significanr percentage ohhese grownups 
were still suffering ffQm its effectS:, In fllef. according to 
Wallerstein, the I~ng-tcrm effects of divorce emerge at a 
l'ime when young adults are ttying to make their Qwn de­
ciSlons about love. marriage, and family. Not all cbildren 
in che smdy suffered negative consequences. But Waller­
stein's rcsearcb presents a sobering pi<:ture of divorce, 
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marriage breaks up, more than fWO thirds of children re­
port not having seen theit father for a year. Not sutpris­
ingly, when asked to name rhe "adults you look up to 

and admire," only 20 percent of children in single-parent 
families nan led their farher, as compared witb 52 pet<:cnt 
of ehildren in tw""parent families. A favorite complaint 
among Baby Boom Americans is that their fathers were 
cUlutionaHy remote guys who worked hard, came home 
at night to eat supper, and didn't have much to say W Of 

dQ with the kids. But the cUfteflt generation has a far 
wmse farher problem: many offhcir fathers are vanishing 
entirely. . 

Even for fathers who maintain reguillt contact. the p:lt~ 
tern of father·child relationships changes, The sociall)­
gists Andrew CherJin and Fronk Furstenberg, who have 
swdicd broken families, wtite that the fathers behave 
more like other relatives than like parents, Rather than 
helping v.ith homew()otk or carrying out a project with 
cheir children, m;mresidential fathc(s are likely to take the 
kids shopping, to the movies, or out to dinncr, Instead of 
providing steady advice and guidance, divorced f<llhets 
become "treat" dads. 



Appnrendy-and paradoxkally-tt is the vi5iting rela· 
[jonship itself, mther than the frequency of visits, that is 
the real wurce of tile problem. According (0 Wallemein, 
the few children in the California study who reported \'15· 
iling wirh their fachers once or twice a week over (l ten· 
year period still felt rejected. The need to schedule a spe­
cial time 10 be with the cbild, fhe repeated kave.takings, 
and the lack of connection to the child's regular, .daily 
schedule leaves many fathers adrift, fmstrated, and con~ 
fused. Wallerstein calls the visiting father a parent with­
OUt portfolio. 

The deterioration in father-child honds is most SC\'cre 
among children \\>hQ experienee div{)fce at an e2rly age, 
according to a reeeot study. Nearly three quanern of the 
respondents, now young Olen ;lnd women, fefMl!t baving 
poor relationships with their fathers, Close II) haif have 
received psychological help, ne<lrly a third have dwpped 
out of high school, :tnd :.bout a quarter report having ex· 
perienced high levels I)f pWblem behavior or emotional 
distress by du! time they became young adults. 

Long-Term Effects 

S
INCt: MOST CI{U.I)R";N LJV.~ wn'H 'WEIR MO'nmRs 

after divorce, one might expect (hat the mother· 
child bond would remain unaltered and might 
even be strengthened. Yet rcs~fCh shows that the 

mothcH:hild bond is also weakened as (he result of di· 
vorce. Only half of the children who were close to their 
mothers befo~ a divorce remained equally close after the 
divorce. Boys, particularly, had difficulties with [heir 
motbcn, Moreover, mother-child felationships deterio. 
rated over time. Whereas teenagers in disrupted families 
were Ill) more likely than teenagers in intact families to 
report poor relationships with their mothers, 30 percent 
of young adults rrom disrupted families have pOOr tela­
tionships with their (JIothers, as compared with 16 per­
cent of young adults from intact fam\Hes, Mother~daugb­
ler relationships often deteriorate as the daughter reaches 
young adulthuod. The only groop in socicty that derives 
any bcnefit from thcs.c weakened parent-child des is tbe 

therapeutic community_ Young adults rrom disrupted 
families are ncar!y twice as likely 3:'i those flOm intact 
families to receive psychological belp. 

Some social scientists have criricizcd Judith Waller~ 
stein's rC:'icarch hecause het study is hased on a small 
clinical snmple and does not includc a contIo! group of 
children from intact faf!li!ie~. However, other studies 
generally suppOrt and strengthen her finding,;_ Nieholas 
Zill has found similar lang-term effects ou children of dj~ 
vorce, reporting that "effcets of marital disoord and fami­
ly disruption atc visible twelve to tWenty-two years later 
in poor relationships with parents, high levels of probtem 
behavior, and an increased likelihood of dropping out of 
high s<:hool and fet'eiving psychologk,d help," Moreover, 
Zill's research also found signs of distress in young 
women wha seemed relatively well adjusted in middle 
childhood and adolesttnce. Girls in single-parem fami­
lies are alw at much greater risk for precocinus sexuality, 
lect):lge marriage, teenagc pregnancy. nonma,ital birth, 
and diVorce than are girls in two-parent families. 

Zill's research shows that 
family disruption Strongly 
affects school achievement 
as well. Children in disrupt­
ed families are nearly twice 
as !lke!y as those in intact 
families to drop OUt of high 
school; among children who 
do drop Out, those from dis­
rupted families are less like­
ly eventually to earn a di· 
ploma Of a GED. Boys are 
at greater risk f(}f dropping 
out rhan girls. and are also 
mme likely to exhibit ag­
gressive, actlng-our beh:n'­

iors. Other £esearch confitms these fmdings. Aceording to 
a study by the National Association of Elementary School 
Principals, 33 percent of twOwparent elementary &<;h001 
studenu are ranked as high achicve~, as compared with 
17 percent of single-parent students, The childrcn in sin· 
gle-parent families are also more likely to be truant or late 
or to. have disciplinary action taken against them. Even 
after controlling fot race. income. and religion, scholars 
find significant differences in educational attainment be­
tween children who grow up in intaCt families and chil­
dren who do not. In hi,~ 1992 study ,1,mt:ri((J's Sma/uJfSdwol' 
TIft· Family, Paul Barton shows that the proportion of rwo~ 
parent famities varies widely from state to $fate and is reo 
lated to vatiatiollS in .academic achievement. No(th Da~ 
kota, for example, scores higbestoo the math-proficiency 
te:;t and second highest on the twn.patent~famHy scale, 
Tbe Oisukt of Columbia is second lowest on the math 
(est and lowcst in the nation on the two-parem.family 
scute,

2m notes that "while coming from a disrupted family 
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significantly increases a young adllt['s risks uf experienc­ while the other may encourage the child to take time out 

ing jocial. emotional or academic difficoldcs. it docs not to daydream or toss II: football MOImd. One mayempha­

foreordain such difficulties, The mlljotity of young peo­ size taking iludle¢tual risks, while the other may insht 

ple from disHlptecl families have lHlrce»fully ;;ompleted on following d,e rcacher's guidelines. At the same time, 

high school, do #0/ currently display hlgh k:vcls ofemo" the parents regularly exchange infotmation about the 

tional distress or problem behavior, and enjoy reasonable child's school problems and achievements. and have a 

relationships with their mothers." Neveuheless. a majorw sense of the oveutll educational mission, However, gr­

it), of these young adults do show mal1l:djustmcnt in their :doni writes. 

relationships with their fathers, 


These findings underscore the importance of both a The sequence of divorce fol/owed by a successlDn of 
mother and a father in fostering the emotional well·be. hoy or girlfriends, a second marriage, ;lnd frequently 

another dh'OfCC and anothc, turnover "f p;lrlncl'$ often ing of children. Obviously, not aH children in two-p1l:fent 
means a repeaH~dly disrupted eciu<;'atiofllll coalition,families 1I:re free from emotional turmoil. but few are 
Each change in panicipams invotves a change in (beburdened with the troubles that accompany family 
educational agenda for the child. Each new palmer C'J.n­

breakup, Moreover, as rhe sociologist Amitai Etziooi ex­ not be expected ttl pick op the previous one's educa­
plains in a new book. Tnt Spirit of Community, twQ par­ tional P05[ and program .... As a resuit, changes in par­
ems in an intact family make up what might be called a enting partners mean. a[ best, a deep disruptloo in a 
mutually supportivc education coalition, Whcn both par~ ('hiM's education, th01!M of course reveta] disruptions 
ents :Ire IHeSent, they can play different, even cuntfiltHc­ cut decp<!f into the effectiveness of the edu;;ational 
tory, roles, One parent may goad the child to achie~'e, coalition than jusl one, 

the great majority Qf mathers reedv- :SC(W:\'('1S a collection agency for the 
ing ArDC benefits, the father is nev~ ., $uppon payments. witbholding in~The F~Injly 

J\

er identif«::d Ot known to public agen. ~ earne 'from me n~nr~jdentlal parc:nt

and Public cies or officials, In the pas( many' ,a!1d;mailj~g:a·monthfy' ch~~k t6' the 
People ~easoned that it was bener co parent with. the child~cn:an c~ses

Policy' ignore the father-he was probably ~hele:the Parent failed ro meet the 
unable to support the child anyway,~, f~1I so ppott obligation: taxpayen 
and rnighr cause more trouble if he ~,would make up the di(ferencc:. Ac. 
were around than if he fem~lncd ab- , "cOrding to irs. :ildV0C3t~S. "the child-sup­

NliM9F.R OF NBW PROI'QSAi.!l. ~[).. ~eot, The 1988 lc:g!slation ~equifes, • port-assurance plan would re~~ce rhe 
dress the problem of family States to. get the SOCII" Secumy flum·"\" welfare hurdc:n in mree ways: it wOllltl 
disrup(joni.Ge~ciilly sjfeak:- 'b'ers of~th'paf(:nts when a bjrth'ce!-:-~;' pre-venr-S'orrie 'mothen from'~ing on·' 

ing. they have a single objective: to rificare ~s iuued. If paternity is in ' .. .welfare, siru::e they wDu'j(h;e assured 
(!uute that children have the support doubt o. c'o1ltesu:d, the federal gti'>'.~,' r'; 'if regular support; 'it would ,educe 
and commitment of both biQlogieal t:mment wit! pay for 90 percent of the :"'~, AFOC benefits dei'lai: for dollar as sup-
patents. ,'; . "" ' , • COSt of genetk testing. Irwin Garnn-' ',: Port was' oolletteo from the father. and 
• The Family Suppo« Act of 1988, k¢"l, who ha~ wriHen a stu,dy of child '.,t.it ~l~'provi~re variO~s.jncentives for 
which represents the culmination af a support. e~tlmates that tha approach ,~' mothers on welfarl;- t(l geniff it. for 

f 'f d d' will, "',tabllsh pat,emit,Y {or half o( the"',_- ,e'xamnle,' ,unlike .' ~,·~th-,"," re,'ceiving
I teen-year Hen towar stricter I' 

child-support enforcement. has en~ natlOn s nonmantal births by til<: tu~n ::.AFOC, a wotkillg:morticr'·would be 
abled States to impose legal child-sup- of th: :;:en,t~ry.·, '. :'. ~ ,':'.: able to '~eep t?'e, :~]I.~~~Jt~:s,~~P?'t 
port obligations on ~. greatcr 'number • '11le m~t romprehensiVC' and mOst ' :.,beoefi[. in, addiuon, to ~er owo;.~lng m-
of absent fathers and to increase me, 'controversial' propos'a! is one,for 11: ~ come; Consequently, 'child~suppoft­
pen:entage of aooent f~thel's who III>- child~!upport.;mU(~nce pI~gn;rn-t':{ ll$S'ura,ncf ~nefit.. w~l~~~~,~ fami­
lUally mc:c:t their o~lig;niori$~:-- .. ' ," ,uf!ive,;a,l, m:m;me3ttHc:ste4. ef!.tjt,l~-ft~~Y'l in~'O:r;'e .o?ly if. f~~~~(h~~ went 

For example, the Family Support ::~ent,plan ~ki~ ~ Survivors ~ns:urance ,~,~t and, g~. ~'!<,b,:~?~ve~, ~lS ~lan 
Act contains me'stronge,st"egi$!ation : for wldo\o\'S: ChJld~~up-p(lrt aSJII.lrance".:'wouIJ c~e.ate mt:e~uv~.s f<:fJestabltsh­
to date Oll paternal identificat!oll, the . would'guarantee' a s~!lndard l-eycl"of ,,:l~~g legal pa~e!~VY:~e~t~~o~,:g s,o 
¢$$(:ntial first step· toward making a child suptmft""';'"Wnte propose' $2.500 ~ ".~~ would ,~e ncCeS£l.!ry:~f!1Ul!irY,.f~r ben~ 
legally binding child-SUPPort award, year fOf Ihe first 'child in it hmily:imd ':;' efits.'And, tbe p!an:fa~y6cateS ,s:ay. it 
In the c~ses of abouf ,three out of ,$1,000. $1,000. and $500 fot the~~:~ti',,~Juld'Pfovidf; aMnStiguuiii1:i1)g.' reg­
every fOUf children bot,,"'to'uni'erl-l, 'ond."thini -and fo~rth ehildre~':":':;o1I1l4i"ul~rized' SvStemrof;~ara'iitced;child' 
~oth~rs, fat~;rs. ~!l~~.~~',1:I~'~n lc~lly ,~',51itile va~e~~ whOS;C c'hildten iiv~'~ith~'Sl~e.po~~ ~;r.al!:~i9gt~P~~~!~~, How: '. 

\. ,dentlned, S,lm::~a~!-~,;:~t\;~;c::~r",j:'7':?~4~d~~e~~nn:~f~,~~if~;~~~~I~:~::,:t~~1j~~~~J~~~:nn; 
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children'living with stepparents appear (0 be even moreThe Uad News About Stepparents 
disadvantaged [han children living in a stahle single.paT­

P
EIU!>\!'STfIE MOST !>~nm(JNG, ANI) I'OTE!,;TMI,I.Y 

disturbing. new research has to do with children 
in stepparent families. Until quite recencly the 
optimistic assumption was that children saw their 

tives improve when they hecamc part of a lnepfamily. 
When Nicbolas Zili and bis colleagues hegan to study the 
effects of rCtn(Hriage on children, their working hypodH:!M 
sis wall that stepparent families would make up for the 
shortcomings of the single-parent family. Clearly, most 
childrcn arc better off economicaUy when (hey ate able to 

share in the income of twO adults. When a second adult 
joins tbe household, there may be a reduction in the time 
and work pressures on the single parent, 

The research ovcrfUrlU this optimistic assumptinn, 
howcv-cr. In general the evidence suggests that remar· 
riage neither n:prodnces nor rc:;;tmes the inw<:t family 
StrUctUre, even when it brings more income and a second 
adult into the hou,~choJd, Quite the <:ontracy, Indeed, 

cm (;tmlly_ Other difficulties seem to offset the at/van­
tages ofe;ma income and an extra pair of hands, flowe....• 
er much nUt modern sympathies reject the faJry·cal-c 
portrait of stepp3feDtS, the latest research confirm§ that 
the old stories are anthropologically quite accurate. Step­
ramilies disrupt established loyalties, create new uncer_ 
rainties, PWVOKC deep anxieties, and sometimes tltrealcn 
a child's physical safety as well as emmion;!! security_ 

Parents and children have dramatically diITerclH inter­
ests in and expcctations fl)t 1I new marriage. For a single 
parent, remamagc bringi new comrnitmeml>. the hope of 
enduring love and happiness, and relier from stfess and 
landiness, For a child, the same cvent often provokes 
L'onfused feelings of sadness. anger, and rejection. ::-";e:.lf~ 
Iy halfthe children in Wallers(cin's study said they relt 
left out in their srcpfamilies. Tbe National Commission 
on Children, 11: bipanisan group headcd by Senator John 
D. Rockefeller, of Wc~t Virginia. reported that children 

teet! child support would do nothing to divorce but establish marital rault in tbeir narmal parents marry and live to­
reduce nonmatital births or to rein­ awarding alimony or dividing marital gether in the horne, u loog as their in­
fOfl'C the principle ofultimate parental PfO{'l'<l1y, eome does not exceed State digibiliry 
responsibilil)'. 

- In the: meantime, several srates 
hllve revived stigma as pan of a larger 
cffon to impro....e child.support {:Qllec~ 
don. Massacbusetts. II state with some 
experience 10 the public sh~ming of 
(riminals, h<'iS repl~ed stocks on the 
etlmmon with pOHerS of "deadbeat 
dads" on the six o'clock news, 

- Changes in divorce law, tOO, can 
help (bilt.lren. Mary Ann Glendon. iii 

ptnfessor at Harvard Law SchOO!, has 
pmposed a "children first" prtnciple In 
dh'orce proceedings. Under this rule, 
judges in litigated di....orce cases would 
delermine the beSI possible p<1Ckage 
of henefirs, incol!le. and services (or 
the children. Only then would (he 
jud~e tum w other lSS11cs, such as the: 
diviSion of remaining flUlntal "sse!£. 

• Policy experts offer sevelal propt.>Sals 
to redllce the likelihood of divorce: for 
parent5 in low-conflict situations. One 

• Ec()/Wmic forces signifiCAntly affect 
marriage-related behavior. Witn (be 
JO% o-fhigh-payiflgjobs fOf high school 
graduates and {he disappearance or 
good jobs from many inner-eity neigh­
borhoods, the ability of young men to 
provide (or a fil:mily has been dedin­
inK. Improving job opponunities for 
young men would enhance their abili­
ty alld presumably their wlllingness to 
form lasting marriages. Expanding the 
earned· income tax credit would also 
strengthen many families eoonomkal­
I)" AiXQfding to one recent estimate, 
an expanded tIIX credit would lift II mil­
lion fuliMtime working ramilies out of 
poveny. sun Qlher pmposa15 include 
raising (he per50nal exemption fOf 

young children in lower· and middle­
income families and increasing the va~ 
ue of the marriage deduction in the tax 
code by allowing married couples m 
split their jncomes. 

standards. Another idea, not yet tried 
in any $tate, is ro provide a !.arge one­
time bonus to any woman who mar­
ries, !caves the AFDC rolls, and stays 
aff for an extended period, Mllny reo~ 
pIe, including President Clinton, have 
called f"f the imposition of striCt tWO­

year time limits for AFOC 

- At least as important 115 changes in 
the law and public poll')' ate efforts 10 

-change the clllwral climate, partkular­
Iy the media'll mcssagetl about divorce 
lind nonmariul chilJbirth, Parents coo­
sistently cile televiSion, with its in­
creasing use of sex. violence, or the 
twu('Qmbined, as one of (heit strongest' 
advemrlcs. One WilY to improve tele­
vision progr.tmming would be to fully 
implemeot the provisions of the 1990 
Children's Te!I!,.ision Act, including 
tbe esublishmcnt of the National En~ 
dowment for Children's Edul"atlonal 
Television. It WQuld also be valUAble 
tti enlist the support of leaders in the 

i5 til introduce a two-tier system of di· -Changing the weifare'sY5tem to entertain men! iIldusttY-Pilrticu larly 
vorce law. MarrIages between adulu eliminate its disincentives to marl)' spottS and movie s£ars-in conveying 
without minor children would be easy would help reduce ou(-of-wcdloek to children that making babies out of 
tu dissoLve, bm marriages between motherhood. many experts soggcsL wedlock is a5 stupid as doing drugs Of 

adults with children wuuld not. Anoth~ 'Nev.' Jersey, for example, has proposed , dropping Out or sehool,.This might, of 
er idea is to reintroduce !'lOme measure Ii plan {Q encourage maniage by con­ CQ1)1'St;. await mote exemplary behavior 
of fault in divorce; or to allow no-falllt tinuing AFOC benefits tu children if by some fif (hose stars. 
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from !irepfamilics were more likely to say they often feJt 
lonely Qr blue than children from either single-parent or 
intact families, Children in slepfamilies were the most 
likely to repon that they wanted more dme with their 
mothers. Wben mothers remarry, daughters tend [Q have 
a harder time adjusting than sons, Evidentl)" ooys often 
respond positively to a male presence in the household, 
while girls who have established dose {ies to their moth­
er in a singl¢~parent family often see the stepfather as a 
rival and an intruder. According to one study, boys in re­
married families are less likely to drop Out of school than 
boys in single-parent families, while the opposite is true 

. for girls, 
A large pcr<:entage of children do nof even consider 

~tcpp,uenL'S to be part of their families. according tp the 
National Survey on Children. The NSC asked children, 
"Wben you think of your family, who do you include?" 
Only 10 percent of the children failed ro mention a bio­
logical parent, but a third left out a stepparent. Even chit* 
dren who rarely saw theil noncuslOdial parents almost at­
way~ named them a5 family members. The weak sense of 
attachment is mutual. When p3renu were asked the same 
questl(oo, only one pefl'etlt failed to mention a biological 
child, while 15 percent left om a ~tepchild. In the same 
study stepparents with botl'!.n:uund children and S[ep~ 
children said [hat it was hardct for them to love their step­
children than their biolQgical children and that their <,:hll­
drcn would rrave been better off jf (hey had grown up 
with twO biological parents. 

One of the most severe risks associated with stepjY ..r­
ent--<:'hild tics is the risk (If sexual ubuse. As JUdi.lh Waller~ 
stein explains. "The presence tlf a stepfather can rais;; 
the difficult issue of a thinner incest barrier,"" The incest 
taboo is strnngly reinforced, Wallemein says.,.by knowi~ 
edge of paternity and hy the experienct! of caring for a 
child since birth. A stepfather enters the family without 
either credemia! and plays.a sexual role a5 the mother's 
husband. As a result, stepfathers can pose l'l sexual risk to 

the children, especially to daughters, According to a study 
by the Canadian re"earchen Mattin Daly and Margo Wilw 
!Ion, pre~chool children in stepfamilies art: forry rimes as 
likely as children in intact famities t{) suffer physieal or 
sexual abuse, (Most of the sexual abuse was committed 
by a third party, such as a neighbor, a 5tcpfather'~ male 
friend. or another nonrelative.) Stepfathers discriminate 
in their 3buse: they are fat more likely to assault nonbio­
logical children than their OVill natural chlldten. 

Sexual abuse rcprCKnts du; most extreme threat to 
children's well-being. StcpfamiHes llfso seem less likely 
tQ make the kind ofordinary investments in the children 
thai other families do. Although it is true that the Step­

family housebold has a higher income than the single* 
parent hOllschold, it dr.x:s nOI follow that the llddidonal 
income it> reliably available to the children. To begtn 
wirh, children's ~taim on stepparents' rC5uurces is shaky. 
Stepparents are not legally required l() support stcpchil­

n 

dr..:n, ~o their financial support or these children 15 entirc* 
11' voluntary. Moreover, since stepfamilies are far more 
likely to hreak up dHm intact families, paaicularly in the 
fim five years, there is always the risk-far greater than 
the risk of unemploj'ment in an intact family-tbllt the 
second income will vanish wirh another divorce. The fi· 
naocial commitment to a chi!d'~ education appears weak­
er in Stepp3tent families. pemaps because the stepparent 
believes that the respon~ibility fot educating the child 
re,cs with the biological parent. 

Similarly, studies suggest thar even though they may 
have the time, the parents in stepfamilies do not inves[ ru. 
much of it in their cbildren as the parents in intact faml~ 
lies (If even lingle parents do, A 1991 sUNe)' by the Na­
tional Commission on Children showed that the parents 
in stepfamilies were less likely 00 be involvcd in a child's 
<>ehoollife. including involvement in exuacurriclll.1t ac~ 
tivitics, than either intact-famlly parents or single pat* 
ents. They were the least likely to report being im'olved 
in such time-consuming .:lctivttjc~ as coaching a child's 
[earn. accompanying class trips.. Of helping with school 
projec~ According to Mct.,anahan·s researeh, children in 
stepparent fa mille'!: report lower educatitmal aspirati1lOs 
on the part of their parents and lowcr levels of parental 
involvement with schoolwork. In shQrt. it appears that 
family income and the number of adults in the household 
arc Il(lt the only factors affecting children '$ well-being. 

Diminishing lovestments 

IlER~ ARE: SIWBRAL RR/ISONS FOR TlUS nIM1N_ 

T ished interest and inv(;stment. In the law, as 
in the children's eyes, stepparents are Sh3d~ 

.~,. '_:,(lWY figures,_AccDfding.to the legal.scholar, 
David Chambers, family law has pretty much ignored 
stepparentS. Chambers writes. "In the substantial major~ 
ity of Slates, stepparents. e\'en when they live with a 
chlld, have no legal obligation to cCHmibute to the child's 
support; nor does a stepparent's presence in the home al­
ter the support obligations of a noncustodial parent. The 
stepparent also has ... no authority to approve emergency 
medlClll treatrm;nt Of even to sign II permission slip•..." 
When a marriage breaks up. the stepparent has nQ con~ 
tinuing obligation to provide for a stept;hiid, no matter 
bow long or how much he or she has been contributing to 
the support of the child. In shorr, Chambers says., step'" 
parent relationships arc: based wholly on consent. subject 
to (he inc-linmions of (he ad\llt and the child, The (mly 
way a stepparent can acquire the legal status of a parent 
is through adoption. Some researchers aho point to the 
cultural amhiguity of the srepparem's tole as a source of 
diminished interest, while others insist that it is the absem.:e 
of a blood tie that weakens (he bond between stepparent 
and child, 

Whatev<::( its causes, '(he diminished investment in 
children in both single-parent and stepparent familics has 
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a ~igl\itk";lnt impllct on their life chances. Take parental 
hdp with college costs. The parents in intace familks are 
far nlore likely to "'Qneflbme to .children·s college COSts 
than llIC- those in disrupted families. ~'foreover, they arc 
usu.llly able to arrive at a shared understanding of which 
children will go to c(.)lle~e. where they will go, how much 
eh..; "MenU will conuibuu:. and how much the children 
will comribuu::. But when families break op, these infor­
m.'! lJmjer~tandingJ; can vanish, The issue of coll~ge tu­
i(iuf\ rcmains one of dtl; mo~t contested areas of parental 
SUppult. especially for higher-income parents, 

Tll(: law dues not s(ep in cven when familial uoder­
scandinWi' bre~k down. In the 198()s many "tates lowered 
the Jt;C L"tlVcred by child-support agrcem~nts ffOm twen· 
ty·unc to eighteen, thus eliminating college as ;i eMt ;is­
soci.itccJ with s'lPpon for a minor child, Consequently, 
the question of college tuition is typically no( addressed 
in <:.hild":lIstody agreements. Even in 5tatcs where the 
("llfh Jo require parent:.: to t.:ontfibutc to college costs, 
tin: h:quitcmcnt may be in jeopardy. In a recent decision 

in P<:lIllsylvania the wun overturned an cartier deei510n 
ordering divorced jY.lrcnts to contribute to college [lJition. 
Thi:. dct.;isitm is likely to inspire challenges in other 
stan::. where courts have required parents to pay for col~ 
leJ;c, Incrt:asingly, help in paying for rollege is entirely 
voluntary. 

Jud~th Wallerstein has been analyzing the educarional 
dechions 'of the college~age men and women in her 
study. She fcpom .bat "a full 42 percent of these mcn 
and >,>;'umen from middle class families appeared to havc 
~ndcd their educations without attempting college or had 
left colh::ge before achieving a degree at eitht::r the two­
'lear ur the fouf-year level." A significant pCl"(:Cnlage of 
thc;,c yuung people have the abif!ty to attend college, 
Typical of this gmup are Niek and Terry, 110m of a col· 
lege prufcssur.l1u::y had been dose to .heir f.ather before 
the divorce. bUl their father remarried soon after the di­
vorce l.I.itd ...aw his sons only occasionally, even though he 
lived nearby, At age nineteen Nick h30 completed it few 
juni(,r-cullcgc courses and was earning a living as 11 sales~ 

mart Terry. twenty~one, who had been tested as a gifted 
student, was doing blue-collar wQrk irregularly. 

Sixly-seven pe«:ent of the college-age students from 
dilifuptetl fnmilies ~ttendcd college. as compared with 85 
pcKent of other studenu who attended dIe ~me. high 
schools. Of those mending college. seyeral had fathers 
who were financially capable of contributing to college 
cost'S but did not. 

The withdrawal of lIUppotr for cnllcge suggests that 
other customary forms of parental help-giving. [00. may 
decline as the result of family breakup, F'QT example, 
nearly a quarter Qf 11m-home purchases since 1980 have 
involved help fmm relatives, usually p<.IfCnts, The medi­
an amount ofhdp is $$.000, It ill hard to imagine that parM 

ems who refuse to C(mtributc to college costs will offer 
help in buying first homcs, or hdp in buying ears or 
hcu!rh insurance fot young adult family memhers, And al~ 
though it is too Sl'lOn to tell, family disruption may affecr 
the generational transmission of wealth, Baby Boomers 
will inhcrit their p"rcnts' e"ratcs, some SIJ bstantlat, lie' 

cumul.;tted O\'er a lifetime 
by parents who lived and 
saved together, To be sure, 
the pom"'af generotion ben· 
efited ffom an expanding 
eeQnomy and a rising stan­
dard of living, but its ability 
to aCC\lmulate wealth also 
owed something to family 
stability. The lifetime as­
lIets.like the marriage itself. 
remained intllct. It is un­
likely that the children of 
disrupted families will be in 
so favorable a positi<m. 

Moreover, children frnm 
disrupted families may be tess likely to help their aging 
p3rcnts. The sociologist Afi;;e Rossi, who has studied in· 
tergenerarionlll patterns of help-giving. says that adtllt 
obiigation has its root" in early-childhood experience. 
Children who grow up 1n intact famities experience high­
et levels of obligation to kin than chiidren from broken 
families. Children's sense of Qbligation to a nontcsiden~ 
lial father is particolarly weak. Among adults with both 
parents. living. those scp~tated from their father during, 
childhood are tess likely than others to ~e the father reg­
ularly. Half of them see their father more than o(1t:e (I 

year, as compared with nine out of ten of those whose 
parems are sJiII mllrried, Apparently a kin;J of bitter jus­
til"e is lit work here. Fathers who dQ not support or see 
tneil young children may not he able to count on their 
adult children's suppOrt when they are old and need 
money, love, and anemion, 

In 5hort."as Andrew Cherlin and Frank FurstcnblJtg 
put iI, "'fhro\lgh div{)H.,,(; and remarriage. individuals are 
related to more and more people. to each of whom ,hey 
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owe Ic:.s llnd lc.~5," MOfCover, as ~id)Olas Zill argues, can child to rn; a good worker and a good citizen, And 
weaker parent-child attachments leave many children nearly everyone agrees that thc schools musl undcrgo 
morc strongly expmcd to influences oarside thc family. dramatic reform in order to reach that gfJ.1l, In pursuit of 
such as peers, boyfricnds or girlfriends. and the media. that goal. moreover, we have suffered no shortage of 
Although these outside forces elln sometimes be helpful, bright ideas or pilof projects or bold experiments in 
common sense and research opinion argue against school reform. Rut tliere is litde evidence that measurC5 
putting too much faith in pee, groups or the media as sur~ such as cuttkular reform, school-based management, and 
rogates for Mom llnd DJd. school choice will address. let al<me solve. the biggest 

problem schools face: the rising number of children who 
come (tom disrupted families.Poverty, Crimc t Education 

The great educational tragedy ofour lime is that many 

F
Ar-ilLY [}ISRlJl'TION WOtJL[} 1'11-: A SEIUOUS PRoa. American children arc failing in school nm because they 
lem even if it affected only individual childreo ate intelleemally or physically impaired but bec.wse they 
and families. But its impact is far broader'. In- . 11re emotionally incapacitated. In >chools across the na· 
deed. it j;o: not an c:xaggeration ro charoctcrir.G it riQn principals report a dramatic rise in the a~ressive, 

as a central cause of many ofour most vexingsodal prob­ acting'Ciut behavior charructeristic of <,:hildten, espeeially 
lems. Consider ~hrce problems tllat most Americans be­ boys, who afe living in slnglc~pareot families. The disci· 
lieve rank .\mung the nation's pressing concems:: poverty, pline problems in today's suburb:m S{:hools-assaults on 
crime. and dedining school performance. teachers, unprovoked attacks on other students. scream­

Mote thltn half of the increase in child poverty ill (he ing outbursts In c!uss-outstlip the problems rhat were 
1980s is amibutabl<: to changes in family Structurc, nc· evident in (he roughest city schools a generation ago, 
cording to David £ggebcen and Daniel Uchter, of Penn­ Moreover, teachers find many chifdrcn emotionally dis_ 
sylvania 5wc University, In fact, if family structurc in the tracted, so upset and preoccupied by .he explosive dfllma 
United States had remained relatively constant since of their own family lives that they are unable to cOJtcen~ 
1%0, the rate Qfchild poverty would be a third lower than (fate on such mundane matters as multiplication tublcs. 
it is today. This docs not bode well for the future, With In response. many schools have turned to thernpemie 
more than half of today's children likely to live in single:­ remediation. A growing prvporti(m of many school hud­
parene families, poverty and associated welfare eosts gets is devoted to counsellng and other psychologi<.:al ser­
threaten to become eve« heavier burdens on,(he nation. vices. The curriculum is becoming more thcrapcutic: 

Crime in American cities has incrcascd"dtamatical1y children are ttlking courses in self-esteem, conflict resolu~ 
and grown more violent over tecent decade~. 'Much of tion. and aggression management. Parental al.ivisory 
this can be atttibuted to the rise in disrupted families. groups are conscientiously debating alternative approlleh~ 
Nationally. more than 10 pt:rcent of aJl juveniles in ·stllte es to traditional sdlool discipline. ranging ftom teacher 
reform insfitutions comeJrom- fatberless homes. A num­ . wtt"3ining in mediation to the introduction of meiaLdctec­
ber of scholarly studies find [hat even after the groups of tors anu security guards in the schools. Schools ate in­
subjects are controlled for income, boys from single~ ereasingly becoming emergency looms of (he emotions, 
mmher homes J!re significantly more likely than Ofbets to devQted Mt only to devdoplng minds bllt also to (epair~ 
commit crimes and to wind up in the juvenile justice, ing heartS., As a result. the mission of the school, along 
coun, and penitentiary systems. One such study summa­ With the culture of the dnssiOom, is slowly changing, 
rizes the relationship between crime and one-parent fam­ What we are seeing, largely as a result of the new bur· 
ilies in this way: "The relatio'nship is so strong that con­ dens of family disruptinn, is the psychologiz:uion of 
[folling fOf family configuration erases the rdtulonship American education. 
between race and crime and rn;tween low income nnd Taken together, the tesearch presents a powerful chal­
crime. This conclusion shows up time and again in the lenge to {he prevailing view of family change as socia! 
literature." The nation's mayors. as wet! as police officers, progres.s.. Not a single one of the assumptions underlying 
social workers, pwtxuion officers. and COUrt officials, con· that view can be sustained againsl.the empirical evi­
sistcotly point to family breakup as the most important dence. Single~parent families are not able to do well eco­
sourcc of rising flues of crime. . . . nomically on Ii mother's income. In fact, most teeter on 

Terrible al> poveny and crime are, they tend to be con· Ihe economic brink, and many fal1 into poverty and wel­
centrated in inncf eifi<;$ and isolated ffQm the ~ ....t::ryday fare dependency. Growing up in a disrupted family does 
experience of many Americans. The same cannot be said not enrich 1\ chilo's life or expand the number of adults 
£If the probJem of declining school performance. committed to the child's welt-being. In fact., disrupted 
Nowhece has the impact of family breakup been more families threaten the psyehological well-being of chil­
profound or widespread than in the nlltjon's public dren and diminish the investment of adult time and 
schools. There is a strong consensus that the schools are money in them. Family diversity in the form of int:r(~a~­
failing in (heir historic missinn to prepare every Arneri- ing numbers of single-parent and stepp.nen! families , 
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docs n{)t strengthen th(: social fabric. It dramatically 
weakens and undermines socicry, placing new bUrd(:ns 
on st:hooh, t:ourt$, priS{)IlS, and the welfare system. 
These new families ate not an improvement on the nu­
clear (amily, OQr are (he), even JUSt ws good. whether you 
look at outcomes for children or outcomes for society as a 
whnle. In short, far (wm represcnting social progress, 
family change represenrs a stunning example of social 
regress. 

The Two-Parent Advantage 

A
'I' 'nilS BVIDESCP. GIVES RISE TO AN OBVIOUS CON. 

clmion: growing up in an inmct (woo!Y.lrent fam~ 
ity is an impOHltm soun;e of advantage for 
American children. Though far from perfect as 

a social imritucion, dle intact family offers children 
greater se.;urity and better outcomes' than its f:1st-grow. 
ing alternatives: single-parent and stepparent families. 
Not only does the inta(!1 family ptoleCI the child from 

elated with family disruption. Others. including Judith 
Wallerntcln, caution against tfeating children in divorced 
fllmllies and children in inta(;t families as separate popu­
lations. because doing so lends to exaggerate the differ­
ences between the tWO groups. "We have to take this 
family by family." Wallerstein ,;ays. 

Some of the ~u(ion among researchers can a!su be at~ 
tributed to ideo-Iogica! pressures. Privately, social scien~ 
fists worry that their research may serve ideologleal caus~ 
es that (hey themselves do not support. Of that their work 
may be misinterpreted as an attempt to "tett people what 
to do," Some arc fearful that tn;;:y will be attacked by 
feminist colleagues, Qr. more generally, that their com­
ments will be reg:Hded as an effort to [Urn hack the clock 
(0 the 1950s-a goal lhat has almost no conStiluency in 
the academy. Even mOle fundamental, it has become 
risky f{.lr anyone-scholar, politician. religious leader-to 
make normativc statements today. This reflects not only 
the petsi~[ent drive toward "vulue ne\Jtrality" in the pro­
fessions but also a decp confusion about tbe purposes of 

public disc{}~rse, The domi· 
nant view appears to be that 
social criticism, like criti­
cism of individualq, is psy­
chologically damaging, The 
worst thing you can do is to 

mak;;: people fed guilry or 
bad aoout themselvcs. 

When one sets aside 
(hese constraints, however, 
the case against the two­
parent family is remarkably 
weak It is true that disag­
gregating data can make 
family structure less signif­

poverty and erunomic insecurity; it also provides greater 
noneconomic investments or parental time, attention, 
and emOTional support over the entire life course, This 
does not mean that all two-parent families are better for 
children than all single-parent families. But in (he (aee of 
the evidence it becomes increasingly difficult to sustain 
the proposition that all family litrUCtureS produce equally 
good outeomes for children. 

Curiously, numy in the research community are hesi~ 
t3n( (0 say thal two.parent families generally promote 
better outromes for children than single-parent families. 
So-me argue that we nced finer measures of the extent of 
the family-structure effect. As one scbolar has noted, 11 IS 
possible, by disaggrcgating the data io ccnain ways, to 
make family structure "go away" as an independent vari­
able. Q[her researchers point to stUdies that show that 
children suffer psychologkal effens as 11 resulr of family 
conflict preceding family breakup. Con:<equemly, they 
reason, it is the conflict rather than the structure of the 
famity chat i:< responsible for many of the prob!etru 1111£0­

icant as a factor, just as dis~ 
aggregating Hurricane Andrew into wind. rain. and tides 
can make it disappear as a meteorological phenomenon. 
"'om:ahcless, research opinion as well ali common s-eI'tSe 
suggests tbat the effects of cbanges in family structure are 
great enough to caw;!; concern. Nicholas zm argues that 
many of the risk factOrs for children are doubled or more 
than doubled as the result of famJly disruption. "In epi~ 
demiological terms," he writes, "the doubting of:l ha7.ard 
is a substantial increase.•.. the increa~ in risk that di­
etary cholesterol poses for cardiovascular disease. for ex· 
amplc, is far less than double, yet millions of Americans 
have alrered their diets because of the perceived hazard." 

The argument that family eonfliet. rather thaa the 
breakup of patents, is the cause of children's psychologi­
cal distress is persuasive on its face. Children who grow 
up in high<onflict families, whether the families stay to­
gether Of eventually split up, are undoubtedly at great 
psydtologieal risk. And surely no one would dJ~pHte that 
there must be stXietal measure/< available, including di­
vorce, to remov~ childten from families where they are in 
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danger. Yet only a minority of divorces gro';'" out of patho­
logiJ:ai situations; much more commnn arc divorces in 
families ltns(.!arred by physical assault, Moreover, an 
equally compelling hypothesis is Ihllt family breakup 
generates its own conflict. Certainly, many fllmilie:; ex­
hibit more conRktullland even violent behavior as a con­
sequence ofdivufce than they did before divorce. 

Finally, it is important to note that clinical insights ate 
different from JlocioJogieal findings, Clinicians work with 
individwl ~amilles, who cannot and should not be de­
fined by statistical aggregates, ApPl'fJpriate to a clinical 
approach, mOfC(!ver, is 3 focus on the internal dynamics 
of family functioning and on the immense vlitiability in 
human behaviof, Nevertheie:;s, thefe is enough empiri. 
cal evidence to justify sociological statements about the 
causes of declining child well-heing and to demonstt<lte 
that despite the: pllisticiry of human response, .here are 
some useful rules of thumb to guide our thinking about 
and policies affecting the family. 

Foe example, Sara McLanahan says, thrcc sttucnual 
con\tant> arc commonly asW(:iarecl with intact families. 
even intact families who would not win any "Family of 
the YeaI" awards, The 6rs! is eronumic. In intact fami­
lies, children'share in the income of two adults. Indeed. 
as a number of analysts have pointed Ollt, the two-parent 
family is becoming mme r3ther (han less necessary, be­
eaUJle more 'and more families need cwo incomes to SIIS­

min a middle-class standard o( living. 
McLanahan believes that most inrac( families also pro­

vide a stable authority struCture. Family breakup com­
monly upsets the estahlished oound:uleR of authnrity in 11 

family, Children are often n:quired w make decisions or 
accept re~ponsibjlities once considered (he province of -.. 
parents. Moreover. children:'evcn vcry yQung ehildien, 
arc often expected to behave like manlte adults, so that 
the grown-ups in the family can be free to deal with the 
emotional fallout of (he failed relationship. in some in­
stances family, diHuption creates a complete vacuum in 
authority; evefyone invents his or her own rules, With 
lines of amhDtlt'y dismpted Of absem, children find it 
much more difficult [0 engage in the normal kinds of 
testing behavior, the trial and error, the failing and sue-­
ceedil1g. thut define the developmerual pathway toward 
character and comperence. McLanahan says, "Children 
need to be the ones to challenge [he rules, The patents 
need to set the boundari.es and let the kids push the 
boundaries, The children shouldn', have to walk the 
straight and narrow at all times." 

Finally, McLanahan holds [hat children in intact rami· 
lies benefir from s~ability in what she neu'uat!y ferms 
"household personnel." Family disruption rrequently 
brings new adults into the ramily, including STepparents, 
live-in hQyfrien'ds or girlfriends, and casual sexual part· 
ners. Like stepfathers, boyfriends can present a real 
threat to children's, particularly [0 daughters" security 
and well-being. 8m physical or sexual abuse represent:; 

only the most extreme such threat. Even the very best of 
b(l)frtend~ can disrupt and undermine a child's sense Q( 

peace and security, McLanahan says, "It's not as though 
you're going from an unhappy martiagc to peacefulness. 
There am be a oonstant changing until th~ mother finds a 
suitable partner .... 

McLanahan':; argument helps explain why children of 
widows tend to do better {han children of dlvort:ed or un­
married mothers, WidoW!! difTct from othet single mO[h~ 
ers in all three respects, They are economically more se~ 
cure, because they reeeive more public as,sistance through 
Survivon tnsut'ance. and possibly privare insurance or 
other kinds of support from family members. Thus wid~ 
nws are less likely w (eave the neighborhood in search of 
a new or better job and a cheaper house or apartment. 
Moreover, the death of a father is not likely to dj~rupt the 
authority strucmre radically, When a father dies, he is no 
longer physicully present, but his dC<lth does not dethrone 
him as an authority figure in (he child's life. On ,he con­
nary, his authurifY may be magnified through dead•. The 
mOther can dl",lw on the powerful memory of the derart~ 
ed flliher as a way of intensifying her parental authority: 
"Your father would have wanted it thiS way," Finally, since 
widows tend to be older than divorced mothers, their love 
life may be less distracting. 

Rcg:Hding the [\\-'Q--parent family, the sociologist David 
Popenoe, who has dcwmal much of his cilrecr to the 
study of families, both in the United StatCS and iII Scali· 
dina\'ia, makes this suaightforward assertion: 

Socia! science research is almost nevel conclusive. 
Thete are always me[hodologi~l-djffW::ulties and stones 
left untumed, Yet in three decades of work as a social 
scientist.·{ know "of few'l)itier bodies'of data in whtch 
the wdght of evideoce i~ stl decisively on nne side of 
the i5sue: {In the whole, ror children, tWo-parent fami­
lies are prefernble to single-parent lind stepfamilies, 

The Regime Effect 

H~: fm;~: IN FA.".Hi.\· OlSRUPTION IS NOT UNIQUK 

T to American society, Ir is evident in virtually 
all advanced nations, indudingJapan, where it 
is also shaped by the growing participation of 

women in the work force. Yet the United States has made 
divorce easier and quicker than in any other Western na­
tion with the: sole exception of Sweden-and the trend 
tOward solo mOl;hcrhood bas also been mote pronounced 
in America. (Sweden has an equally high rate of out..of­
wedlock birth, but the majority of sllch births are to oo~ 
habiting couples, a long'C5tab!ished pattern in Swedish 
society.) More to the point. nowhere hllS family breakup 
been greeted by a more uiump·hant rhetoric of renewal 
than in America, 

What is suiking about this theroric is how deeply it te­

flects e!lls:;ic [kernes in American public life, It draws its 
language and imagery from tne natinn's founding myth. 
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It depict'! family breakup as a drama of revolmion and rew 

birth, The nuclear famify repre5Cnts the cortupt past. an 
institution guilty of the abusc of powcr and 1he ~lJPpres­
sion of individual freedom, Breaking up the family is like 
breaking away frum Old World tyronny. Libet<lted fram 
rhe bonds of the {amity, the individual can achieve inde­
pendence and experience II new beginning, a fresh stllrt. 

a neW birth of freedom. In short, family breakup recap;t. 
uhues (he American experience. 

This rht;toric .is an example of what the University of 
Maryland politiClI1 philosopher WilHam Galston has 
called the: "regime effect." The founding of the United 
States se( in_ motion a new political order based to lin un­
precedented dcgtee on individual tigbts, personal choice, 
and egalitarian relationships, Since then these valu·es 
have spread beyond their original domain of politicat re­
llUionships to define social relationship!> as well. During 
the past twent}'~five years these values have had a punk· 
ularJy profound impacl nn the family. 

Increasing!y, polnkal principles of individual righu 
lind choice shape our undcrstanding of family cummit· 
ment and solidarity. Family relationships are vicwl;d nor 
as permanent or binding but as vuluntary and easily rer­
rnitllible. Moreover, under rhe sway of thl; regime effeet 
the family lose!> its cenfral importance as an imtirmion in 
the civil society, accomplishing certain social goals such 
as raising children and caring for its members, and be­
comes a means to achieving greater individual happi. 
ness-a lifestyle clll)lee. '1'h.15. GlIlston SIIYS, Wh;l( is hap" 
pening to ~he American family reReets the "unfolding 
logic of authotitativc. deeply American moral~political 

, principles." l 

On~ benefit of tbe regime effect is to create greater 
equality in adult family relationsbips, Husbands and 
wives, mothCfll and fathcrs, enjoy relationships far more 
egalitarian than paSt relatiomhips wore, and mOM Amen· 
C;lns prefer it that way, But the political principles of the 
regime effect I,:an threaten another kind of family rela­
tionsbip-thlU between paTent lind child. Owing to their 
biologk-al and developmental immaturity, ehildren are 
needy dependont~, They arc not able to express (heir 
choices according to fimited. easily terminable, voluntary 
agreements. Tht::y ate nO[ abie ro act as negotiators in 
family decisions, even those that most affect their own 
interests. As one writer has put it, "a newborn does not 
make II 200d 'partner. '" CorrespondingJy, the parenral 
role is antithedcal HI the spirit of the regime. Parental in­
vestment in children involves a diminished investment 
in self. a willing deference (Q the need$ and claims of the 
dependent child. Perhaps more tban any other family re­
lationship, tho pllfcnt-child relationship-shaped as it is 

by patterns of dependency and defercnce---'Can be un­
dermined and weakened by tbe principlcs of the regime. 

More than a century and u half ago Alexis de Toe­
queville made the striking observation that an individual· 
istic society depends on a communitarian instit\ltion like 
(he family for its continued existence. The family cannot 
be constituted like the liberal stue. nor can it be gov­
etned entirely by that state's principles.. Yet the family 
serves as the seedbed for the virtues required by a libel'l1l 
state. The family is responsible for tcaching lessons of in~ 
dependence, sdf~rcstraint, responsibility, and right con­
duct, whieh are essemial to a free. democratic society. 1f 
the family fails in these tasks, then the entite experiment 
in democratic self·rule is jet)pardized. 

To take one example: independence is basic to suc­
cessful functioning in American life. We assllmc: that 
most pe(lple in America will be able to work. care for 
themselves and their families, think for themselves. and 
inculcate the same traits of independence and inili:nive 
in their children. We depend on families to teaeh people 
to do these things, The erosion of the two-pacem family 
undcrminc;s the capacif)'offnmilies to impart this knowl· 
edge: children of long-term welfare-dependent ~ingle 
JXi,entS are far mme likely than others to be dependent 
themselves. Similarly. the children in disrupted familic;s 
have a harder time rorgin.g bonds oftrus{ with othcu and 
giving and getting help across the gem:rations. This. too, 
may lead to greater dependency on the re.rources of the 
Slate, 

Over the past tWO and a half d«ades Americans ha"'e 
been conducting what 1S tantamount to a vast nat mal ex­
perimem in family life. Many would argIle that this ex· 
petiment was necessary. worthwhile, and long overdu.e. 
The .results of the experiment are coming in, and they lite 
dear. Adults have benefited from the changes in family 
life in important ways, but the same cannot be '>;lid for 
children, [ndeed. (his is the first generation in tho na~ 
don's history to do worse psychologically, socially, and 
economic-JlIy than its. parents. Most poignamly. in survey 
after survey the childtl;;n of broken f1lmifies confess deep 
longings for an intact family. 

Nonetheless, as Galston is Quick to point out, the 
regime effect is nor fin irresistible undertow that will car­
ry away the family, it is rnorc !ike a swift current. against 
which it is possible to swim. People learn; societies can 
change, particularly when it becomes apparent that ccr~ 
tain behaviors damage the :'locial ecology, thteaten the 
public order, and impose new burdens on core instltu~ 
dons. \Vhether Americans wilillct [0 overcome the lq~llcy 
of family disruptiory IS a crucial but as yet unanswered 
question, 0 
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April 11, 1997 

MEMORANDU1<: FOR THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES. 

SUBJECT: Expanded Family and Medical Leave Policies 
• 

I have stro!1g1y suppor!:ed me'eti::g Federal employees I fami2.y' 
and medical leave needs thr,Ough 'enactment of t:'e Fa;nily and 
Medical Leave Act of 1993' (.FMLA) and t.he Federal Employees 
_Family Friendly Leave, Act: of 1994 (FEFFLAJ, However, federal 
employees often have important fa~i~y and medical needs chat 
do not qualify for unpaid leave under the FMLA or sick leave 
under the FEFFLA. -I'-ask you to take immediate action to assis't 
Federal workers further 'in balanci'ng, the demands. of work and 
family. 

. 
Last year I proposed to,e~pand the Family a~d Medical Leave 
Act of '1993. My legislation would allow Federal and eligible 
private sector workers"24 hours of unpaid leave d'J.ring"any 
12-~onth period to fulfill certain family obligations. Under 
the 'legislation, -employees could ''..lse. unpaid leave to 'participate 
in school activities directly. related to the educational 
advar.cement of a child, including early, childhood educat~on 
activities; accompany children to routine medical and dental 
examinationSi and tend to the ne~ds of older r'elatives.' 

In furtherance of my proposed pol~cy, I ask that you ta~e, 
immediate action within eXlsting statutory authorities to 
ensure that'Pederal emp:'oyees may schedule _and be granted up 
to 24 hours of_ leave without pay.each year for the follo\.;ing 
activities:-	 . -. 

. . 	 . 
(1) SCHOOL AND EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATIONAL .ACTIVITIES .• 
to allow employees to par::icipate r in 'school activities 
directly related to the educational advanceoenc 0,£ a child. 
This would include parent-teacher conferences or meetings 
with child-care providers, interviewing for a new school 
or chfld-care facility, or participating in'volunteer 
'activities supporti!?9 the 'child 1 s educational advancement. 
In this :nemorandum, 'II Behooll! refers to an e.."...ementary 
school, secondary school, Head Start program, or a ch!.ld· 
care fa~ility. 

(2) ROUTINE FAMILY MEDICAL PURPOSES· ,- to allow parents 
,to accompany children to routine medi!=al or dental 
'appointments, 	such.as a:::~ual' checkups or va=cinaticns, 
Although these activities are. not currently covered, 
by the FMLA, the FEFFLA does permit employees cd-use 
'.lp to 13 days of sick leave each year for such p·.;rposes. 
Agen'cies .should· assure that er.lployees are able to use 
up to 24 ho~rs of leave without pay each year. for these ./ 
'purposes in cas,es when no addition§il sick :!.eave is" 
available' to employ'ees. ' 
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(3) ELDERLY RELATIVES' HEALTH OR CARE NEEDS - - 00 allow 
emp,loyees tc? accompany: an' elderly relative to routi~e medi w 

,calor .dental appointments or other profession'al ee"!"vTces 
related to the ~are of the elderly relative, such, as-making 
,a~rangem~ts for housing l meals, phones. banking services. 
and other similar activities. Although' Federal employees 
can use unpaid ,leave or si'ck leave for certain' of tnese 

,activities ,under t.he 'FMLA .or FEFFLA. 'such as carii:.g for 
a parent with a serious health condition, agep.cies shou~d. 
ensUX"e employees can,' use' up to 24 hours of. unpaid' time off 

. each year for this broader range of "activities related to 
.elderly relatives' health or ~are·needs. 

"I:his new policy will as,sure ,that' Federal employees can schedule 
and receive up to 24 hours away .from the. job' each year for these 
'far:lily and medical circumstlL""1ces, I also ,u;-ge you ,Co accommo­
date these employee-needs as mission requirements permit, eve~ 

.when it is not possible for employees to anticipate 'or schedule 
le'ave in advance 'for. these purposes .. In addition, I ask that 

,you support empl~yees' requests to .. .schedule paid ,time ?ff ~. 
such as annual leave, compensatory time. off,: and cz;-edic hours 
under flexible work schedules -- for these family activ:ties 
when such leave is available to th~se employees. The Office 
of Personnel Manage~ent shall provide guidance Co you on the 
implementation of th~s menor~ndum. 

~ encourage Y0\l- t,o use a partnership approach wi t.h your , 
employ~es' and their representat,ives in developing.' an- effeccive" 
program that b~lance~ the employees! needs tq succeed both, 
at work and at home. '! ask agenc;'es, unions • .and, manage:ne~t 
associations. to continue ·to work' together to' assess and ir:iprcve 
the use, of family-friendly p:::ograms and to IT'.ake certain thar.. 
employees are aware of' the expanded family and medical leave 
policy. 

WILLI~~ J, CLINTON' 

II # # 



, . 

For Working Parents, 

Mixed News at Home 

Children Praise Them but Note Stress 

High school senior Emily Small.' 
of Arlington, is qu.iek to detect the 
signs of work pressure in her 
parents' lives. H« mother. Susan, 
49•.3 part-time teadler, breaks (lUt 

'in bives; her father, Jm:, 52, a 
~'Ytr who otter. works ll-bour 
days, turns snappish, and his sense 
ofhumor disappears. 

Those are the days, Small says, 
whell she doesn't mentlan that she 
has had a good dal' be!:ll.1!Se she can 
tel.l from her ~d's fare that he 
basn't. 

wrbose are the times y<m don't 
ga n:ar him.H said Emily, 17, add­
mg that she wisheshe!' father could 
work fewer days and not worry so 
much about work when he is immt:. 
"He's$O stmstd,· she-s:rid. 

[Ijr tUMlJington post 
. Monday. Septemher<7. 1999 
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that their parents: .life working," gles the demands of his. tlnee 
she said, ~It's tbe fact that their davghtmandhl$jobi\Sdirectm'of 
parents aren't emnmuoitating conservation fur lhe Department 
with them that they have the mO'St of Defenm:. Boyte, 53, has been 
prob!emswilh." leading his rlallghtm' Girl Scoot 

Rather than ehildN!fl being fo. troops (()l" nine years and eats 
fused 00 tht'ir worJdog mothers, hmch at his desk t.o get home early 
t~ blJW!r issue is the W<lm status for family time. When he allU his 
'of tf)cl, lathers, Galinsky reported. wife adn{>ted their third dlild. 
,ChUd_retl gave nonempluyed fa. ~ came to work lale caclJ 
,thers ;atld those who work part mommgfor six mooths. 
timc'lower grades whcl'Ilt cornes ('.minsky and other reseatdrers 
.~ "mltking them feel "important say the long worlt houn inueasing­
and ,tovt'd.~ GalllUiky spt'CU1attld Iy oommon in Lhe Uniled Stal~ 
th;1t reflects societal t'lI:pedati<lns appear to be taklng a toll on family 
Ibnt Incn should be the ttonomil! life,An~ma!ysjsrl."ieasedthismonth 
provldm, or that nlI.'n who are bylheIntrmalklnalLabourOtgtun.. 
unemplo~d may be depreMed and ZIllion. a United Nations agency. 
nonresponsive tn their children, . round that Americans now surpa&\ 

Even though studies have shown CIIt'fY other 1ndll.'>Irialized nation in 
. (hat today's fathel's do more willi time spent on the job, with U.s, 
.their dUldren, the cllildren still : workuspuitinginlheequivalentof 
vlrw dads fTl(ll't! negatively than two weeks more ~r year than the 
moms. About 92 percent nf Galin- J~. 
sky's mlQjects gave their mothers, ~ Owrlhe1asttwod~des,Amer· 
high m.ark..'t for "being thert for me k:an fathm' time at work bas u\< 
wheEl I am sick," compared with c:reased by 3,1 hElurs per week, 
less than 75 percent who sald Utat aecorrungkl the Familie5and Work 
about their fa~ about 11 per. Institute; fur Ill(lthers. it's 5.2 
Wlt of moms 001 only 62 prrcent of MIlTS. l:rnployed fathet!l witb diu· 
dn(ls were descrlbM as "being in· dren yuungtr than 18 now work an 
vnlved with what is happening to average of 50.9 hours pet week; 
me nlschooL" working mothers, 41.4 hours. 

Rockville father Peter Boycejug. Galinsky cites ~the rclentless 

vutley of work •.• the fad that 
there h~ ElO safe haven," as a str~ 
builder, ~£.mail, voice mail. crll 
phones and portable l:umputefS all 
Mve eroded the boundaries- be­
tween work tllne and nOtlWt1u 
time. They foster expectallons of 
an instant respllflS<'. of 24-honr..a­
day availability.~ she writes_ 

tlltked. m.,ny companil'Sare ue­
manding gft"a!ef productivity frt»lI 
their work furee. said management
eonsultant Mary Symme!\, who 
f(fl.tl\Sels ;:werslressed worke-I'$: 
~Rmp~ tend to feet they Mve 
tn work tougher, hardt-f, longer 
houf$. Employets' demands have 
inaeastd. Everything is. speeding 
UP. going fastlff: 

IMc Is ·.00 percent more -Stress­
ful- than it used to be, agrw1 Dan 
Lagasse, 39, an Alenndria falher 
oflhree {soon to be lour) wh[) said 
tkaHn hisjob mafntaining commu­
nications systems. fuT the deiensr.: 
industry, ~we work 365 days a 
year. 24 hours a day. ~ The pri('e, he 
said. is that be sometimes feels. he 
has "'tlo family lifut all,~ 

About 34 percent <Jl children in 
Galinsky's study wished their par­
cnts \W:'te !ess stressed and tired. 
Evre young children an pick tip 
on the tenSIOn. 

Seveu,year.w.d Emilie Svenhag­
rr, of Lake Ridge, vividly r«al1s 
what it 'Wa'l Like when her mother, 
Pttta,35, asingle parenl, managed 
a retail swre at Potomac: Mitis 
rarlkr this year, Sometimes ~stw 
came frome in the mirtdle 01 the 
night. ~ said Emily, and ~!ihe"d ycll 
at tbecat.~ 

Some of that parental stress is 
self-imposed, Symmes said she ~ 
a steady stream of wotkel1l who are 
~ovef".Ichievers who can't rest fot a 
minute" and who add matt' and 
more activities to their schedule!; 
until !l'I.Iljor probIem.'t t'fUpt. 

E. Thomas Garman. professur of 
roQSUfl\Cf affairs and family finan· 
cial rnatQ.gernent at Virginia Te«b, 
said parenls" materiali~ filly ron 
trilMe hI feelings of financial 
stress. In I)1lf' group ru upper·mid. 
dle-iru:ome workers in the Mid· 
west thai Cannan studif'd. about 
40 percent reported financial 
stresses, particulArly in compari· 
$Ofllo neighbors they perceivetJ Ull­

mete .ffhICIlt. 
~Now it'('!: not just trying to keep 

up with the ron~s," he said. 
~Now it's more like they are trying 
to kttp up with IBiII} Gates.· 

Some of that (;IU be blamed on 
ma~ consumerism, but some is 

actual need. Nationally. about one 
in every five child:flm livell- btlow 
the poverty line {SIS,GOO (or a 
family of four), G:mn31l'S s.ludie$ 
haw {QUnd that in families thal 
earn the nalil)n's median hK'O!lW';'" 
$.37.000-abaut 00 perrent h:)lQfl 
financial stress. 

One.quarter of the children in 
Galinsky's fitudy willll{'d tht'ir par. 
ents mild(: mote lnOlley; children 
whl' reported their famJ1ies hil\!(! a 
"hard time buying" Uw things we 
nt't'tl" Wf'fe more liitely t<l wWJ 
tbeir mom~ and dad I'3med more. 
Galinsky said these cl1ildren may 
sre IrtOre moru:y as a way to It·~ 
famify jJress. 

Eveo thuuJ.th Iter family liva a 
Iypical middle-class life, Rockville 
teenager Adrienne Boyce feels nero 
vous about the future when she 
sees ftf'f pllrrnts struggle to bill· 
antt their lives. 

"n's 3 lot of WOIk,~ said Boyce, 
17,.a S('nitlr at Ridwd Mnidgcmery 
High School Din audiHoo to whal 
Y0l1 tit> 9 10 5, yuu ake Ilmre 10 do 
other thores like make beds. dean 
Ihe hOU!>e, go grocery shopping, 
look arlrr thew, payyoor bills. it's . 
kind of rliscouraging to know IMt in 
addition to wutkilll! all that limt'. 
you fta~ 10 docther things, loo," 
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How Not to Help New Parents 

By Jerry ]asinowski 

W"SItlNCTGN 

N
aturally governmen( 

, and employers want 
. 1.0 help AmericMs 

balance their famlly 
lives and their jOO5. 

. ' BUl the Clinlon 00­
ministration's plan (t) let staU~5 tt.~ 
Unemploymenl insurance money {O 
pay empLoyees tlr. leave afler th.e 
birth of ehildnm is shom·illhccd. mIs­
pIned :me potitlcally mollva!ed, 
, UnempJoymen: .f1SI.I.lUl<:e 1$ a rainy 
day lund, and durtng. p<lfimis of r/tees­
SlOn like thg late 'ro'l> and early 8!1'£, 11 
h!1S C~Il1C pt!tirously dose 1.0 1l>\:lkruPIT 
ey in some slates It's easy to {orgg! 
!hQSC bad hmlnl as we enJoy an un· 
preredenled (leonaI'm!; eltP'Wsjl)l'" but 
11 is da.'1g!l1'OI.Isly myop\t to igcoro It«.! 
cyclical nature (II Ollt !.'CQOOmy. 

11'rry JOS)r10WSRI is presidenl 0/ (he 
NoliOlW.r A~5«!Orltlll of Mtmufocwr­
er5, 

With tile number ot women eligjble 
to utile ad~'ant3ge c! paid lea ....e un­
der tile Cl;mon proposal as hlgh as 
1.9 million a year, the policy that Mr. 
Clir.ton !erommends would seriously 
dr:t,in uMmployment lnwfMCt; 

Clinton's plan 
risks the safety net 
for U.S. workers. 

funds, even wlI.hour the mevital;Jle 
eeaoomic downturn. And tillS num­
ber 00c$ fKlt even consltter the Sll:lOlf­
Icant m.:mber Qf men whQ could be 
eligible to collect these benefits as 
welL 

Unemployment insurance is sup. 
posed 11'1 help k~p Ihe unemplcyt:d 
aHoM while they look tor new jobs. 
Wnrkers taking leave Ullder the 
Family and :\1edical Leave Act are m 

a different situation altogether. :bey 
are vnlunwrily steppmg OUI of thv 
work forre and are en.Wed to go 
hack to their jobs afler three monrhs. 

M(l$! matlllf;lcturers h:t,ve adopted 
programs 10 help their employees 
balance work am! family life. They 
have found that flexible scheduling. 
expanded birth and adoption leave. 
OIl-site day care and other programs 
fQr parvnts belp boost monlle, pro­
duc!lvity and reu:ntioo of e::r.ploi'ee5, 

Undermimng the unemployment 
safety net!:ly dlpping intO wt:at looks 
like a lefln~r pot of mooey cunng 
good limes Is the wrollg way til help 
"'~kmg parents. 

By uml:mrally moving fOTward 
with this proposaL despIte objections 
from members ot Congress, employ­
ers and - most lmportm:.tly - 5t;'lle 
offiCials wbe a<imimster the unem­
ployment il".5Ura.'lce system, Presi· 
\knt Clinton ~as shown that he is 
more interested in fulfilling Old cam· 
pa:fpl promlses to make the lamlly 
leave 1a": a govemmel'lt-run paid­
leave program lhan in /iscally souno 
p:lblic policy. 0 
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'A Better Way to Test a Candidate's Mettle 

By Garry Wills 

T
EVANSTON. lH. 

hE' presidential charac­
ter issue is back (it 

. Miler seems to be gone 
for tong). Does John 
MtCain's terrifk an· 

. gt'Or tell us OOTm'tlnng 
terri~ about him? ~s AI Gore's 
putative beta·ness Oti the Grook al· 
phabet scale - (it' the attempt by 
Naomi Wulf, feminist and po.Illlcal 
adlti<ter, 1\1 pu.<ili him to atpha"fleS$­
mean IhAt he doe$ not have the virlll­
ty to rule? The questions are typical 
of the slippery way "'dtaracter" Is 
invt'!kfl1 os an indicator of electability. 
. In a coontry where the t1\'u.p<!rty 
system warl£s toward cOIniu·Qmi:;e 
and the muting of issues, W(t lad!. the 
clear ~cal clashes of multi· 
party cootestanlS in it parliamentary 
system, Since defined views rarely 
keep their tdge in the push of rutr 
panics tOWi'lrd the mjddle, we need 
some mher way of PllI!ing Acandl· 
date. "Chareetcr" has hetf'/ the sub­
still.!le of choke In receat times. 

But ehara<ter is about as mushy itl 
senSE as the twtrparty ctmtenders' 
1lW!l rhetorIc. For Jamt'$ David Rar· 
ber, wh\lSl: 1971 book, "The Presiden­
,"~------~~~~~~~~~. 
Garry WIHs is the aullter, most recent· 
ly, of"A Nccesrory evi!~ A }h~tor.r ()f 
Af!'l€r«:all Di$tmtt of G(lW'rltll'll.'nt" 

tl<l't Chara(ter: Ple-dltlmg Perform­
ance in the White House," $1't the 
terms ot debale for II while. clHiira.tlcr 
was ten'peramMlt. The man ~bll5e 
$Ilc.tess we cOUld predict had 10 be 
optimistjc (so much tor I.rocoln). 

_JXtWer-loving (so much f;)r Washing· 
ton). and cooHdem (so much fOI Mad· 
ison). 

WJ>.:tt Mr. Barber clearly m("ant ts 
that the -good presld'!n! should ~ 
franklin Roosevelt as interpreted by 

Presidential 
character is an 

overrated virtue. 

Ri\;Jlaoi N'eusiat.!1. Slntt pres~nu 
like F.DJt do not come along vcry 
often, Ihe use ot Mr. Barber's norms 
fet predletlng White Houst perform­
ante was u<',successful, even in his 
()wn hands {he predictf'd greatness 
for Jimmy Cilrter). 

Gail Sfleehy became a self·styled 
c.haracter cop with her 19S5 book, 
"l;biltr3Ctf'r; Amerita's Search lor 
Leadersbfp." AccQrding HI her psy­
dWlTlttric sthemata. Michael Duka_ 
11:15 was Ihe most presidentjal r:andi­
ila:e 01 tbat year. 

Willium Bennett, the vir!uecrat, 

<!tbeNew york <!tillu'!) 
WBDNESDA Y, NOVBMBEI< 10, 19.99 

and nlners tw!d !.bllt character means 
Ibat Ihe poUlleiM should be a moral 
role model .~. Sl.'Imeone you hope ymtr 
ehlldren WIll ernulare. But t~ tough­
and-tumble wurld 01 polltks tends to 
makt its lellH."d pracWioners SUSJ)1­
clou,> to rh~ ¥erge of parlltlo!a and 
ffi!vi<Kls to the verge of meru.tacily. 
Saints are better sought 10 other line'S 
of work - as the publiC recogmted 
when it failed to share !tiL Bennett's 
horror over Mr. ClinlM's sex life, so 
long as he: kept the country pt~r~ 
"'>< 

The test of a INl.der IS!W! lempera· 
ml"nt or vlrt~, bul the ablllty to a{'­
quire followett. SOme leaden. do thilt 
by F,D,R.'s methods. othen do It hy 
Uncoln'll mt'lhtxts - or tn wber ways. 
1'he polm Is thSI such leaders CM:ne<:t 
wlth mhe:rs and inflt.etlt€ them. What 
disquallUes a leader is the kind of 
flaw that woold turn away followers. 
By that measu~, Mr. McCain's atlger 
is not wbat <l pBStQ't would tnwurage 
for the good of a man's 5ClUl but it 
makn bElle dilference at all lu his 
abl!jly to attract followers. Anger 1$ 

som'l'!hing W~ al! I.mderstilnd, some· 
thing W(t eXPfft or allow for in propte 
under pressure - elll.'!1l il1 :SO dis.:l­
p!ined 8 man as George Washirlgtlm 
or SO ilmiable a man ali Dwight Riscn­
hower. 

As for Mr. Gure'S Status as the beta 
male of .he moment. that is probably 
less 1'1 matter of his innate char8tler 
than his current status. A Vice presi· 

dent wbo runs (0. \'ites~!lt is bound 
to look hobbled by his nM:i!$Siln1y 
Shoordlnole role. In 1988, George Will 
ulled George 8\)sh (pf:rf') 1\ "lap 
dog," and Garry l~au accused 
hIm O'r pumng his lTl$.nhfW in lrust 
""I'!ile he served undttr Ronald Rea 
gan. Ms. Sheehy WfUU.' nr Mr. Busb at 
lhe tima: "His Wlite is the squ ....aky 
pl(colu to' Reagan's mellow cella." 

Mr. Bush was the rare vICe presi· 
denl who moiled up d~plle the disad· 
vantage of his oIfite. In 19E1), Rkhttro 
Nixoolooked te<:idi"SS "CiliuM John F. 
K«Inedy when he had !O deft'nd Ei· 
senbowi'r poliaes he arhMUy dis" 
liked. He had to laave oHire and build 
a n;JW baSft for tllS successful nm 
eIght years latin. Lyndon )ohnron 
succeeded Kennedy by death. but 
even that madm Texan would hall€: 
looked hke Ke«lNly's doormat it ht' 
had been forced to run as a sutcesoor 
In the nonnal lIIa;\ 

AI Goro'-s: apportn! weakuess Js 
je$~ a matter of .character thiln or 
lelTlponry dUly, and It makes Sense 
to try to (!lIet«orne this structtiml 
problem all like presidents eXpt.'fj· 
erlce when they try to move till- That 
he would do so Wllh the help of a 
person bequuthed him by his boss's 
evil gf'Jlms, mck M()rris, nnd th:'ll he 
would try to hide his USl! 1)f 'Naomi 
woll Is nol a flaw in ch<lractvr bl.lt a 
stunning lapse in mtf'IUgence. W~ do 
not df..'nllUld saints 111 office, but we do 
wanl OI,lT presidents to 00 smnn: 
Some question (;('orge W. Bosh's III· 
le1ll~eIl!:~ and wonder whelh('r he is 
dumb, ('specialty after last week, 
wIlen he wil~ unable to recall the 
names of foreign If'oders, Bur lhet~ Is 
no doubl Ihttt.Mr. GOf~ \I.'ils·dumb 
abom Ms, Wolf. FOrgel!>!!. Bar~t's, 
MS. Sheehy's and Mr. Bennett's theo­
ries on presldentjal charaCtCL look 
althe real question: comrw.('nct'. U. 
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Families First 
The family leave bill is mostly 

about enacting another set of rules 
handed dOwn by Washington, But at 
least it gets the subject of family life in 
America onto the table, 

Tire bllillas been hurtling through 
Congress tbls ~k as fast as a reck· 
less kid on roller blades. The full Sen· 
ate may vote on it today and it could 
reach the House as early as next week. 
President Clinton. whO asked Con· 
gres$ for the quick action, vows to sign 
the bill. which is nearly Identical to the 
one President Busb vetoed twice. The 
blJl would require aU employers with 
more than 50 workers to provide up to 
12 weeks ol unpaid leave for em­
ployees to care for newborns. newJy 
adOpted children or sick relatives. 

Many employers have discovered 
for themselves that famlly·leave poIi·
des make good business senst; they 
an help attract and keep workers. But 
it's not self-evident that saddling busi· 
ness Witb mandatory extra expenses 
is the best way tt1 belp the familY. How 
does it help kids If· Mom or Dad gets 
laid off. or more likely isn't hired. be· 
cause the boss IS diverting what would 
have been their salary into another 
mandated benefit <:05{? American 
families are indeed in distress. but the 
problem isn't Jack of new benefits; it's 
la<l< of respect. 

This is the message of "FamUies 
First," • report Issued e.rller tills 
month by the National COmmission on 
America's Urban FamlUes. "The fam­
ily trend of our time," It says. "is the 
deinstitutionalU.ation of milJTi.age and 

,"the steaily disintegration of the 
momer,father cnild-raising unit." All 
too often government policies under­
mine the authority of the family, It 
found. To reverse that trend, the com· 
mission ouUlnes a detailed strategy 
for strengthening the faml1Y as our 

, central soetaJ institution. 
Its recommendations are aimed at 

encouraging marriage and increasing 
the proportion of dlildren woo live in 
intact. two-panmt homes. Unless we 
fix the family, It says. we can't solve 
tire problems of education, crime or 
poverty. This is nota new idea. As cre-. 
mographers have demonstrated again 
and again, clllidren from ningle-""" 
ent hQtnes are tar more likely to be 

. poor. have trouble in schooJ and turn 
_. to erime. 

The commission, appointed by 
President Bush, was bipartisan. and 
many of Us recommendations are sim" 
Uar to those of the Progm$tve policy 
Institute. the think tank of the Il<lm<r 
cralie Leadership Councu, of whldl 
President ClInton was • founding

,member. Among the commission's 
: recommendations: 

• Ease the tax burden on families. 

Increase the tax differential between 
single earnerS and married couples. 
Either significantly increase the tax 
exemption fur children or introduce a 
child tax credit 

_Increase parental authorUy In edu­
cation. Establish school choice and 
seek parents' guidance in sex educa' 
tlon curricula, 'Wben sex education is 
taught. stress. abstinence as the b@st 
protection agaInst pregnancy and sex' 
ually transmitted diSease. Do not dis· 
tribute condoms in schools unless pal'­
ents approve.

• Reform state laws on divorce, Re­
consider the no-fault divorce laws, 
now the norm in 40 states. 

_Identify (he rather 01 every Child. 
All states should ensure that a docu· 
ment exists at birth to identify the 
name and Social Security number of 
<,··,,'''"r .". ','" " , •• " 'h'''''4_~', 
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both parents. If a mother appUes for 
welfare, faIlure to identity the (ather 
should result in lower benefits. 

.Improveeflorts to collect eblld· 
support payments. Require parents to 
report chlld·support obligations to the 
IRS. which will deduct delinquent pay­
ments from tax refuntls, Speed up ef· 
(arts to create a nationwide ehild-Sup­
port computer ..twork, expanding It 
to Include IRS in[onnation to help in 
locating absenl parents. 

Ideas like this are likely to be un~ 
popular among liberal sophisticates. 
who maintain that "family values" is 
code for racism, sexism and homopho­
bia. Tbat is hyperbolic ~ tbere are sim­
ply far too many people who feel fami· 
lies are under undue pressure these 
days. 

Tbe AI.lW!llistU1UUU wUl soon be 
drafting Its social legislation. We sus­
pect that both the CUntollS and Gores 
are well aware of what haS a lot of pe0­
ple worried about family 111. today. 
The national commission bas come to 
some very sensible conclusions about 
bow we've gone ort the track and how 
to get bact on it. We wtll have to see if 
any of It finds Its way into the ClInton 
proposals. 
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f2'Y9.1 
-imagine What 
Candidate Clinton 
Might Have Said 

President Clinloo'$ puttfi1t{l, stumbling 
slart bfgJ/H 10 make SC'1Ise Orlly if you 
Imagine thnt lhere UTIS a seere; rom;mign 
SIWPf:h (hat hi' tltrer got around loaelitmrrg 
last Jjtar, 

Th.,. spttfh must itat't brffl dra/trd last 
May, U'hffl Ross Prrollfa5 al hIs peilk lit rhe 
]!Oris and Ihl' GUntOlt campaign ICas Si'i1rth,. 
my for a dramatic rnesS(lg(> to break out of 
th!rd place. Ammtg baby boom stu.jjm, it 
mtght rull;\> bmt called lite "Pmd 15 Dead" 
speech, after the &al/.Ps' rmml that could 
"" played backu,mI. -. campaign paIJ. 
ster trould haLY! f/fl1W inro rordiat" Orrefl 
lL'1!I/e Y'fOding ii, Hen: are some rxrerpls; 

Ladies aM gMltlemen, I want to talk 
today about the fUture. Fur 12 years we 
bave been governed by the: something"for­
noUllng: crowd. 1promiSe you today that I 
wll! be the something-for-everybody pr~i· 
dent No group. no constituency will go 
~nreprtStnted. in a Clintun administra­
tion. I ha~ a vision at diversity, of a I 

cabinet as <llvel'Se as the: Harvard faculty, 
My attorney general will be: a woman ' 
whase hOusehold atone is a beautifUl mer ~ 
sale.• , • : 

To prove rm serious 1.Dday. I promise ' 
that my first priority as president wI.Il be to 
11ft the ban On gays in the military. Ahead 
Of health care. abead at welfare reform. 
ahead ellen of economic growtb - I will 
spt>nd preckilli poUtical capital to achieve 
this eulturalc~ that Is so crlU1!al ~our 
fututt, 

'les. the mastodQIl$ (if reaction wUl 
resist. bUI I Will Insist Sam Nunn and 
COngress wtll mist. but I wlll stand finn 
The black. chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Start will resist, but 1 win say this is no 
dltterent from integrating blacks in the 
armed torteS during the Korean War, " .. 

latso have a viskm of dlYersity tor Ute 
office of the presideney, It can be a IonflY 
office. That \s whY 1 plan to shart It with 
my dosest polltic.aJ adviser. my partner
Hillary Rodham Cllnton. 

ffJ'meieeted I wUlputHillaryincllarge 
of health cart - i~ of vlrtually aU 

Potomac Watch 
By Paul A. GigO! 

rromestic policy in my administration. lier 
autes. Indudlnt many from her Rose 
law linn in Little Rock. wI.Il. dominate 
the White House and Justice Department. 

Now. some of my a.avlsert ten ~ that 
Hillary should "soften" her IITI.Qi! by 
dOing such traditional thillfS as baking
cookies in a oontHt with Barbara Bush. 1 
rejeet that advice, !hln 15 not Hinuy. That 
would be dishonest. ... 

. My teflew Americans:. 'Nt! also need to 
stop crit1d~lng ~, !be cause of 
Washington grk110ek is tl'Ie Bush White 
HoUS1!. not tbt Democratic Congress, 
l'llert 1$ nothing wrong witn Congress that 
cannot be CUI'M by wbal is ngirt with 
eo_. 

'l1W Is wby when Jack Brooks (elts me 
to reauthorize tile special prosecutor law, I 
will oblige, That Is also why 1 want to share 
cenler stage atourNew York eunmtion In 
JulywHh Georit Mitchell. Tom Foley. Bob 
Bynl.... 

WIth Congress in miNt. I also plan to 
transfer the House Budget Commlttee­
lock. stQ(k and tax·the-rich tables - into 
my own White House budget office. Such 
astute and~ revenue enhancers as 
Leon Panetta will' warn me when rn need 
to abandon my promise of a line-Item 
veto for the sake of iOOd relations with 
f'1WIf't'eSS. 

TIl, "'.\1,1.. 

~-'Whleh brings me (0 the eronomy - and 
especially to the ddiclt created by 12 years 
of greed and Republican misrule. Ladies 
and gentlemen, 1 have dedded thai Paul 

'Tsongas was right about the mIddle-claSS 
taX cut. It Is pandering. The deficit forces 
Wi to cQnfront dlfNcult chQjces and I will 
make those chokeS· 

SO as president 1promise to raise taxes 

on the mlikile Class - pernaps with fi gas 

tax, perhaps an energy tal(, but some lUnd 

of tax.. The word that 1hOpe wUl become 

the watchword of my admlnistrltkm­

other than "tUvenity," of coune-Is "sac­

rifice," Not just for the rich. but for every 

Amerlw! •• , . 

We must also have the courage to 

crump, togo back to the future, in foreign 

policy. 1respect Ylttat Presldent Bush baS 

attOmpll$bed on Haiti. on China and even 

on traq, (Speedl;Writer's note: compare 

tbls mUon to speech that Al Gore'S staftis 

writing on Iraq-gate') The problem \$ (hat 

these pmicies have been run by Cold War 

thl~. 

My goal will be co ntum Ute foreign 

poliCY of W$ oountI'Y to the eXPerts in the 

forelgn-serrlcf elite. My secretar)' of state 

will be JOme(lne like Warren Christopner, a 

man who can reassemble the same estab­

llshment talent tlUU performed so ably in 

Ole carter years. Mort Halperin and the 

Pentagon paptrs. Ashton Cartet's opposi. 

tlon to sm, Jock Qwey and subSidies to 

1ta.q _ these are old fights for Okl, dead 

eras. In this new era lW must think 

llnew•... 

My felloW AmtricaftS. for too l~ we 
have had a trade policy that valued con­
sumers over American producers. 1plan to 
change that. My admtniStralIDil will be a 
ttVOMng door for businesses hanne<l by 
unfair foreign ~Uon.,

Because Wubinaton is a elty oI in' 
lrigue .and eaku1atlon, t wiU a:ppotnt pe0­
ple who ean ltelp Big Business calCulate its 
way through the Intrigue. 1 wm appoint 
Roo Brown as my CWtlmerte secretary to 
maKe sure that Mry business trade ~ 
quest is hOnored - starting. in my tint 
.weeks as president, with higher tariffs on 
such industries fJf the future as steel and 
autos, As a New t>emocrat. I want to Slate 
proudly that 1 repment the forgotten 
Fortune 500, •••• 

/Jnejoolnoi£: A due to the speech's tate I 
mall lie in 0 comment SC1'ibbled in Ore 
margins at tire draft, the commt'Itt is signed 
lritl! the initials "J.e., ,. probably ftJr cam­
p11igt! Sfrategist James Can..ille, It reads, 
"It '$ suiCide, stUpid, '" 
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