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"(ou had asked about the OPM “Family Friendly Workplace Advocacy” Office. As The
Washznszfon Post reported, Frank Wolf (R-VA) pushed for a provision in appropriations to set up
this office 1o respend to employee complaints and to report back to Congress on ways to improve
workplace conditions.

OPM has had 3 Work/Life Programs office for several vears which was formed in
response to a July 11, 1994 Prestdential Memaorandum challenging Federal agencies to create
“family ifriczxdi y” workplaces by creating flexible work schedules, leave programs, part-time
pmployment, on-site child care, telecozmnuting, etc. OnJune 21, 1996, the President issned
another memormdum directing agencies to review their famxiy-fnendly programs, expand them
when feasible, and report on their progress. The new requirement passed by Cengwss will
simply add some new responsibilities to the Work/Life programg, iiciadingacting #s an
ombudsman. OPM has asked for $222,000 and 3 FTEs in thei 1998 hudgehio run this
office,
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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTK AND HUMARN SERVICES
WASMINGYON, (LE, 20201

November 5, 1998

TO THE HONORABLLE BRUCE REED, WH

This is the White Paper on Working Familics we discussed. We think
a Domestic Policy led working group could pull together an exciting new
" Presidential initiative for next year,

H

Donna E. Shalala
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Working Familics Initiative
White Paper

Since 1993, the Clinton Administration has made working families a priority through increases in
the minimum wage and the Earmed Income Tax Credit (EI'TT), through the Children’s Health
Insurance Program, and through expansion of child care funding. Additional important
accomplishments include cnactment of the HOPE Scholarship and Lifetime Learning ax credits, the
Family and Medical Leave Act, welfare-to-work housing vouchers and the Job Access program. In
addition, the sirong economy has contributed 10 an increase in the number of working lomilics,
Betwean January 1993 and June 1998, non-furm employment grew by more than 16 million net new
iobs, 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 labor force.

Working parents in America should not have © worry about being unable to feed, house, clothe, or
access medical care for their children. Yot 5.3 million children under the age of 13 were poor in
1996 cven though thew familtes included an adult who was s the labor force for more than half the
year. Over 10,5 million children lacked health insuranee coverage. This paper lays out an agenda
o move these fannbies out of poverty through work and through strengthening the onitical suppornts
to werk, an agenda that builds on the considerable progress this Adminsstration has already made
in supporting working families and preventing parenis from having to choose, in the President’s
words, “between the job they need and the child they love.” The agenda proposed is 8 broad one,
not located in any single Federal Departrment or state ageney, because there is no single magic bulia
that will ensure that low-income warkers get jobs, keep them, succeed m them, and are able to meet
their families’ basic needs. Rather, it will take the whole Administration working together, joined
by a wide range of public and private partners.

Our basic goal for working families shouid be that every working parent can provide for his or
her children’s basic needs and for the family’s health, This goal means that working parents
should bé able o support their famitics at iheomes above the poverty line. It also means, for
example, that they and their children should have erough to cat, that they should be able to tind and
afford the child care and transportation that they need in order to work, that the care children receive
should promote their healthy development and safety, and that no working family should be forced
onto welfare because of o temporary interruption in work, or becausc camnings are so low or so
unstable that welfare seems the only way to provide for the family.

The Administralion has made important progress toward this goal.  For example, the
Administration’s expansion of the BEITC effectively gave a pay raise to about 18.5 million low-
income working families In 1996, Yet much is left to be done:

The Administration’s successful efforts 1o increase the minimum wage and improve the
EITC hove had 2 major combined cffect on low-mncome families - but familics stll stuggle
lo pay for child care, transportation, hoalth insurance, vent, and ool For example, in 1992,
prior to the new policies of the Clinlon Administration, a single mother with two children
working full-timé at the minimum wage would have camed just $8,840 a year. Afier
subtracting federal taxes nod adding the BITC and food stamps, her pet income would have
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been just $12,596. In 1997, after the Clinton Administration’s changes, the same mother
would be garning $10,712 annually as a result of the mintimum wage increase, and her EITC
payment would more than double, 1o §3,656. Including food stamps, her net after-tax
income would increase to 316,777, (Sce Attachment A}

Yetwhile her funily’s total income is now above poverty, this mother still is at considerable
risk of failing to mect her children’s needs and perhaps Ezav::zg to leave her job if something
goes wrong. For example, oven with the magf:)r increase in child care assistance enacted as
part of the welfure reforms legislation, hor chances of gotting a child care subsidy would be
very uncerlain, depending on the state in which she tves or her place on a waiting list. [ she
couldn’t get help with child care, or had to pay a substantial co-payment, she would be
juggling rent, food, utihities, transportation, and child care costs out of her income just above
the official poverty ling - and probably skimping on food, doctor vistts, or ulility bills in
order 1o pay the rent.

To make 2 difference for these working families who full through the cracks in today’s programs and
supports,.we need o undersiand why these gaps exist,

Far too often, working families do not reccive program benefits or supports that could make a
difference 1o their lives and their children’s lives - and perhaps cven make the difference in their
ability to hold onto a job raiher thun give up and seek welfare or other assistance -- cven though they
are cligible. Sometimes, the benefits are only available at a location (such as the wellare office) or
time that is inconvenient for parcnts who work; sometimes, no one has told them about their
cligibility; sometimes, they are discouraged by long waiting lists; and sometimes, detailed policy
or verification rules create unintended barriers. HHS estimates that more than four million children
are ehgible for Medicaid but not enrolled. The Adminisiration has worked with States to begin to
attack this problem through efforts such as outreach o families cligible for Medicaid and CHIP, the
promotion of ¢hild carg consumer education, and technical assistance to States provided through the
Chiid Care Bureao and the Office of Family Assistance.

Smncilmes critical programs or supporis are targeted in ways that do not reach all the working
families who need them. For instance, the EITC, while a critical source of support for many low-
income working families, does not provide enough support 16 lifl families from poverty if they work
only part-time or face extended periods of unemployment, Large families are also likely 1o remain
poor 1n spite of the EITC, because payments do not ingrease for familics with more than iwo
children, Similarly, unemployment insurance is oficn not available to Jow-wage workers who
experience unemployment afier g period of part-time or seasonal work,

In other cases, critical programs or supports, ke child care and housing assistance, have cligibility
criteria that inclode working families but are underfunded and dow’t reach all eligible families. In
the case of child 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, build on the Administralion’s accomplishments to date, 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 of strategies that fit under five key themes:

Remeving bureancratic barriers to work and maximizing the effectiveness of existing
programs

Building secure, reliable supports for work, such as Food Stamps, child care, health carc,
housing;

Helping families earn a tiving wage, through improevements 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 moproved access to unemployment insurance for low-wage workers and
pessibly through improved availability of parental leave for low-ingome fwnmilies; and

Blecting the particular needs of families who are especially likely to work and still be poor,
such as familics with a disabled member and immigrant families, According to the Urban
Institute, familics with u foreign-borm parent represent 16 percent of all working families, but 25
percent of working families with incomes below 150 percent of the poverty line,
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In 1996, more than one-thisd of the poor, or about 13 million people, were working adults or children
under 13 living with a working adult. [n these families, an adult spest more than half the yearin the
labor force but family income was below the poverly level {(approximately $12,600 for a family of
threed.

"Working poor families live close to the edge of disaster. Even minor problems - iilness, school
vacattons thal leave children without care, a broken-down car -~ too often result 1 job loss and
{inancial ¢risis, Every day, working poor parents may face wrenching questions: Do | 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 1o that day carz center? Do | tell my boss that 1 can’t work evenings, because I'd have to leave
my teenager at home slone? 1] pay the rent fnstead of the elcctric bil, will they tirn off the heat?

Living this close to the ¢dge, low-income working families also suffer consequences that are not
directly reflected in the poverty statistics, such as hunger and housing instability. In 1995, according
to the USDA, 4 million American houscholds, many of whom included an cmployed family
member, experienced moderate or severe hunger. The National Center on Homeless and Poverty
reports that 25 1o 40 percent of the homeless population work. And almost half of working poor
adults lack healih insurance.

Working families may be poor for three major reasons {See Attachment B):



i, Because they earn low wages, which are often closely related to low levels of
education. Peaple who go 1o college, on average, eam more than those who do not. In 1996, the
poverly rate was 16.2 percent for working adulis (n the lubor foree at Ieast half the year) with
less than a high school diploma, 6.3 percent for working adults with just a high school diploma,
3.2 percent for working adulis with an Associate degree, and 1.5 percent Tor those with a four-
year degree.  Uncmployment is also much higher for those' with less education. In recent
decades, wages have fallen for workers with 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 EITC, workers who are employed full-time yearround, even at the
minimum wage, can escape poverty. However, many low-wage jobs arc pavi-time, temporary,
or contingent. In 1996, workers who usually worked part-time were threg timnes as likely to be
poor as workers who usually worked full-time.

3. - Because they have only one wage earner in the houschold. In 1996, the poverty ratc
for families with one member in the labor force was more than seven (imes that of familics with
two or more moembers.

Because families headed by a single mother are often affected by more than one of these factors, they
are disproportionaiely likely 1o be among the working poor. Nearly half of working poor families
woere headed by a woman in 1996, In addition, immigrant families, familics with a disabled member
and those facing other barriers to work are particularly likcly 10 be poor,

A final reason why families who work at Tow wages and iernitient hours may have great difficuity
mecting their children’s basic needs is the high cost of work. One recent study found that formal
child care for a single child would take 38% of the income of a parent emploved full-time at the
minimum wage. Transporiation is also a major expense. A 1992 study found that average
transportation costs for low-income working mothers ranged from 3100 to $200 a mouth, 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.

MWhat the Adminisization Has Already Accomplished

The Adminisiration has taken imporlant steps to help working families -- through increases in the
mininngn wage, expansions in the Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC) and in child care funding, and
the drawatic expansion in children’s health msurance coverage through the Children’s Health
insurance Program {CHIP). These steps have had s important impact on at least some of these key
goals {See Attachment Ck
The 1996 and 1997 minimuem wage increases raised the wages of workers in 1.4 million poor
farnities and 649,000 near-poor families.
The EITC, which provides targeted tax relief to low-income working individuals and families,
was greatly expanded during the Clintons Admimsiration. In 1993, the BITC just offscl the
negative impact of federal income and payroll taxes on poverty: by 1996, it offsct the impact of
taxes for 1.2 million children and lifted an additional 1.2 million children out of poveriy.
}
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Congress has enacted several Clinton Adminisiration proposals to miake college more affordabic
to low-income and middle-class students. The new "HOPE Scholarship” tax eredit provides up
to a $1,500 wax credit for students tn the first two years of college or vocational school. The
Lifetime Learning tax credit is largeted to adults who want fo go back to school, change careers,
or upgrade their skills, and to students in the later years of college and graduate education. The
maximum Pell Grant was also just increased to 34,500, a 30 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 o the children of working poor families,
Forty-five plans have been approved; these plans cstimate that they will 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 welfure reform legislation
have enabled hundreds of thousands of families to receive affordable child care while they work,
Child support collections have increased by 08 percent since 1992 to a record §13.4 bitlion in
1997, Patermity cstablishments arc also at record levels.

The new housing law will create 50,000 new Section 8 housing vouchers this year for famitics
moving rom welfare to work, and will make an additional 40,000 vouchers avatlable by
ehiminating 2 mandatory threc-month waiting peried to reissue vouchers. The law will also allow
communities to reward work and fight concentrations of extreme poverty by allowing moderate-
income working familics to live in public housing where the poorest residonis on welfare are
now concentrated, while rescrving most Section 8 vouchers for the needicst families.

The Family and Medical Leave Act has enubled millions of workers {o take unpaid keave {0 care
for a young child or other farmly member, without risking their jobs.

The Clintan Administration, through welfare reform legislation and carlier walvers, hus
supported changes that aliow families who work 2t a low wage and recerve welfare to keep more
of the mongy they earn,

The Access to Jobs program represenis an imvestment in transportation for families leaving
welfare 10 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
resources from all three agencies to improve transportation availability and affordability for low-
income warkers,

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

While the increase in the minimum wage hus been enormously important to families, it has not
vet retumnacd o its 1979 value when adjusted for inflation. The real value of the minimum wage
{in 1997 dollars) foll fram $6.29 in 1979 to about $4.30 in 1989 before beiny increased to $5.15
in 1997.

Whilé CHIP should have a very important impact on the proportion of children who lack health
msuranee, there continue 10 be reasons for concern about working poor famalics. Almost hall
of working poor adults lack health insurance, and even where children and adults are guaranteed
coverage {for example, through transitional Medicaid provisions), some fannlies may be lost in
the systen. [n 1993, just 38 percent of children under age 11 who wore eligible for Medicaid but
did not receive cash assistance were enrolled in the Medicald program, More recent evidence
poinis to & much higher incidence of familics who are cligible for but not receiving Medicaid,
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The continuation of heulth msurance is an especially critical concern for families with disabled
members, because they vistt the doctor and are hospitalized more often than the non-disabled
pepulation; as noted above, these favulies are alse cspecially likely to be found among the
working poor. {S¢e Atlachment 1.

Even.with the additional child care resources (n the wellare reform legislation, only about 1 in
10 children eligible under the Federal law are now receiving child care subsidics. Because of
resource limitations, some states sct eligibility far below what is allowed in the law: in as maoy
as 37 states, a family of 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 all the families that meet their ehigibility
requiremenis, Availability of infant care and care during non-standard hours also remains a
serious problem. For these reasons, the President has proposed a historic Child Care Inkttative
to ensure quality, alfordable child care for working families.

What YWe Propose

To build on this record of promuise tnd ensurc that families who work are able ta meel their
children’s basic neads, we must put together a range of stralegies, becausc there is 1o one solution
that will help every family make a secure living from work. Instead, we noed to look at cveryihing
we do that touches working familics to make sure that we are supporting rather than discouraging
work. Departments throughout the government have numercus opportunities 1o make a difference
in the lives of low-income working familics by maximizimg the effectivencss of their existing
programs and finding new ways of serving working families.

Based on the evidence about why working families are poor and what sirategics show the most
promise of supporting families effectively, we propese that the Administration should commitio five
steps that together will make surc that parcats who work can meet their cluldren’s bosic neads:

L. Remove Bureaucratic Barriers to Work and Maximize the Effectiveness of ﬁxisting
Pregrams

Low-income working parents face an incredible challenge to hold down a job, raise their
children, and manage relations with multiple bureaucracies o obtain all the supporis that the
family necds, Famidies” altempts (o support themselves through work should not be hampered by
burgaucratic processes nor through the unintended consequences of well-meaning policics, We
must mount & major campaign to ensure that families gain access o these supports by using
Federal leadorship not only (o streamline national rules, but to change service delivery at the
State and local levels.

Examine programs for low-income familics throughout the government 1o find ways to
change program hours and operations, strengthen outreach efforts, eliminate barriers of
faugnage and coltire, and modify eligibility rides to make them fit the needs af warking
Samsities.

HHS and other Depariments can take on critical Icadership in finding and climinating barriers fo
work scattered throughout govermment programs serving low-income people. Efforts o root out
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bureaucratic barriers have proved fruitful recently. The Federal and state governments 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 limilcd 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 EITC simply by filling out their tax rctum.

More powerful examples are included in proposals that the Food and Nutrition Service is
considering for the FY 2000 budget. Some 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 houscholds’ 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
adjusiment of service hours to accommodate job schedules.

Actively engage state leadership in outreach to working families through incentives, targets,
mandates, and technical assistance.
'

Policymakers and administrators at the state and local level arc necessary allies in ensuring that
programs meet the needs of working familics through the flexibility that is provided o them in
Federal law.. Many state and local officials are already implementing these strategies. For
imstance, in the transportation ficld, some states and communities have removed cligibility
restrictions to allow narrowly targeted transportation systems (e.g., for senior cttizens and people
with disabilitics} 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 creatc 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 houscholds with earnings who were eligible for food stamps
actually received them in August of 1995, Some of these individuals may not realize that they
arc eligible for bencfits, while others may not be connected to the right sysiems to 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 mect
the needs of working families.

Encourage states to provide earningy disregards or other supplements to working families
receiving TANF assistance.

Almost all states have increased carnings disregards in TANF compared to AFDC, which means
that working familics who are in low-wage jobs can get a dircct monthly supplement to camings
through their welfare check. However, because of time limits, this risks having the effect of
using up :]1 family’s eligibility. Illinois has dealt with this problem by paying individuals who
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wark more than & minimun threshold in 2 month with state dollars so that they don’t accumulate

thai month toward the time limiit. We could encourage stules 1o consider using MOE dollars to ’?

enhance carmings without triggerning the TANF rules. A more systematic approach would be to

propose legislation that would alfow a family (o receive assistunce funded by TANF withomt ’(!-M

triggering the federal 60-month time limit if they were only recciving work supports or if they | LG,

were receiving limited assistance to supplement a payehack. L4 ‘*"‘{ s
. Hask pesgit

2. Build Secu re, Reliable Supports for Work MY W&‘:\s

%

Parents who work in low-wage jobs witly uncertain hours need to be able (0 count on reliable and Q’W éw
affordable supports in order to keep their jobs and meet {amily needs. Child care, health

insurance, food assistance, housing and transportation all have important potential to help L‘S-? Toe
fumilics. Regular, reliable child support paymienis arc also key for low-income families.

Ensure that Food Stamps and other feod programs provide sufficient support for chitdren and M“ "‘i”"i
adults in low-income working families. 2‘)

Food stamips provide a eritical support for low-tncome working families. For a family with two
children and one adult working af the minimum wage, fooed stamps would provide about onc
third of family income {considerably more than the EfTCY if the parent worked 20 hours 2 week.
Food stamps would provide just under one [ifih of family income {slightly less than the EITC) if
the parent,worked 40 hours a week.

The Departiment of Agriculture is exploring ways to strengthen the supports that foed stamps and
other Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) programs offer to working families. For example, the
Department of Agriculture is considering review of the Thrifty Food Plan {the basis of food
stanp benefits) to understand if it appmprzdteiv refleets the reduced food preparation time that
working housaholds have available.

The Department of Agriculture is also looking to its Child Nuirilion programs to suppent

warking families. The pending reauthorization bills for the Child Nutrition programs proposcto bk
expand eligibiiity for subsidized after-school snacks for children up to age 18 and to do Hleas,
demonstrations to expand cligibility for school breakfasts, which not only subsidize the cost of g ?
the family’s foed, but also assurg working parents that children are receiving a nutritious

break{ust before school.

Continue to improve the availability of health insurance through Medicaid/ CHIP.

Much of the work that nceds 1o be done here is about culreach and removal of bureaucratic
harriers such as burdensome processes and excessive cligihility documentation.

i
In addition, for low-income working parents, we should coasider sirategies which modestly
expand Medicaid cligibility, such as simplification of transitional benefits for persons moviag
from welfare to work, or extension of Medicaid 1o all adulis receiving benefits under TANF.
Many of these would require fegislation or Medicaid spending tucreases.



Pass the President’s Child Care Initiative,

Because child care is so eritical to the ahility of parents 1o work and the ability of children o
develop and learn, and because the cost and availability of child care are central to the ability of
low-income working parents to suceeed at work, it is essenital to pass the Prestdent’s Child Care
Initiative. This miliative focuses on both guality and affordability; in panticular, it closes a
critical gap by expanding child care subsidies to reach low-income working famibes who are
currently not being reached but who eam too little to take advantage of the Child and Dependent
Care Tax Credit,

Encourage workplaces to provide emplavee and family assistance programs to assist lovw-seage
earners in meeting personal and family demands, fncluding suhsiance abuse carly
frtervention and treqtment.

£

We cuit work to promoie the use of emplovee and family assistance programs (EFAP) and

ensure that their design and operation include special assistance to those entering the workplace
from welfare, These EFAPs, working jointly with human resources departments and health care
plans, should provide prevention, carly intervention and treatment for substance abuse and
mential health problems, parenting programs for emplovees and assistance for emplovees in
finding appropriate child and clder care. In addition, we can perform outreach to small
businesses to help them identify and access sourees of support {or their employees, since they are
urtlikely to have the internal capacity of large corporations with human resource depariments and
EFAPs,

Ensure that the subsidized housing system is desigued o help familics cannect to employment
and cmployaient support services.

Housing assistance has an important role (o play m helping families obtain and maintain
employment and affects familics” ability to work in multiple ways. The recently passed housing
bl is un important step in increasing the avatlability of affordable housing. The Department of
Housing and Urban Development could explore their legisiation and regulations to avoid and
climaate siiuations in which a family’s camed meome gains are subsumed by a reduction i
their housing subsidy. Early discussions between HHS and HUD indicate that there is great
potential in collaborations that help convene local housing, welfare, and job development
agencies, which separately serve the same families, to begin a dialogue about how they can work
together to support working families. Other colluborative projects might include exploring ways
to promote affordable housing options closer to available jobs, to explore transporiation solutions
to conneet public housing to high-density employment areas, 1o examine how the system serves
immigrant families which are, on average, larger families, and to promote the location of
supportive scrvices {e.g. child care) in and around subsidized housing,

Revamp the transpartation system to fit new commuting patterns and better serve lgw-income
workers,

The next step beyond the Access to Jobs program is to focus at the federal, state, and local levals
on using the entire transportation sysiem te meel the needs of low-income workers, There may
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be some interest in additional budget investments in order to leverage changes in the existing
transporiation infrastructure.

Continue to streagthen Child Support Enforcement, with a focus on working families.

Regular, reliable, sufficient child support payments are a critical support for low-income working
families with singie parents, because they make it possibie to count on a stream of income fo
supplement earnings and pay the bills even with uncertain work hours. In addition, of course,
children deserve and have a right 1o the financial and emotional support of both parenis. Under
the Clinton Administration’s leadership, child support collections and paternity establishment
rates have reached record levels. The Administration and Congress worked together to pass 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. It is also important to learn from and expand upon the HHS
demonsirations that promote employment and parental involvement opportunities {or low-
ingome non-custodial parents,

3. Help Families Earn a Living Wage

Preserve the value of the minimum wage.

We should increase the minimum wage 1o improve the earnings both of parents at the very botiont
of the labor market and those who arc in jobs just above those entry levels, whose wages often rise
wills the nuinimuem wage as employers seck to preserve u spread in the wages of their more skilled
or expenienced workers, We also need to continue increasing the minimum wage over time, In onder
to keep up with the rising costs temposed by inflation.

Expanid the EFTC, support state EXTC's, oF identify other opportusnities to suppori fumily inceme
througls the tax system.

The Administration could consider the possibibily of further expansion of the BITC at the Federdl
level, but it is also critical to avoid any sk to the progress already made. Another possibility isto
seek opportunitics for encouraging more states o provide additional support through state BITCs.
Nine states currently provide a supplement modeled on the Federal EITC (five refundable, four non-
refundable).

Stimuiate job creation in areas that stll suffer from fiigh unemployment,

While nationwide unemployment is at historically low levels, many pockets of high ubemployment
remain, particularly in remote rural arcas and in inner citigs. In these arcas, job creation strategics
may be appropriate, especially when aimed at populations who are particularly disadvantaged m the
labor market, such as voung workers, immigrant workers, workers without high school diplomas,
or women who are returning to the workforce after years on welfare, The $3 billion Weifare 1o
Work grants program, proposed and championcd by the Adminisiration, is an important step at
delivering exura assistance toward areas with many challgnges in moving people into jobs.

H
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Experience suggests thal community-based projects are more Likely fo be tailored to local needs and

to respond to local labor markel conditions than Targe national programs. We should continue (o
uiilize a network of community-based organizations, specifically community development
corporations, that create public-private ventures to stimulate employment at the local level.
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities provide 2 powerful gxample of leveraging
resources for job creation and a vehicle for testing models tailored to Jocal needs.

There are severa! local programs thal may provide appropriste models for local job creation
strategics. The New Hope project in Milwankee, Wisconsin, places individuals in patd community
service jobs with non-profit agencies for up to six months, if they are unable to find full-time work
in an eight-weck job search. YowthBuild gives disadvantaged teenagers and young adulis an
opportunity to do meaningful work in their communities while continuing to develop academic and
leadership skills. Participanis spend half their time learming basic construction skills while buildiog
and renovating affordable housing, and half of the time v YouthButld alternative schools. The

. AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide demonstrations, operated in seven states in the 1980°s,
provided AFDC recipionts with four o cight weeks of formal training in homemaker and home
health aide services, {ollowed by up to 4 year of full-lime, subsidized employment,

Make college more accessible for low~-income famifics

Nearly half of low-income students are unqualified or marginally qualified for college when they
graduate high school, Meoreover, among those low-incomic high school graduates who were qualified
tor college, less than 80 percent had altended any posi-sccondary ingtilution within fwo yoars «
compared to almost 90 percent of qualificd middle-income graduates and maore than 95 percont of
qualified high-income graduates. Implementation of the new GEAR UP program represents an
essential first step by ensuring that students receive {inancial aid information, rigorous courses,
tutoring, mentoring, and scholarships for coliege through competitive grants (o states and local
partnerships of colleges and middle schools in high-poverty arcas. I addition, we can 1ake steps
to 1ake inlo account the needs of dependent children in determining financial aid eligibility. For
instance, we can increase the Pell Grants’ dependent care atlowance.

Enhance skills aud support career development among fow-income workers.

Low wages that don’t rise even afier a period of time In the labor force are a big rcason that familics
are trapped in poverty. Lack of education and job skills are the primary reasons for persistently low
wages., Our success in this aren will be mereasingly depend on our ability (o reach workers whose
first Janguage is not English. By 2000, 22 percent of workers entering the labor force will be
workers whese primuary language s not English,

Among the ways to combat this problem is to work with colleges to make continuing education more
accessible to working adulis, particularly low-income aduits and those who have previously failed
in school settings. Adulis without high school degrees and those wha are unemployed or not in the
labor force are actually less likely to pariicipate in adult education than those who have morc
education and those who are employed. In addition, more necds 10 be done to ensure that students
whe combine school and work complete their studics. Of part-lime studenis enrolled in posi-

-
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secondary cducation inn 1989-90, just 25 percent had camed a degree or were still enrolled four years
later, compared to 73 percent of students who attended schoot fuli-time at least part of the vear.

States and communities across the country are experimenting with a wide variety of strategies and
partnerships to cnhance the learning and skill development of entry-level workers and to help them
use those skills in a next job, While nuany of these efforts are still in the preliminary stages, some
general principles can be drawn from them: in a strong economy, low-wige eamers should seize the
opporiunity 1o look for a job with advancement potential, Education and training must be work-
focused, and linked to cmployers” needs with cooperation between employers and training providers,
Training must be accessible for all workers, including those with Jearniing disabilities or limited
English proficiency.

We should consider g variety of investmonts in these areas, and we cxpect that both the Department
of Labor and the Department of Education are interested i making investments. In addition to
supporting programs directly, i i important to use incentive sirotegies -- such as the High
Performance Bonus and Welfare-to-Work grants performance bonus - and 1o invesl in technieal
assistance and evaluation, in order to stimulate, identily, and disseminate new approaches that are
successtul, )

4. Help Families Weather Temporary Breaks in Employment

Imprave access to Unemployment Insurance (Ul for low-income warking families.

Right now, low-income workers who lose jobs through no fault of thetr own have less chance than
middle income workers to get unemployment insurance to help them through periods of
unemployment. We need to change that if we are to help working parenis count on work, meet their
children’s needs, and avoid having to rcly on welfare in a time of temporary job loss.

Under current rules, most fow-wage workers who become unemployed will not qualify for Ul
benefits. Low wage carners often work scasonal or pari-time jobs and most will not accumulate
enough earnings 0 meet ¢ligibility criteria, [n addition, workers who leave their jobs for family
responsibilities or who are available only for part-time work will not qualify in many states. This
affects low-wage mothers in particular. Recent estimates indicate that among women who leave
wellure to work, only about 10 percent would qualify for Ul if they became unemployed. The
proportion of unemployed workers receiving Ul benefits is low among the general population as
well, falling from about one-half in 1970 to about one-third in 1996. A significant reason for this
decling is state cligihility restrictions, with over three-quarters of states adopting tighter cligibility
criteria singe 1981,

There are at least two possible sirategics that could make more low wage workers qualify for UL
We could expand Ul by making changes at the Federal level, or we could encourage siate
mvesiments to expand Ul eligibility, either through the regular Ul 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 cxample, one proposal would change the

12



calculation of prior earnings in determining whether a worker is gualified, counting the most recent
guarter of earnings whereas currently the 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.

Improve the availabitity of parental leave for low-income working famifies.

To help low-income working purents keep the stability of their work lives through the birth and
infancy of a child, we could build on the important step that the Administration took by enacting the
Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA), Unforunately, for low-income parents, there are two
apartant 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 becausce they work for a small ensployer, or because
they did not work cnough hours 1 order to gualify. In addition, unpaid leave may not be a real
option for these familics, forcing parents cither to choose work over the needs of an infant ar to
suffer o sharp decrease in family income. In a recent survey on leave usage, 3.4 percent of workers
reported necding FMLA leave in the previous eighteen months, but not taking it. The most comnion
reason {63.9 pereent) for not taking feave was that they couldn’t afford i1, .

To address these problems, we could consider expansion of unpaid icave or the introduction of paid
leave strategies for cither the Federal or the state level. We know that @ least two states have chosen
to use Federal or state child cure money 1o support low-income familics al home with childeen, and
we could explore whether others re interested in experimenting with approaches (o paid leave for
low-income familics. A fow states have also raised the possibility of using the Ul system to provide
paid parental teave,

8. Meet the needs of familics with particular barriers {o work, such as Tamilies with a disabled
member or immigrant families.

There is an important overlap between the immigrant and disability agendas on which HHS has been
providing such lcadersiup and the working families agenda, because these are families who are
espeelally fikely to work and still be poor. Families may need supports that address their particular
needs - such as a job coach so a disabled adult can succeed on the job or English classes at night for
a working parent. They also need full access to the basic supports described cartier: for example,
child care to meet the needs of children with disabilities and skill development opporiuntiies need
{o be acceasibie to parcats with limited English.

In familics with a child or children with a disabilily, there are enormous needs related to child care,
personal care assistance, and health care and other home care needs that must be addressed 16 enable
the pareni{s} to continueg, or begin, employment. For adults who have a disability, whether mental
itlness, meital retardation/deveiopmental disability, or o physical disability, therc may be a need for
additional assistance 1o allow the family to remain together and promote the {fullest independence
of all the family members in the most integrated selting possible.  Support for workers with
disabilitics is aiso an important part of the welfare-to-work agenda, as survey dats indicate that as
many as 40 pereent of welfere recipients have a disability of some type.
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Ensure that immigrant working families have access to the English and citizenship instruction
and that legal, language, and cultural barriers do not keep them from receiving the work supports
and training that they need to succeed at work,

The President has welcomed all immigrant families, with a charge to “honor laws, embrace eur

culture, learn our language, know our history, and when the time comes, [to] become citizens.”

Working poor unmigrant families will face a tougher challenge in fulfilling the President’s charge

due to the demands of simply Reeding and housing their children. In order to end poverty among

immigrant working families and speed their process in becoming Americans, there are a number of
specific strategies {o implement. First, warking immigrant parents must have access to English-
classes and employers should be encouraged to offer worksite English classes before, during, or after

work. Second, we should ensure that bamiers of language and culture do not preclude working

mmigrants from getting the training that they need 1o succeed al work and move up career ladders.

Familics should also have access 1o hilingual and bicultural child care for their children while parents

are working. Thind, we should partner with employers 1o cosare that working familics: have

assistance in preparing for citizenship,

Finally, we should consider whether there arg further next steps i increasing access of working
immigrant families o Medicaid, CHIP, TANF and Food Stamps, regardless of when they entered
the U.S.. For instance, the Health Care Finanoe Administration {HCFA) i3 developing specilic
outreach strategies for Latino/Hispanic groups across the country. These safety net programs can
assist immigrant working families in reaching and sustaining cconomic self-sufficiency.

Ensure that hoth public and private health coverage systems are designed to meet the noeds of
waorkers with disabitities.

The Administration has been active in developing options for states to offer for peopie with
disabilities opportunities o retain access to their health coverage when they go or return to work.
Last year's Balanced Budget Act contained a new option for states to continue Medicaid coverage
for SSl-eligible individuals with incomics up to 250 percent of poverty. Currently, HHS is
considering proposing legislation that would extend and improve on this recently adopted option,
extersling Medicaid to disabled people with higher incomes and assets and also permutting certain
disabled Medicare beneficiaries to remain permanently on the program even if they retum o work,

The Health Cars Finanging Adminisication is responsible for adninistering the Mental Health Panity
Act of 19906, which is designed to make sure that private sector heaith coverage dees net have
different, lower limits for mental health services compared to general medical/surgical services, The
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) is currently involved in
gathering information through various studies on the costs and benefits of parity, which will help
employers and consuniers make informed decisions about purchasing health plans where miental
health benefits are included.  In plans where mental health benefits do not have parity with
medical/surgical benefits, this information could be used 1o improve mental health benefit coverage,
which is crucial (o helping people who struggle with mental disorders to stay employed,



Integrate employment and supportive services for werkers with disabilities into @ one-stop system.

HHS s participating i an inter-agency effort 1o eliminate barriers and support employment for
people with disabilities, This effort, led by the Depuniment of Labor, is developing a program of
competitive grants (o states entitled the BRIDGE (Building Resources for Individuals with
Disabilities to Gain Employiment) program. The BRIDGE program will emphasize a single point-of-
entry or “one-stop” service for adults with disabilities seeking to find and keep a job. Each adull
with a disabilily should be able to learn about, receive advice about, and gain sccess to all of the
services needed fo sucesed in competitive omployment with the least effort possible, preferably with
a single call or office vigit, Each of the services should be sufficiently integrated with all of the other
services so that they accomplish the goal of supporting long-tems employment. The BRIDGE
program excmplifies new workforce system infrastructure appreaches at the stale and local Jevel that
promote universal access through One-Stop Centers, integrated service delivery, enhanced custoner
information, and chaice 10 improve employment potential and opportunity. .

Attached arc additional charts and examples.
:



Atachmant A-1

DISPOSABLE INCOME FOR A SINGLE MOTHERIAND TWO CHILDREN
- By Hours Worked each Week

-
{in currant dollare)

1992 Prior to Clinton Administration Policies

20 houre 40 houre 40 hours

at $4.25 at $4.28 at $5.10

Annual Earnings . $4,420 $8,840 $10,608
FIICA . -338 -B76 -812
EITC 813 1,384 1,384
Food Stamps 3,504 .3,048 2,724
Net Incomae $8,399 $12,596 $13,904

1987 After Clinton Administration Policiss

, 20 houre 40 hours 40 houre
. at 35.18 at $8.18 at $8.18
Eamings $5,356 $10,712 $12,854
FICA : -410 -819 -983
EITC 2,142 3,658 3,461
Food Stamps 3,780 3,228 2,644
_Net Income ' $10,869 -$18,777  s18,178

Change (Clinton - Pre-Clinton)

Earnings $936 $1,872 $2,248

FICA 72 143 172

Emc 1,329 “22m2 - 2,077

Food Stamps - 278 . 180 120
Chango in Net Income i

in current doilars ‘ $2,460 $4.181 $4,272

in constant 1997 doltars $1,260 ' $2,367 _ $2,270

This analysis reflects the following:
! @® The minimum wage increased to 33,15 from $4.23 ($4.08 in 1997 dollars).
@ The maximum EITC subsidy increased from 18.4% of the first $7,520 to 40% of the first $8,140.

@ Chid Caure sxpenses are aasumaed to be 30% of samings.
@ Food Stamp benefit calcuiations assume an axcess sheiter cost deduction af 100% of the allowable maximum,




-

Attachment A-2

DISPOSABLE INCOME FOR A SINGLE MOTHER AND TWO CHILDREN
! Living In & Moderate Banofit State - By Hours Worked sach Weok

L3
fin current dofere}

1992 Prior tp Clinton Adminisiration Policlies & Welfare Reform

20 hewyry 0 hours 43 hours

#3428 AT E625 £t $5.10

Annuel Earnings $4 420 48,840 £10.6808

. FEC:‘A \ 338 576 . 812
€iTC Hi3 1,384 1,384 ¢

Cash Aasistance 2,592 0] Q

Food Stamps ’ ‘ 4,060 . 3,048 2.724

"Net income §10.547 £12,508 $13,804

. 1997 After Clintan Adminiatration Policies & Walfare Reform Were Enactod

H

i 2 hours 43 Fowire A0 noure
a1 3848 2 15,18 e85

Bamings $5,358 $10,712 $12888
FICA . 414 -859 L83
EiITC 2,142 3,658 J.488
Cnt} Assistance 3445 1,836 1088
Food Stamps 3,158 ' 26768 " 2484
h’lut incoms 213,668 $16,08% $18.004

Change (Clinton - Pre-Clinton)

Eamings ‘ $8 $1.872 $2.246

F!Gﬁ; 72 143 172

BITC : 1329 2278 20T

Crats Asxistancs : 852 1,838 11488

Pood Stamps 98 372 #4G
Lhangs In Net iInoome

i currant dailsrs 13,141 $5.468 . 38,100

_ in constant 1087 dollars $1.623 $3,651 $2.068

This anaiysis reflscts the foliowing:
@ The minimurm wags inersassd 10 85,13 from $4.25 (34.80 in 1997 dotians),
§ The maximum EITC subsidy incressed from 18.4% of the et $7.520 to 40% of the tirkt 38,140,

@ Child Care sxparsen Are et o be Z0% of sarrings.
® Food Stamp Senefit caiculations assumas an axsess shefier cost deduction of 100% of the aliswabils maximum,




Attachment B
Causes of Poverty among Working Families

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

. Low wages: The working poor are concentrated in cerain low-wage jobs. In 1996,
i nearly three-fourths of the working poor were emploved in one of the following three
. cccupational groups: service; technical, sales, and administrative support; and operators,
| fabricators and laborers. Low wages are often closely related to low levels of education.
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 be poor than
workers who had graduated college.

J Unemployment and part-time work: With the help of the EITC, workers who are

temnployed full-time year-round, even at the minimum wage, can escape poverty.
However, many low-wage jobs are part-time, temporary, or contingent. In 1996, workers
ywho usually worked part-time were three times as likely to be poor as workers who
usually worked full-time (12.4 percent versus 4.1 pereent), and those who worked part-
time because they could not find full-time employment were cven more likely to be poor
(24.9 percent). Many poor workers who usually worked full-time experienced
unemployment (28.4 percent) or involuniary part-time work (15,8 percent) at some poimt
during the vear. In addition, a recent report based on monthly data suggests that a
significant number of non-poor families (based an annual income} may be poor for one
or more months due to fluctuations in income.

* Family structure: Families with only one wage-carner are much more likely 1o be poor
than families with two or more working members. In 1996, the poverty rate for families
with one member in the labor force was more than seven thnes that of families with two
or more members in the labor force (14.8 versus 1.9 percent). Also, because the poverty

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

Because families headed by a single mother are often affecied by more than one of these factors,
they nre disproportionately likely to be among the working poor. Nearly half of working poor
families were headed by 2 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: 4 Proflie of the Working Poor, 1996, December 1997



Attachment C
Impact of Transfers and Taxes on Poverty

The cofficial poverty rate caleulations include cash benefits, such as AFDC/TANF and Social
Security, but do not include near-cash benefits, such 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
recalculating the poverty rate, 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 1995,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 mere
than 35 percent.

i
The fraction of individuals in poor families lifted from poverty bas grown consistently since
1983, Most of this growth has come from increases in the Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC)
- Before 1993,.the net impact of federal taxes was to take money away from poor families,
primarily through Social Security payroil waxes. (The EITC is only available to fanulies and
individuals with earned income.)

Unemployment Insurance has a relatively small impact on the poverty rate because most poor
workers do not have encugh carnings or consistent Iabor market participation to qualify for Ul
benefits,

Anti-Poverty Effectiveness of Casgh and Near-Uash Transfers
for AH Persons in Families with Related Children Under {8, 1993

Percent of Otherwise Poor Persons
; Removed from Poverty Due to:
Social Insurance {other than Social Security) 3.5
Social Security 0.1
Means-Tested Cash Benefits 6.6
Food and Housing Benefits 12.5
;  EITC and Federal Payroil and Income Taxes . 6.6
" Total 352

Source: DHHS, Indicators of Weifare Dependence, Octaber 1997



Attachment D
, Healéth Care Coverage of Poor and Near-Poor Adults and Children

Health care coverage is 2 fundamental aspect of well-being. Individuals without health 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 of the population, did not have any health insurance
coverage, an ingrease of 1.7 million from 1996 in spite of the robust economy. Among poor.
people, 11.2 million (31.6 percent) were not covered. Almost half of working poor adults lack
health insurance. Because many low-wage jobs do not provide health inswrance, working poor
and near-poor adults are actually less likely to have health insurance coverage than their non-
working counterparts, who are more likely to be covered by Medicaid,

Percent Lacking Health Insurance Coverage

Total Poor
Total i6.1 316
Adults who werked during year 18.1 47.6
Working-age adults who did not work 26.2 38.5
Children 15.0 23.8

Source: 11,8, Census Bureau, March supplement to the 1998 Current Population Survey (data from catendar year
1997)

By law, families leaving the TANF rolls maintain their eligibility for Medicaid for up to one
vear. Nonetheless, there is evidence, from a 1997 GAQ study of three states and from several
states’ own studies of welfare "leavers”, that among families whose welfare benefits are
terminated 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 ¢specially critical concern for individuals with
disabilities, as they visit the doctor and are hospitalized more often than the non-disabled
population, and have higher average medical expenses. One study showed that annual per capital
healih care spending for adulis with moderaie disabilities was six times, and for adults with
szgmf’ icant disabilities was twelve times, that for non-disabled working age adulis,
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| Karen Tramontano 05/05/99 |
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Record Type:  Record l
To: zBruce N. Reed/OPD/EQP . ~7
cc: l ’ , D IT 4
Subjsct: 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 Tramontanc/WHO/EOP on 05/05/89 01:58 PM

IR
e ﬁf Sylvia M. Mathews
Y 05/06/99 01:32:08 PM

!

Record Type: Record
I

To: Il(aren Tramontanc/WHGC/EOP

cec:
Subject: Paid Parental Leave

FY1.
We will continue to work the issue with the DPC, but thought an early heads up on some of the
difficutlie:.s might be helpful.

Forwarded by Sylvia M. Mathews/OMB/EOP on 05/05/99 01:31 PM

gl

-
" i . Barbara Chow
(U T 06104799 07:24:50 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Jacoh J. Lew/OMB/EOP@EQP, Sylvia M. Mathews/OMB/EOP@ECP
cc: Robert L. Nabors/OMB/EQOP@EQP, Victoria A. Wachino/QMB/ECP@EQP, Debra J.
Bond/OMB/ECP@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.

|

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 Ul 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 the concerns of the Ul program and explore alternatives.

i
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 six weeks. Eligibility was based on income and time in the workforce. This
initiative would have used the Ul system to deliver the leave payments, but would not have
used Ul funds to pay 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
affordability as the main reason. By offering paid leave, the Administration could try to
address this problem.

State UI Proposals and DOL Concerns

Four states have introduced legislation that would allow use of Ul 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 Ul
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 still be available for work when they are recalled. The other idea is to simply "deem”
that the new parent has met the "availability est.”

The Ul staff at DOL are insistent that the States use the Ul system (o pay benefits only o
workers who lose a job through no fault of their own, andd continue t© be unemployed because
no other work is available. However, Federal law does not contain any explicit requirement
that Ul:claimants be available for work, and DOL has relied for many years on the legislative
hiszoryiaf the Ul program to enforce its avatlability interpretation,

The major concern of DOL is that a change in the Deparument’s long-standing position on
availability -- because it is not in Federal law -~ would create a "slippery slope™ for other
aspects of the Ul program,  States also might decude 1o even pay benefits to other people not
available for work because of vacations, sick leave, sabbaticals, or retirement. Another
problem ares is means festing. DOL has long interpreted Ul ag a non-means tested program,
that it is insurance against wage loss whea involuntarily unemployed. The FMLA policy
discussed in 1997 and 1998 would have limited the benefit to those with incomes below a
certain amount -- as initiafly discussed the linsit was 350,000 then it was $36,000. I,
however, features that are not explicitly in Federal law are left wholly to State discretion,
DOL fears that some States may means-test Ul to reduce iis costs.

DOL also points out that changing its interpretations does not assure that States will 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. Others may arise.

> ;4 Separate State Tax to Fund Parental Leave. DOL has no objections to using the Ul
system to make parental leave payments ~ the obiection is to using Ul trust funds, DOL has
informed the States that they can create a separate State 1ax 1o fund parental leave {that will not
be part of the Ul trust fund) and that they can even reduce their State Ul taxes to make this
new program revenue-neutrsl for emplovers. Several States have already established separate
taxes fo;r training or for employment security administration.

H
» Use of Srae Temporary Disabiliry System. Only six States have such a system now.
Last year California introduced a bill that would use its temporary disability system for family
and medical leave purposes.

> Conduct a Limired Pilpr. This approach would keep the issue under Federal control
and would provide information on such critical cost issues as take-up rates.  Decisions would
need to be mude on how (0 encourage State participation and whether this pilot would use
discretionary funds or permit use of mandatory Ul trust funds.

’ Tax Credits, The Administration could revisit creating a new tax credit for this
DUFPOSE.
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Families Agenda for the Fiscal Year 2000 Budget

Over the last 30 vears, there have been increasing pressures on the fampily --more dual-eamer
couples, families working fonger hours, all creating a squeexe 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 s-at its worst, it places more children at risk. As part of the fiscal year 2000 budget, the
Clinton Administration ¢an put forward an agenda that puts families first by helping parents as
they cope with this most important of all duties --raising their children.

Expansion of the Child Care and Development Block Grant. We propose to expand the
Child Care 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 o operate
direct child care subsidy programs, as well as to improve the quality and availability of care.
Currently, over one million children are served by the program, leaving roughly nine million
children who are eligible but unserved. Cost: $7.5 billion over five years,

Expan;sion of the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit. The Child and Dependent Care Tax
Credlit provides tax relief for families who pay for the care of a child under 13 or a disabled
dependent or spouse in order 1o work., The credit is equal 10 a percentage of the taxpayer's
ermployment-related expenditures for child or dependent care, with the amount of the eredit
depending on the taxpayer’s income, As in the FY 1999 Budget, we propose increasing the
eredit for families earning under $60,000, providing an additional average tax cut of $338 for
these families and eliminating income tax liability for almost all families with incomes below
200% of poverty {$335,000 for a family of four) who take the maximum allowable child care
expenses under the law, Cost: 5,1 billion ever five ycars to expand the credit for three
million working families.

New Parent Paid Leave Plan, Many workers who have access o unpaid (whether through the
FMLA'or employer-provided leave) are unable 1o take it because they simply cannot afford o do
50. To address this problem, the President could propose a New Parent Paid Leave Plan to
provide eligible parents with partial wage replacement for up 10 six or twelve weeks following
birth or adoption, The cost of the plan will vary considerably based on the selected eligibility
criteria. One option: all new parents with median income or below {roughly $37,000/yr) 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 Ul benefit). Eligible workers
would be required to use the federal benefit immediately following birth or adoption and before
using any employer-provided leave benefit, but could receive the benefit whether or not they
ultimately returned to work. The program would be administered through the Unemployment
Insurance System. Cost of sption: very roughly, $875 million for FY 2080 (including start-
up and administrative expenses). We will have more options and better costing next week.

FMLA Expansim to Businesses with 25 Workers. Since the Family and Medical Leave Aot
wis enacted inn 1993, millions of Americans have taken FMLA-covered leave 1o care fora



newbom or aéegted child, attend to their own serious health needs, or care for a sericusly i
parent, child or spouse — without fear of losing their job or health insurance. Under current law,
wez‘k&z“siare gligible for FMLA coverage only if they work at a business with 50 or more
employees and if they have worked at least twelve months and 1,230 hours for the employer,
(Today, about 67 million Americans -~ over half of all workers -~ are covered by the FMLA.
Senator Dodd proposed lowering the thresheld to businesses with 25 or more employees, and
Senator Kennedy champions a proposal 1o lower the threshold 1o 10, While the President has
consistently referenced his support for expanding the FMLA benefit, the Administration has not
formally presented a proposal in this area. We recommend advancing a specific proposal to
fower 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 Learning spotlighted the eritical imponance of children’s earliest years of fife
to their development and later success in life. Parents play the central role in providing childsen
. with developmentally appropriate stimulation and attention during these 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 programs, efforts to educate and engage parents in ¢hild care and other efforts
to improve child care quality, and the establishment of “s¢cond chance maternity homes™ to
support teen mothers and teach parenting skills. This fund would support programs such as
HIPPY, Parents as First Teachers, home visitation, and other parenting education pregrams.
Cost: $300 mititon over Tive years.

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

a. Expand the Child Tax Crediy The Child Tax Credit is currently $500 per child for children
under 17, We pmposc to double the credit to $1 ,000 per child for those children under the age of
three. The Child Tax Cridit beging to phase out for taxpayers whose adjusted gross income
exceeds $110,000 each year ($75,000 if not married). Cost: Roughly $11 to §13 billion over §
years. Another option is to double the credit for families with children under the age of two,
which would cost roughly $4 billion over five years.

. Ingre he Standard Deduction. Most Iower-income families (incomes of less than $50,000)
do not ftemize their deductions, choosing 1o take the standard deduction {and using the simpler
form) instead, while most higher income famtilies choose to itemize. Therefore, a proposal to
expand the standard deduction for children would help lower-income families. In FY 2000, the
standard deduction wiil 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 of whom are martied couples) and 4.4 mitlion 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,

¢. Expand the DCTC. We could extend the benefits of our DCTC proposal to stay-at-home
parents with children age three and under, by applying the same ¢ligibility guidelines and
assuming minimum child-care expenses of $150 per family per month. This proposal would also
phase out the credit for families with annual income over $105,000. Cost: A variant of this
proposal was estimated at roughly 513 billion over 5 years (88 billion sbeve our DCTC
propﬂsai),

,Ex;*;ansmn of Afier-Schaol Pregrams. An estimated five million school-age children 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, drugs, and alcoliol use. To meet this pressing demand, the President can propose a
dramatic expansion of after-school care. Areas of expansion:

}
a. 215t Century Leaming Centers;. The program increases the supply of after-school care ina

cost-effective manner primarily by funding programs that use public scheols and their existing
resources, such as computers, gymnasiums, and sports equipment. We should build on the
success of our recent expansion of the program by increasing funding by $300 million this ymr
Cost: 5500 millien for FY 2060,

b. S;;m;gzg‘gg community-based afier-school programs. Because so many of the most effective

aﬂcr-sciwel programs are comanunity based, such as the Boys and Girls Clubs, we propose
expanémg the Department of Justice’s At-Risk Youth Initiative. We propose expanding the
gmgram,b) $50 million, but targeting the funds for after-school initiatives by community-based
organizations. Cost: $250 million over five years.

el crilootns’ supportjora ol An expanded AmeriCorps could increase
z%ze mmlabiliiy of afzer school ané summer programmm;, for children and youth while providing
additional epporiunities for young adulty to earn money for college through service. AmeriCorps
Members serve with many of the major community-based organizations that provide afier school
care {including YMCA, Save the Children, and Boys and Girls Clobs); many others serve in
public schools. We propose supperting a targeted initiative in which ten thousand AmeriCerps
Members would conduct a 10-week summer program involving up to 100,060 middle-schoo]
children, ?Cesi: Roughiy 335 to $40 million per year, or a cost of 3200 million over five
YEArs.

b

i
Child Welfare: Children “Aging Qut” of Foster Care. Each year, nearly 20,000 18.vear-clds
“age out” of the public child welfare system. These young adulis entered foster care due to abuse

and negi{:i:t, were unable (o 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
}



support for these young people ends just at the time they are making the critical transition 10
adulthood. Research shows that they face unstable housing and homelessniess, low educational
achievement, depression, poor health, and violence and incarceration. When they turn 18, they
also very often find themselves with no health insurance, as Medicaid eligibility ends at age 18.
Areas for increased investiment:

4, E&p*aﬂé the Independent Living Program, 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) receive vocational training; and
{3} learn daily living skills such as hudgeting, locating housing, planning a career, and finding a
lob, Begun in 1986, the program assists 83,000 young people and has been funded at 370
million since 1992, We recommend increasing the Independent Living Program by 50
percent - to $105 million in FY 2000 and $525 over five years.

ansitiona gram, The Transitional Living Program is an HHS-
mlmlnlstered $15 mllllt:m compet!ttvﬁ: g,ran‘t program that funds community-based organizations
that provide services to this population, including housing support. We recommend doubling the
increasing to $30 million in FY 2000 and $75 million over five years.

. Pro SR rage, We recommend giving states the option of using Federal
Meé:mzd ciofiaz‘s o pmvzée health care coverage for this population - cost TBD; roughly
hundreds of millions over 5 years),

Child Welfare: Adoption Registry. In 1996, the President called for a plan to double to
number of children adopted each year from the foster care system. Adeption 2002 - the
initiative developed by HHS in response to President’s charge -~ included efforts to break dewn
barrigrs 1o adoption. The Administration sccured 810 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 {o be adopled, so that prospective
adoptive parents can learn about these waiting children. We recommend increasing the
Adoption Qpportunities grants by 20 percent to $12 million for FY 2000 and$60 million
over five vears, targeted to the upkeep of this Internet-based national adoption regisiry.

Child Welfare: Court Improvement, The Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997, aimed at
maving children in faster care more quickly to adoptive and other permanent homes, shortened
the timeframes in which permanency decisions must be made {or childeen in foster care. This
has put more pressure on-an already over-burdened and resource-deficient family and juvenile
court system. Courts particularly need additional support to improve automation agd 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
voluntecr with child abuse cases to serve in an advocacy role, needs to be expanded to under-
served areas. We recommend the ereation of a new DOJ.administered grant program to
auntomate the data collection and tracking of proceedings in abuse and neglect courts and a one-
time grant to expand CASA o under-served areas. Cest: TBI, roughly 15 million for FY 2000
and $55 million over five years.



[Flexible Waork Heurs for Families. Bruce/Elena: We are beginning fo think through this
proposal, and are Jooking for guidance as 1o whether we should continue to pursue it.] Options:

a. Mﬂm 1siness xible work schedules for their employees. We
propose to offer 1ax credzts 10 compames ihal mf%‘er a varwry of family-friendly benefits,
mcluding flexible work hours for their employees, compressed work weeks, pari-time work with
benefits, job sharing, career sequencing, and exiended parental leave. Such a tax credit would
enable parents to spend more time with their children by providing companies, both small and
mediur sized, the ability to respond w the time crunch families are facing, In addition, it builds
on our flex-time and family-leave proposals, Awaiting estimation by Treasury.

b. Subsidies: We propose that the Commerce Department would make grants {o states who
would in turn provide grants to eligible businesses that provide flexible work hours for their
employees, inchuding flexible work hours for their employees, compressed work weeks,
part-time work with benefits, job sharing, carcer sequencing, and extended parental lgave,
Within the grant-making pregess, priority would be ptven to small and medium sized businesses.
Businesses would be required to ensure that the funds would be used to supplement and not

supplant any ongoing efforts in this area. Very rough cost estimate: 3300 million over five
years,



{ Families and the Labor Force W\\”

{. Conventional wizdom

There is zi popular perception of a “time bind” — that families are working more in the
marketplace and are pressed for time at home. Relatedly, there is a belief that much of this
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:
. Is thus true? And in particular, for what groups is it trug?
» What are the causes {of whatever is trug)

. What are the consequences

- 11 Are Families Working More? Trends in Hours of Market Work
t
A Are Amerzmns Working More in the Markefplacc?
Include a brief discussion of probl&ms in measuring hours of work. Report annual hours worked,
annua! weeks worked, and hours of work per week, by sex, marital status, and presence of
children, education and age of head (25.54, 55-64}.
o

o+

1. Women's working hours increase, while men’s decrease. On net, annual hours of work
for both men and women increase,

. Estimates from the CPS for the 18+ population from 1969 to 1985 show that
annual hours of work 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 stable hours for men and an increase
for women of 412 hours (45%).

2. I):ff“erences for key demographic groups:

a:  Martal 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 of Head: Largest increase in work for most educated men and women.

c. Age of Head: Work effort declines for 55-64 relative to 25.54,
B. Effects on Family Hours of Work and Family Incomes (see attached)

Ty .
I Change i hours of work and family income for families with children.
i .
2. Changes in work hours, earnings, and tota! family income
by marital status and education of head for families with children.
3 Changes in work hours, earnings, and total family income
by marital status and family income quintile.
i


http:25.54,55.64

1L Can?ses of above trends in hours and income.

A, On average, women’s real 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 of children), tining of births and age of
parents at birth.

D. Changing societal values / norms sbout role of women / mothers in market place

IV. Changes in other requirements on families (keep short)

A, Increases in single parent families.

B. Decreases in numbers of children per fanuly -

C. Changes in numbers of elderly dependents trends in number of children, number of elderly

¥ Consequences of above trends in hours and income en family well-being

A Time Devoted to Children: How do families adjust to increase in market work and how
does this affect well-being of children?
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 with children
2: However, effects may differ for resource and time-constrained families, such s single
parent families and Jow-caming couples. Available research suggests that single parents
havc less time for leisure, less time for child care and that they have higher jevels of stress
thah married couples.

B. Changes in Household Allocation of Time:
1. 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 monegy 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 in divorce /separations, which imply that
women can not rely on the busband’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
sacialization and learing,

i
C. Dynamic Cansiderations: ‘What are consequences of concentration of work into younger
years, and increase in free time when older?

H
H

VL Paitcy
Things this aﬁimmstrauon has done to help with i}a&anmng work and family:
FMLA
EITC
Child tax credit
Child care initiative

Do we want to also talk about family-friendly business practices? (e.g. fiex time, telecommuting
etc. see Treasury report on child care.)

3



'Over the entire 15-year period, the com-
husband-wife hourly wage increased
Wity 1.8 percent—the equivalent of a real hourly
Frope increase of less than 30 cents over the entire
petiod, or 2 cents each year!
As such, Schor’s “squirrel cage™ does not appear
10 be far off the mark, American mythology holds
that long hours will pay off in 4 steadily increasing
standard of living; in other words, sacrificing time
with family can pay for a dishwasher or microwave
andd, down the road, a more expensive college for
one’s children. Yet from a purely matenal perspec-
tive, all the extrs hours
from the “average”
working family have
vielded only a very
modest improvement
in the amount of goods
and services zhey can
buy. L
But even this story
is.too sanguine for
most families. When
we break down the
hours and. earnings
data by eduzation
" group the tale gets
even mose depressing.
Most Americans are
not working harder so.
they ean afford a fanci.,
er minivan; they're just
trying to make pay-
ments on their old car
of cover the rent.
When you |remove
from the equation fam-
ilies headed by a work-
er with at least 2 col
lege degree, it turns
out that the enormous
increase in wmk effort
over the past 20 years
has allowed families to
maintain their old
standard of livingm

il increase i

B fncreass in

-11.5% @

. ' i : e
+ « « AND FOR Warar?

Particularly for familics where the breadwinners don’t have much
education, working harder hasn’t meant higher living standards.
“The least educated, in fact, are still slipping further behind,

" total real carnings |

" f&ﬂﬁ‘y" IM wage

Sourze; Authors' caleulations bazed on data from the PSTE,

| gﬁéf:;fv (0\3?\65

8 percent less annual income, For families headed
by high school graduates or some college, work
effort was up by 16 to 17.4 percent, producing less
than 2 4 percent increase in total camings These
families are trapped in an Alice in Wonderland
wotld, running faster and faster just to stay in the
same place. For all of these famiics, the “family”
hourly wage has fallen precipitously, by as much as
17 percent in the case of the high school dropout.
Of course, more work still pays off for one
group; families headed by a college graduate.
These families increased their work effort by

11.6%

6184

but almost’ nothing
more. For {3milies headed by high school
dropoats, the situation is the most dismsal. Between
1973 and 1988, such families increased their annual
work effort by nearly 12 percent yei ended up with

aboutthe same percentage as those headed by
high school graduates or those with some college,
yet their material consumption standard increased

by nearly 2 full third between 1973 and 1988,
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Re: i 5th Anniversary of the Family an
Date: July 13, 1998

As you know, August S marks the fifth anndversary of the implementation of the Family
and Medical Leave Act of 1993, | remain sonvinced that the FMLA will long stand as one of the
signature accomplishments of the Clinton Administration -- as well &s of those of us in Congress
who worked for nearly a decade to get it signed into law.

This anniversary offers an important opportunity to remind the nation of this achievement
as well us lay out an agenda for the future. As you know, President Clinton announced his
support for my. initiative to expand the FMLA 1o include the 13 million Americans whe work at
mid-sized firms of between 25 and 50 employees in this year’s State of Union address. The
President has not vet officially rolled out this new policy. The anniversaty would be an excellent
time 1o coordinate an event focusing on five years of success and the expansion of the Act to
more families.’

To inerease interest and relevance in this event, the President could release new findings
about the suceess of the FMLA and anrounce seversl new Administration injtiatives to promote
the exp&rzsioz; of the FMLA in ways that do not require legislative action.

Findingy, 1

. Pasitive Business Experience with the FMLA. The Families and Work Institute is

= completing & study showing that 7§ percent of companics can document that the FMLA
has cither saved them mongy or has been cost neutral. This positive data continues to
undermine Republican arguments that the Act has had a negative impact on business.

* Number of Employees who have used FMLA. There hag been no data since 1996 on
the number of employees that huve used the FMLA. The National Econemic Council
could update its 1996 estimate to provide us with a new number of how many working
Americans and their families have benefitted from the FMLA.

. Support for Expansion Legisiation,

. Educational Campaign Targeted ai Small Business. Announce an educational
campaign by the Smail Business Administration and the Department of Labor to work
with small and mid-sized businesses to encourage them to implement beneficial family
and medical leave policies. :

- Support for Study on Affordibility. Announce the Administration’s support for the
National Academy of Sciences’ work on how to make FMLA more affordable for
working Americans, e '
Timing of this event would be important. As you know, the Sepate is scheduled to be ont

of gession all of August. The event should be timed for the last week of July and we can plan

¢oordinated events on the actual anniversary in our states to amplify this imponant message.
z
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GRANDPARENT AND FAMILY CAREGIVER SUPPORT ACT OF 1697

Summary

The Grandparent and Family Carsgiver Support Act of 1997 would prohibit States from

applying the work requirements and time limits in the welfare reform law to gramdparents and
other family caregivers. The proposal contains the following provisious:

. Work Requirements. States would be barred from using their TANF grent wo jmpose
work requirements on familics beaded by a relative carsgiver, These families would
not be facinded in the calculation of the work participadon rates ar could not be
required 1o wark after two years. States could not sanction these families for refusing
to work. If a State used the grant to require these familiss to work or penalized these
families, the Secretary could reduce a State’s TANF prant by § percent.

«  Time Limits. Statcs would be prohibited from establishing time Jinits for relative

caregivers. In addition, in determining the surnber of months of assistnce teceived,
States would be required to disregard any months of assistance received by a family
head who is a relative caregiver. If a State violated these provisions, the Secretary
could reduce 3 state’s TANF grant by 5 percent.

. Grants ts Stotes. Swtes providing support for grandpareni and other famnily caregivers
would be eligible to receive a federal grant equal to the amount expended by sutes 10
‘provide assistancs o these caregivers.

Backgronnd

The background informaticn provided with the Jegislative proposal discusses 3.5 million
¢hildren living in relstives’ households. This figure overswates the issue somevwhat, becayse in
approzimately half of these households the children’s parents are also present, A much
smaller, although siill quite significant, number of children are living with relatives without 2
parsnt present.  Multi-generationpal, extended family households are somewhat different from
houscholds in which 2 relative hias taken over primary responsibility for the children and the

parent is not presemt.  (All the figures below are from an ASPE study to be reicased soon
entitied Iaformal and Formal Kinckhip Care.)

In the period 1992-1993, an estimated 1.39 million children lived with relatives and without
their parents. This includes 1.1% of white children, 6.1% of African American children and
2.7% of Hispanic children. Just upder half of all U.S. children in relatives” care (without »
parznt present) live in the South, as defined by the Census Burean. Since the early 1980s the
numbear of such families has grown significantly among African Americans ard has remained
reasonably stable among whites, Reladvely few of these childoen arc in formal foster care
arracgements with refatives. Most relative care c:t:zzswt.s of informal arraagcnwms organized
by the familics themselves,

Prepared by HHS/ASPE 5/15/97
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As the Cangrc&gawmm’s Background shect on the bill points our, many relative caregivers are
older than parents. Two thirds of the children in relatives’ care live with grandparents. Of the

‘refatives caring for children when parents are not present, 27% are age 60 ar over; 20% are

ape 50-59; 24.5% are 40-50 years old; and 18% are under 40, Nearly G0% of these caregivers
are employed, but nearly 40% of the childre in relatves’ care live in famifies with incomes
below the poverty line, Approximately 27% of Xinship care children live in famdlies thar
teceive public assistance or weifare, 31 % receive Food Stamps, 14.5% receive 551, nearly balf
receive free school lunches, and 35% live in households which receive income from Social
Security. .

Analysis
The needs of relatdve carcgivers are raal and importany, Several aspects of this proposal,
however, could have significant unintended copsequences and are inconsistent with the

President’s proposals on welfare reform.  In addition, curment law and guidance provided o the
Stares on maintepance of effort and the operation of separate programs with stae-only money

gives them flexibility to use their own funds 10 support relative caregivers should they choose

to 4o s0.

Potentially Weakens Fomily Stability. We must Wake care not tu encourage parents o abandon
their children. In the same way the welfare system bas been sccused of driving men out of
families and contributing to the explosion in single parent households, making » single parent’s
departure from the household the key 1o contioued family assistance may inadvertendy create
additional no-parert familics. For a single mother facing the loss of sssistance benefits
because of tme limits, work requirements, or other restrictions, sbandoning her children to a
refative's care may secin like the best option, In addition, States would have an incentive
under this proposal t6 endourages this possible trend given that they would receive additions!
funding when assistance is provided to relative caregivers rather than parents.

Significant Costs. This proposal would have significant budgetary implications, given that
States would receive Federal reimbursement for the full amount of assistance they provide (o
relatve caregivers. States would have a strong incentive 1o use this new ﬁmdmg stream to
maximnm advaniage,

Reduces Sm:e Flexibility, This proposal reduces State flexibility by banninog Stitss from
establishing time Hmits or requiring work, even if Staies find that such requirements would be
appropriate in cenain circumstances. Siates currently have the flexibility to eass time limits
for grandparents or oiher refative carelakers by including them uuder the 20 percent exfension,
by using State dollars to provide assistance, or by only providing assistance o the children in

the family..

Weoakens Work Emphasis, In many instances, i€ may be appropriats (o require relatives (o
work in order to help tbem make the move to seifssufficiency. In circumstances where it may
pot be appropriate 1o require work because of age or disability, the State can choose under
current law to exempt these individuals from the work requirements {(and meet the rates by
wrgeting other individuals) or serve them in separate State programs. :

Prepared by HHS/ASPE $/15/%7
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Grandparent and Family Caregiver Support Act

i

Backgro u%mi

The Grandparent and Family Caregiver Support Act, which Representative Waters and
others in the Congressional Black Caucus support, requires states to exempi 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 persons (or any others the state
selects) from the law’s time limits, up to 20% of the welfare case load. [n addition, of course, the
work rates are now set at only 25% of the caseload {going up to 50% in 2602).

Talking Points "’

. In welfare reform, we agreed to give states the discretion to identify their most vulnerable
populations -- battered women, people with AIDS, those toe disabled to work,
grandparent caregivers -- and decide whe would 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 1o reopen the law as an opportunity to push for
propasals we disagree with. But we are glad to talk with you further about this proposal.

v
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
| WASHINGTON, 0., 20803 March 19, 1997

(House)
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION PoLICY

(THIS STATEMENT HAS BEEN OOORDINATED BY OMB WITH THE CONCERNED AGENCIES.)

(Baﬁcnger (R) NC and 99 athm}

The President will veto H.R, 1 if it is passed in its current form, The President will aot sign
HR I, or any other comp time legisiation, unless it adhetes to three fundamental pziaciples
(1) real choice for workers; (2) real protection against employer abuse; and (3) preservation of
workers’ rights.

H.R. 1 purports to give working families greater flexibility. In reality, it grants employers more
nghts at the expense of working p&opie

. HR. | fails to offer workers real choice. In particular, HR. 1 would allow an
employer to decide when a worker could use his or her compensatory time-off by
disapproving such time-off if the employer claims it would "unduly d:smpt" its
operations. In addition, HR. T would permit an employer to "cash out” &’
worker's eamed compensatory timé eva_m' 80 hours.
» ° HR. 1 fails 1o protect workers against smployer abuse. For example, HX. 1
' offers inadequate protections for vulrerable workers and part-time, seasonal, and
- temporary employees, including garment snd construction workers, and those wheo
are employed in industries with histories of Fair Labor Standards Act violations.
HR. 1 also fails 1o prohibit employers from substtuting compensatory time-off for
paid vacation or sick leave benefits. Furthermore, HL.R. 1 lacks meaningful
remeddies for workers when emplovers penalize them for electing 1o receive
' pvertime pay in lieu of compensatory time-off. In addition, HR. 1 contains
i inadequate worker safeguards in cases where an employer goes bankrupt or out-
;. of-business. Q
. HR 1fistw preserve workers' rights. Workers who take compensatory tume-off
7 can be forced 1o work additional overtime in the same week — even on the
weekend -~ without being paid oventime premium pay.

The Administration supports the substitute amendment to be offerad by Representative George
Miller, although procedural obstacles in the House have prevented the amendment from
addressing all of the important issues that need 1o be treated, including expansion of Family and
Medical Leave Act (FMLA). The Administration strongly believes that any legislation to
authorize gompensatory time under the Fair Labor Standards Act should be linked to expansicn of

H
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the PMLA. Expanding the FMLA to give working families greater flexibility 1o foster the
education of their children or provide routine health care for their children or elderly relatives will -
20 8 long way toward achieving the stated goals of HR. 1.

The Miller amendment, however, would ensure real employee choice, by adding cructal provisions

‘not found in HR. 1. For example, :employers that adopt comp time programs would have to
make comp time available to similarly-situated employees on a fair and aon-diseriminatory basis.
Working families are guaranteed real protection against possible comp time abuse through the
Miller gmendment.

Furthermore, the Miller amendment would prechude employers from using comp tme 1o modify
or reduce existing paid leave plans.” It would entitle employees choosing comp time to ger regular
statemnents of their acerual and use of comp time, put a reasonable imit on the number of hours of
comp time that can be acerued; and allow employees to seek damages when they incur costs
because an employer wrongfully denies them use of the comp time they samed, The Secretary of
Labor would have the authority to bar employers wath a pattern and practice of comp time abuse
from continuing to offer comp time. HLR. 1 has none of these protections. These are ail
improvements to FLR. I that guarantee the legislation enhances rather than decreases flexibility
for America’s working families.
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President Clinton Wants Flex-Time Legislation that Gives Real Choices
| to Employees and Their Families

; March 19, 1997

| .

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

. l‘he President believes employees should be able to choose to receive overtnme in
lncome, or trade it in for time off to be with their families.

. '[‘he Republican proposals could drastically limit the ability of employees to earn
overtime pay. Many working families rely on overtime wages to pay for their rent, food,
and clothing. The Republican proposal could take that valuable overtime pay out of their
pockets It allows companies to force employees to take comp time instead of overtime,
e. g by allowing only workers who wili take comp time to work more than 40 hours a
week

. Un_der Republican proposals, employees 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
sirriply doing something that’s already covered by the Family and Medical Leave Act.

. The Republican proposals have no effective remedy against employer abuses. The
only remedy available to employees is a lawsuit against employers who force them to take
comp time. That’s not a practical remedy for most lower-paid workers. And there is no
remedy at all when employers deny overtime to an employee who prefers that option.

'

. Rei)ublican 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
work 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:

. Flex-time that gives employees more choice, not less -- letting them choose between
time off 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 -- 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
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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 alder relatives’ health
needs.

I
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SUBJECT: COMP TIME/ FAMILY MEDICAL LEAVE ACT LEGISLATION Jlacl T Prenided in

BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS gfm

This memorandum offers options for how to achieve the optimal outcome
from the current legislative debate on comp 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 comp time legislation: the Ballenger bill in the
House and the Ashcroft bill in the Senate. Both bills address only comp 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;

L Do not exclude vulnerable workers; .

2y 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 comp time;
5) Provide weaker remedies for violations. Your bill has solutions

to ali 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
purpeses of routine medical care for children and elderly parents or schoal
refated activities, similar to your bill. The bills introduced by Dodd and Clay
would lower the threshold of FMLA applicability from 50 empioyees to 25
employees, which would cover an additional 10 million employees in smali
businegses, '

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 addiional 24 hours of leave. The labor movement strongly
opposes the Republican comp 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 legisiative strategy among congressional Democratic leaders is to
criticize the comp time bills and try to add the varicus FMLA expansions to
the Republican bills. Your bill has not been introduced, nor is there any
Democratic version of a comp time bil. The lahor 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 comp time.

ACTION-FORCING EVENT

The Vice President will be addrassing the AFL-CIO at an annual meeting on
February 18 and will be forced to address these issues gither 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 comp
time, and whether to issue any veto threats, The options are Iaid out below,
In each case, the Vice President woauld articulate the Administration position
on February 18 at the AFL-ClO mseting.

OPTIONS

Threaten to veto the bill if your principles are not addressed. The )
Adminigtration would lay out 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 fink a veto to FMLA expansion. These principles are embodied in
your bill from last vean:

Al Heal Choice for Employees, including the right to take comp
time when needed for FMLA purposes, the right to choose to use comp
time tor any purpose with two weeks notice to their employer unless use
of comp time will cause substantial and grievous injury to the emplover,

H
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Pros:

Con:

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

B} Real Protection Against Employer Abuse, including the various
pmtec‘twe provisions in your bill that are not present in the Repubfican
hills, such as exclusions tor vuinerable workers, special protections in case
employers go bankrupt or close down unexpectedly, a prohibition against
employers’ substituting comp time for paid vacation or sick leave benefits,
a prohibition against employers penalizing employees who choose overtime
pay instead of comp time, and strong provisions for enforcement.

Ci Preservation of Basic Worker Rights. The Administration would
threaten a veto of any bill that eliminates the 40 hour work week, as the
Asheroft bill doss.

A. Would strengthen the position of congressional Democrats arguing to
improve the Republican bills. Would encourage congressiona! Republicans to
negotiate in an effort 1o produce & bill that would become law.

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

C. Waould be welcomed by constituency groups that view the Republican
bills as 2 weakening of emplovee protection laws, and would strengthen the
leadership position of Demaocrats on women's issues.

D. Since this strategy doesn’t threaten a veto if the FMLA expansion is not
in a final bill, it has the effect of assisting the Democrais who are trying to
add FMLA expansion to the bills without locking you in to a veto on that
specific issue,

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

Threaten to veto a bill if your principles are not addressed AND FMLA
expansion ig 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 comp time are linked family friendly policies. Since comp
time is not mandatory, the only guarantee that covered workers will have any
additional leave is through FMLA expansion amendments. FMLA is cne of
your signature programs and this is one way to ensure its passage in a
Republican Congress.
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Pros:

Cons:

Pros:

Cons:

.

Same as A, B & U shove. In addition, the AFL-CIO has requested this

particular strategy and veto threat. Sen. Kennedy also prefers this strategy
and veto threat.

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

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

Introduce principles for a family-friendly bill. We would lay out 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.

A. Would lay out principles for a bill without locking you in 10 8 vete,

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

Not likely to produce changes to the Republican bills, thus could make it
mare likely that you face signing a bill that doesn’t include sufifcient
employea choice and protections. Signing such a bill would havs the dual
results of significantly altering the Fair Labor Standards Act without
sufficient safeguards and also seripusly angsering the labor movement and
disappointing women’s groups.

DECISION:

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Let's

Disouss



MEMORANDUM

T Don Baer, 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 a near-final run-down of the FMLA radio address, to be taped live in the Oval
Office tomorrow;

Message of Evert

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 2/5};

2. To announce a new 800 number and public gducation campaign 10 INCreass AWAreness
of FMLA;

3. To reaffirm the President’s campaign commitment to expand Famdy Leave to parent-
teacher conferences and children’s routine medical appointments,

It was decided pot to include mention of our flextime proposal, or to discuss when we
wiil resubmit the FMLA expansion bill (originally submitted on the last day of the 104th
Congress), since we do not yet know if these two proposals would be combined in one bifl,

~ Terry Edmonds is preparing the President’s remarks.

Event and Dicture

A briefing will be held tn the President’s dining room, from 9:45 10 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 be coming, but are too young
to have in the room without risk of disruption.} We are also bringing in Chfion “Stan” Sorrell,
CED of the Calvert Group, a $5.2 million, 173-employee invesiment company in Bethesda,
which has been implementing FMLA and already offers the leave policies we are proposing
under our FMLA expansion. Mr. Sorrell was at the FMLA signing in 1993 (his company has
been recognized as one of Working Mother’s best 100 companies four years in a row, and was
also one of Bush’s 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 be placed on the desk to be at the center of
the picture, which might say something like “Learn More About Family Leave: 1-800-959-
FMLA” (Josh will have additional options ready.)

Most likely, only still photographers would be allowed ir this evenst. NEC has drafied an
overall one-pager {attached), Labor is finishing one-pagers on their public education campaign
and on the Sens family and Sorrell’s company, and the Press Office could also distribute copies
of Labor’s new Family Leave PSA’s (attached),

Please let us know if vou have any additional thoughts.



EXPANDING THE FAMILY AND MEDICAL LEAVE ACT
TO HELP FAMILIES BALANCE WORK AND FAMILY RESPONSIBILITIES
Four Year Anniversary
? ; February 1, 1997

P@NT CI,IIQI"I‘()N DELIVERED ON HIS PROMISE TO PROVIDE FAMILY LEAVE: On
Febfuary 5, 1993, President Clinton delivered on his promise and signed into law his first piece of legislation,
the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993, The law allows workers at businesses with 30 or more.
employees 1o take up 10 12 weeks of unpaid, job-protected leave to care for a newborn or adopted child, to
attend to thewr own sezwus health needs, or to care for a seriously il parent, child or spouse.

BIPARTISAN %}’08‘1’ SHOWS THE LAW IS WORKING: A 1996 report on the impact of the law
by the bipartisan Commission on Leave, chaired by Senators Dodd and Craig, shows that the law is working:
Z
* 67 million Americans - over hall of workers — are guaranteed they can take leave from their
job to care for a sick refative or a newborn child without fear of losing their job or their health
nsurange.
®  More than 12 million eligible workers have taken leave with federal protection since its
enactment,
®  40% of all workers think they will need to take leave for a covered reason at some time in the
next 5 years. The leading reason is to care for a seriously ill parent,
. Desp;te opponents' claims, compliance is easy and costs low for mast employers;
®  9in 10 employers find the law “very" or "somewhat” casy to administer
®  Compliance entails either little or no costs for 89%-99% of businesses
¢  Some businesses have reported reduced employee turnover, enhanced productivity and
improved morale which they attribute to the Act.

f
NOW IT IS TIME TQ 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 familics. President Clinton proposes expanding the law 1o 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 1ake up to 24 hours of additional leave each year
to meet additional specified family obligations, including routine doctors appointments and parent-teacher
conferences. Leave could be taken for the following purposes:
& Participating in school activities directly related to the educational advancement of your child,
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 vaceinations,
*  Accompanying an elderly relative to routine medical appointments or other professional
services rzei_awd to their care, such as interviewing nursing homes or group homes.

A NEW PUBLIC EDUCATION CAMPAIGN WILL INFORM PEQPLE OF THEIR
PROTECTIONS UNDER FMLA. According the Commission on Leave, less than 1/4 of workers leamed
about FMLA on the job. The Clinton Administration has launched a public education campaign - a
recommendation of the Commission - to ensure that employees and employers are aware of their rights and
responsibilities under the FMLA.

i

*  New toll-free ¥MLA Hotline -- 1-860-959-FMLA ~ to provide employess and employers with
basic information on the law. In under two weeks, over 14,000 people have called the
Department of Labor’s EMLA Hotline.

&  Internct information on FMLA s found at a special web site on the Department of Labor’s
home page - hitpr/Awww.dof govdol/esalfmia him.

¢  Upcoming public service announcements in newspapers and on the radio will publicize the
FMLA hotline and Internet address to workers and employers across the country.

i
H

i
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

July 24, 1996

1

MEMORANDUM TO DON BAE
f
From: . Jeremy Ben- 5&
Subject: Exccutive Action: Making the Federal Government A Model
' Employer —— Providing 24 Hours of Famxly Leave To Its

S e 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 Personnel Management believes there is statutory authority for such an action, -
and I have no rcason 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 burcaucrats.

Proposal —— Devote a radio address to the issue. Announce the executive order and announce
that he is sending the FMLA 11 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 belicve in it.

|
If you like the idea, we nced to: (1) Ask that the legislation be transmitted to Congress on
the day of the announcement, (2) Press OMB for clearance, (3) Start 1dcnt1fymg families and
employers to invite. Let me know what you think.

cce Carol.Rasco John Hilley |
George Stephanolpolous John Angell
Elaine Kamarck Bruce Reed

Gene Spetling Vicki Radd



Statement of Principles, NRH 11/14/93
"Governments don't raise chifdren, families do."- President Clinton
A spirit of humanity and a celebration of the creativity and stength of families and

communities pervades this approach o policy, Reinventing Family Policy means putting people
firgt, and restoring a human face 10 government.

+ We must build on the strengths and capabilities of families and
communities. We must move away from an “I'm here 1o fix your deficits” model, and build on
the successes of existing community based initiatives.

H

+ We must be willing to listen to the needs of families and community residents,
and respond in a treely way that respects their differing situations.

» Family members feel  sense of community through mutually supportive human
relationships. Families must be able to connect with other families and community institutions,
and (o feel their support for both employment and family strength,

» Families are strengthened when they are economic stakeholders in the future of
their commmunides,

» 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 gre proud to live in, places in
which they feel safe and secure, and in which they hope to raise their chiltdren,

» Empowered communities enable individuals to be successful as family
members and a8 workers; enhancing the ability to "love and work™.

*

+ Parents, including fathers, must be encouraged and ensbled to iake
responsibility 1o provide for their children as nurturers, first teachers, partners with schools,



mentors of adolescents, snd coaches of the ransition from school to work.

» Communities nust address the economic, educational, social, religious, health,
mental health, housing and recreational needs of members of each generation.

« Parents' ability to raise children in a way that develops their full
potential to become productive members of the community, is essental o the community's
gconomic well-being.

« Narrow, rigid funding categories and eligibility requirements are
destructive of healthy families and communities. The divisive and competidve approach 1o
resources that cumently exisis destroys creativity and decimates families,

« Community residents are the "customers™ of federal state and local
government, and must be treated accordingly,

I
« Accessibility to support services such as child care will enable parents to
join the work-force more readily,

« The family should be the focus of services and the home or community
shonld be the locus of services, services should not be focused on the pathology of
individualy and delivered by distant instimtions.

H

« The Vice President's concept of “on time delivery” of support at critical moments
of family development, prevents family disinfegration, "Home visitors™ at times such as
childbirth, school transition, and family crises such as accident or illness, can prevent costly
farmily disruption, family violence and the need for extensive services.

1
« "People to People” programs, utilizing volunteers and indigenous helpers, and
buitt on human relationships, are effective in building both family stength and job readinessin
both urban and rural communities,



« "Natural helpers" in communities must become part of the work-force
as they are employed to implement change and strengthen family relationships. It is important to
promote a sense of “communal responsibility” among community members, and to encourage
voluntarism.,

» In prder to encourage and preserve positive change, the transformation must be
bath “bottom up” and "top down”. Federal, stawe and local governments will "reinvent”
themselves in whatever ways are necessary (0 achieve flexible partnerships with communities.

» An éntirely new approach to training and technical assistance will be
necessary if communities are to develop both human and economic resources fully. New methods
are needed (o wain and support workers 10 be generalists who are able 1o respect the integrity of
families and build on their strengths,

’ Gavémanee and conirol of the economic and human development of
commuiities, must rest at the local level, and must reflect concem for the well-being of
families and children.

» The application process for Empowerment Zone and Enterprise Community
Grants should be a ransformative one, that results in positive change for all applicants,
regardless of designation. In this process communities can be helped o develop an understanding
of the needs of families that will serve them and their children in the future,

« Mgeasufements must allow for small, achievable steps and long term
progress in both individuals and communities. Accountability should begin a3 the local level and
represent the interests of local families,

+ There must be incentives for programs that are locally flexible, responsive 1o whole
faomilies, utilizing "natural helpers”, and delivered in the home and community,
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Admindstration of William {. Glinton, 1093 7 Feb. §

{At this yoint, the President waz prosemted with
a second gift]

Let the suy, | wish she wers here 2 thank
her poessaally, But this is a gift for the White
House, for the American people. And 1 hope
u lot of you from New lersey will see ¢his when
you come in wnd koow that it i yours. We'll

leave it there for of time from the people of
New lersey.
Thank you.

Note: The Preddent spoke st 743 pan. wt the
Wshington Sherston Hotel, In his remarks, he
referred to William H. Faberty, president, New
Jersey Chamber of Comnerce,

Remnrks on Signing the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993

Febrtary §, 1993

Mrs. Yandls, [ nower had o better introduce-
tian, Before we thurd asvone else, | think oli
of us shoudd acksowledpe that it was Ameries’s
farmilies whe have besten the gridlock in Wash-
ington to pass family leave, people like this fine
wobian ol aver Anterice whe talked to Members
af Congress, both Democrat and Republican,
v lid their plight o, who wked that their
voicss be hoard, When Seastor Gore and T aan
By the slection hast vear, we published a book
calted “Putting People First™ I'm very prod
that the first Bl 1 ase to sign as President
trily puts prople fint,

1 do wint to thank the United States Congress
for sewing expeditionsly on this matter and for
doing @ before their first recess so tht every
Membuer of Congress who voted for this il
can ga home and say, “We are up there working
on your prablems and your promise, trying to
wuke u heer ftnee for you” This sends o
wlesrer signal than any words any of us sould
ntter, that we bave tried o give this Govern.
wment hack 1o the American people, and [ am
very uppreciative that the Cuongress has moved
so rapieliy on this Bl

There are muny, muny Members of Cungress
here and sy others who am not here whoe
plined & major mle in this lepishition, Time does
tot permit me o mention them &l bt 1 do
wart 10 Hiank the Senite mujority lesder for
s herole efforts in the Hih howr to make sure
we pussed this il Senator Kennedy and Sen-
ater Dindd for their passionate und vears-long
eomatment to this etfort. |owant to thesk the
Speaker, Speaker Foley, und Congressman Ford,
the chainssa of the committes that bad jarisdic-
tion aver this Bill, wsed Congresswoman Pat
Schrovder and all the other Democrats who

worked on this bill

Bt 1 wast to sekoowlidge, oo, consistend
with the promise | made in my Inaugueal o
seuch out to members of both parties who wonhd
kry to push for progress, that this bill abso had
passionate suppart amemg Repobdioans. My old
volleagns in the Governors’ Assaciation, Senator
Kit Bongd from Missened, 1 thank yeu for your
lesdership, Senator Jeffords wnd Seoator Couls
| don't belisve sre here, but Sy suppested
this bill strongly; and Congresswonns Marge
Hanskgma (rom New fersey, bior comuitment on
this was uowavering: Copgresswannan Susan
Molimmri from New York wxl muny other Re-

ublicans woted for. spoke for, and wurked for

this bl I thask them, the sdwoommities chaird
who are here, and ul the sthers who worked
30 hard to make this bill & reud lve promise
kept for the Congress 1o the prople of the Units
ed States. -

Family medicad feave bas abways hud the sup-
port of & majority of Americans, from coery part
of the country, fram every walk of fife, droes
beth pelitical purties. But some people apposed
it. And they were powerful, und it took 8 years
and two vetoes to muke this legislacen the law
of the land. Now millions of our people will
wer longer have to choose berweon their jobs
and their famiies.

The haw goaraatess e dght of ag to 12
weeks of anpaid leave per yews when #'s un
gently needed at home o care for u newborm
child or an il family meanber, This bill Wil
steenpthen our fmntfies, und | belime it will
strengthen cur businesses and owr economy 25
well.

1 have spent un enummus snount of time
in the last 12 years in the factories and basis

4%
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"aesses of this country talking to employers and
employees. watshing the way people work, often
working with them, And 1 know that men and
women zre more productive when they are sure
they won't lose their jobs because they're trying
to be good pwrents, gowd children. Dur busi-
tesses shiould not Jose the services of these dedi-
caind Ammricans, Asd over the long nn, the
lessans of the most productive companies in the
wirkl, here 2 home sod sronnd the world, are
that thine wha put their people first are those
who will f!’iiim}}b in the piobsl cconomy. The
businews leaders who have already instituted
family aid awedicad leave understund this, and
Pri very proud of some of the bisiness Jeaders
whis are here K{)ti:l}‘ whi r{:present not nnl}!r
themsebves but others all across Amerca whao
were dhead of ol of us who make laws in doing
what is right by our families.

{ Family and medical fewvs is » matter of pure
common sense and o natter of common de-
vency. Howill provide Americuns what they pesd
most: pesce of mind. Never aguin will parents
lave to fear losing their jobs because of their
familias.

Hjust @ week age, 1 spoke to 10 people in

faimilies whe had experieused the nds of prob.
fems Mys. Yoodle has wlked abowt today. Vice
Peasiddont Gore und 1 talked to prople all across
Amerien wheyy moved us deeply. We were sad.
dened to hear thelr stordes, but today afl of
wi can be huppy 1o think of thuir future,

i

Nerwe thmt we hawve won this diffienlt hattle

et me wk sl of you o think about what we
must do shead to put the public interest dhead
of special interest. to pass 2 budget which will
grow this economy und shrink our deficit, and
16 g0 o about the business of prtting fumilies
fiest, There's o fot more we need fo do to help
propis trapped in welfare move o work and
independence: to strengthen child support en-
fereement: to reward thase who work 40 hours
a week and have children ot home with an in-
crease in the earncd-income e credit so we
can really say we're rewarding work imstead of
dependence; ko tmgnasmize all the chitdren of
this country so more parcits won't have to tuke
advantage of farily leave hecanse tieir childeen
will be well and steong and healthy.

Let all of as who core abont oar Bunilies,
our peaple, the strength of our economy, ond
the fiure of onr Naben pot ouwr partisan and
other inferests wids wnd be Sospired by this
yrent victory today 10 have others when Cone
gress remms to this ¢ty and we go on showt
the peaple’s business,

s von vary much,

Note: The President spoke st %370 s, in the
Kose Gardend ot the White House. In his renurks,
e referred f Vicki Yandle, whose deaghlers ili-
ness had renlted i both parends Josing their jobs,
H.B 1, approved Februry 5. was susigned Public
Law No. 13-4

Statement on Signing the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993

Eebruary 5. 1993

Today, 1 am plensed to sign into law H.R,
1, the "Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993
I believe that this legislution is o respunse to
a compelling need-—the need of the American
family for Qexibility in the workplace, American
workers witl no longer bave fo choose between
the, job they need and the fomily they love

This fegislation manduies that public sad pe
vie eaployers with at least fifly workers pro-
vide thadr snplovees with family and medical
leave, At its cote i the prmision foc emplovees
to take up to 12 wecks of sspaid leave for
the ‘cure of a newbors or sewly adopted ohild

for the cwre of 1 fomily member with a serious
: .

b 4]

medieal condition, o for their cwn ifness. &
alse requires employvers to maininin heulth fnsue
ance covetuge and job protection for the dum-
ton of the lesve. H sofy minimone lougth of
service wul boues of work oepairessents befare
employees become eligiike,

The need for this leghslition i cear. The
Amerivan workforce hus changed dramatically in
recent yeurs, These changes hove coomted o sub-
stantid and growing need for famnly wnd medical
leave for working Americans,

In 1665, shomt 35 percont of mothers with
children ander 18 weee labar Tvee pariicipants.
By 1992, that figure had reached 67 peroent.

W R A ——
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By the year 2008, oue of every two people en-
tedng the workforce will by women.

The rsing cost of living has alse made two
Inmmes & necessity in many areas of this coun-
trv, with both paremts working or leoking for
work in 48 percet, or newrdy half, of ol two
parent familics with children in the United
States,

Single paresst fTamilics hove adso grown npidly,
froin 16 percent of all fimilies with children
in 1978 1o 27 percemt in 1992, Finally, with
America’s  populstion  aging, more  working
Americans hove to take time off from work 1o
sttend 4o the medical needs of elderly parents.

As 3 rising smnber of Ametican workers o
deul with the dusd presaures of family and joh,
the fuilure to sceommodate these workers with
adeuate fumily snd medicsl leave policies bus
forend too many Americans o choose between
their job vecurity and fumily emergencies, It has
aso resudted in bnasdequate jobs protection for
working pirents and other employzes who have
serions health condiiions Hd fewmporarily pre-
verd theni from workiag It s aeither Tuir vor
seeessary o ask working Americans 1o choose
between theie jobs unel their Geallies—betwenn
contizsing their emplovinent and tending 40
their own kealth or to vital needs at hoane,

Althoagh nuny enfightencd cowpanies Tave
speopnized the benefits to be nealized from
system providing for Fosdll and medioal leave,
not all do, Wo sz a nation must join hands
and edend the sthic of long-term workplace
rehationships and  reciproesd comasitment b
twgen employer and eaydovee. it is ondy when
workers can count sa a commiment from their
emplover thut they enn muke their oon full
commiitoEnis to thelr jobs. We mnst axtend the
awpess of those  forward-leoking  workpiaces
where high-performance tennwork has alreardy
began o take roof sl where fanily and medi-
cal Jeave already is accopted.

Dhata from the Bareun of Lobor Stitistics sup.
sort the conclusion that Amevican busingss hos
Lew'| fufly respousive o the aeed of workess
for family and medied leave, This duta showed

thu, in 1981, for private husites estublishments

with 100 workers or more, 37 poecent of oll
full-time emplovees fand 19 percent of all pant-
thne empdovess) hud oupaid maternity ll;?ivc
avallable to thewm, and only 26 percent of all

fuli-time emplovess in such establshments had
unpuid paternity leave availuble, The sost re-
cently mailable data for smallar basiness estab.
lishments {those with fewer than 100 workers)
are G 1000, and chow that onke 14 percent
of all these employees hod wnpaid maternity
jeave availobde. and only & percent had snpaid
paternity leave uvailahle,

The insufficient response ia the Tanily and
medicad lsave needs of workers has come at
 Bigh st to both the Anwrdcan funidy and
to Amwedean business, There s 4 diveet cormela.
tion betwean health wad job security in the fan-
flv howe amd productivity in the workplace
When businesses do not give workers Jeuve for
fumily needs, thev fufl ta establish a4 warkdog
environment that ean promote heightened pro-
duoctivity, lessesed job tumver, and reduced sh
sentegismn.

We all bear the cod when waorbers are foreed
to chomse butween heephyg their jobs and meet-
ing their personal sned fumily obligations. When
they namst sucrifice theic jobs, we ol hwe 1o
pay more for the essential bt costly safety nat,
When they igsere their sen heddih needs or
their fumily obligutions in onler to keep their
jobs, we all have to puy snte for socta) serviees
andd medieal oare as neglected problens worses,

The time has come Br Fedoral legislation to
bring fair wnd sensible fanily and awedical leave
poligies o the Amurian workphare, Cuerantly,
the Usnited Stutes is vintually the only advuneed
ghustialized couptey without = natiorad funuly
snd inedicsl Jesve policy. Now, with the signing
of this Bl American workers in i 58 States
wili enjov the same rghis as workery in wther
satfons, This legistation badances the demands
of the workplace with the needs of Famibigs.
in supporting fwnilies, it promotes job stability
aith etheiency in the Aaerican workplice,

The F‘amify and Medical Leave Act of 1863
sets @ standard thir Is lony overdue In working
Ameries, | uin very pleased to sign this legisha.
thon inta haw,

Wintiam |, CuanTon
The: White House,
Febroare 5, 1983,

NoTe: LR 1, approved Februy 5, wis assigned

"Pubtie Law No, 103-3.
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Amitai Etzioni

How to Make

Marriage Matter
44

T S BABIER IN THESE UNITED STATES TO WALK AWAY
from a marriage than from a commitment to pur
chase a used cor,” sayy Professor Thomas Morgas of
the George Washington Unbversity School of lLaw,
“Mpst contracts cannot b unilaterafly abrogated; marviages in
coBEmPEFATY Aterica man be terminaied by practioally any
ane al any time, sid without canse.” Assunie that as & soclely
we {reat marrige too lightly. A few decadss back, we dezided
that marial beads tied teo tightly In those days many had fo
travel to Mexico to obtain a divores, or acquire residency in Ne-
vada. (ihers had to minke believe that one of the parties had en-
gayed in n nelarious atfair, We responded with no-faill diveres,
A generation lster, many feel that sur saciety oversieored the
other woy, rendering masrisges almost disposabie.

A new caurse onrrection eoukl be foreest by the heavy hand
of the low, However, mast Americans are properiy leery of ex-
cessive reliance on government, Oize sociuty requires a change
in the habits of the beart, in the ways we think abaul marringe
and how wevaluejt,

" "Supervows” would send & poweriul message. Such vows
ave premarilal contracts in which thase abeut to be betrothed
deelare that they sre cormmitting move 1 their marrisge than
ithe taw reguires, They may choose from & menn of ifoms what
they wish to incorporate In their voluniary agresment. For in
stanes, if either spouse requests marital counseiing, the other
promises (o participate. If one asks far a diverve, he or she
promises te wait af least six months o see if differences can be
worked sut. Onoe the couple freely arrives at an agreement, the
supervows become legal commitments botween the spouses.

Not very romanile. demur crities. Fair eneugh, Shoving up
marriges may woli require less infatuation ans more respoush
hility, Church and synagogue programs fhat encourage sn-
gaged rouples to discuss with each ofher, before they tie the

Amitai Kiziond is the agthor of The Spiril of Cemmunity and the
Jounder of the communitarian movemens,
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knot, who will attend te the chiidren, who will control the bank
aocpunt and other such pivodal questions are fulfilling a similar
soeietal need. Even better are schoo! programs that isach con-
filet resclutien. Studies have shown that stable and contented
couples fight about 85 often #3 those in marrisges that are fall-
ing. Howaver. the kappy couptes have learned w fight beiter—ip
e izsue- rather than persun-oriended, for Instance,

Before the sabvation of marriage san progress, society ve-
guires an encompassing cotsensus that there is 2 problem.
Currently. evolving such & consensus is being wayinid by an
ideptogical word game. Ag long as the term family s used 16
eover both the “real™ family and #s antithesis—the single-
parent version--the gaastion of whether 8 society can do with-
out familles is hopelessly obfisested, Moreover, u challenging
tkesis {s hidden: the thesis that it does not maiter which sovisl
arrangements aduits devise fo bring up childeen. It is implied
{rather than demonsiraied) by coliing single-parent house
holds “famifies” thai one parent can do the joh of two, that
grannies and aunties can replsce Mom and Pop, and su o, All
wiill serve sgually well. Henoe ali may be acaarded the august
il fumily,” and whather the couple is marvied matters nad,

Here selence chimes in, its voles rising. Over ihe past
vears, 4 growing body of evidesce ghows that children who
grow up under the tutelage of people other than fbeir natural
parents are more likely o fail in schout, bave seciul difficulties
apd get arrested. To a large extent, their failings reflect the
fact that single parents are wconomically disadvantaged as
comparad with fwo-parent Zamities. However, this difference
is aiso affected by the dismemberment of the family. It costs
mere to run two households than one,

Siowily, more and mote people are realizing what anthrogol
ogista have kg ohsarved; that throughout the enormess vark
aty of human sxperience, over ail continanils and throughout all
history, no society ever thrived without family. True, there
wereall kinds of gerpsgements, from extended fmilies to cans
that heiped do the parenting. In India, # ts ssig, o child was sl
ways in sunebody's avms. In Africs, we are jold, i takes @
whole villags to raise s child, But {hese wondrous sostial fabirics
gave additisnal support rather than replaced {he suciear fam-
y. Dur society inereasingly has neither,

Onvce we firmily agree that there is 3 problem, 1o change
course saciety resives o vision: Where are we headed? Social
conservatives nestalgically envision a return fo the dayvs when
mars did the nurturing and pops brought home the bacon,
Hawever, there fs ne moral justification for treating women as
#aving lesser rights than men, denying them the right to work
owtgide the home and largely exempting men from parental re-
sponsibititios, The communitarian movemeni—which seeks to
shars up the morad, social and pofitical Bundations of society—
is cdomer {0 the mark, Communitarians, for whor | often speak,
envision a family in which fathers and mothars share the trita-
kations and iobs of parenting gad of securing a livelihood.

A pecommimment to family requires new practioes. Social
seiences show that vajoes do not fly on their own wings; they
s be embodicd g aur rituals. Supervows may surve 58 ong
such sociologions device. [T it becomes ¢hiie to state "8 have a
supervew!"—with the implicit question “And kow aboal you™
hanging @ the air-we will be on the way fo valning marriage
and thus imily more highly. without relying on punitive laws.
Supervows adens will not carty the dey, Bt they wilt help mesd
the Americes faaily, »

;)

TIME, SEPTEMBER &, 1553
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Family valuss ARddreas
| governer Bill Clinton
Cleveland City Club

Cleveland, Ohic
Hay 23, 1992

Thank you. Thank you very much. It certainly was a unigue
introduction and it was partly traa Maybe you ought to run for
Prasident.

T have really loeocked forward to coming here teday, and 1 thank you.
for the opportunity to appear. As has already been sald, I want to
depart from the standard message I normazZy glve talking about my
eleven years as governor and the work I've done to generate jobs
and educate children and balance blidgets and bring pecople together
and try to ignove traditional Democratic and Republican solutions
to problems when they are plainly ocut of date.

For several weeks, 1 have planned to ¢ome here to discuss what
stands at the heart of America’s Dream, and ag much of the core of
the disappearance of the American Drean: the American fanmily and
itz problems.

put this .topic has acquired, as all 0f you know now, guite a bis
noere currency because of the recent speseches that the Presidant
gave at the Notre Dame cummencement and the speech that the Vice
President gave at the Commonwealth Club in San Franclsco the other
day.’

The President?’s speech extolled the virtues of family life,
lamented the ibreakdown of the family, said family life had more to
do with what ‘happens in America than what goeg on in Washington ==
that’s prebably true, and thank goodness. But it offered no real
acrion agenda f£o0r improving the plight of our most troubled
families.

The Vice President’s speech has become known by its reference €O
the television show “Murphy Brown' «- and you’ve all probably had
your laughs about that -~ but the fact is that the Vice
President’s speech had more substance than the President’s.

While the President urged Notre Dame graduates to help solve our
nation’s socvial and family crisis, it typically offered no agenda

and assumed no responsibility. Vica President Quavyle, while
repeating the sad statlistics of taan pregnancy and divorce and
put~ofewedliock bkirth in Amer1a&, xeiterated the cnpoverment agenda
that is most closely identiflied, among Republicans, with HUD
$ecretary Jack Xemp, and among Democrats with the Denmogratric
Leadership Council =-- a group that I chajred when we came here to
Cleveland and met in national convention last year -— more hone
ownaership for poor people, urban enterprise zones, and wezfar@
reform designed to encourage work and independence.

Nnién#i Campaign Headzusriss v PO Box 813 » Little Rook, Askensas 72203 « Yatephone (50%) 3721932 « FAX (50% S22 292
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Unfortunately, the Vice President’s speech also is, in my view,
cynical election~year peolitics in. that it ignores the relationship
of cur family problems to our national economic decline, holds out
Murphy Brown as a bigger problem than TV's crass commercialism and
glorification of selfishness and violence, and denies the
Administration’s responsibkility to face the full range of
America’s staggering family problems.

T want to talk about these issues today bocause famlly guestions
are terribly important to our nation and to me personally. As a
public official, I have worked on family issues harder and longer
than anybodyreise runaing for president thig year. And I do
nelieve that .they are at the heart ¢f our national discontant.

And as well ag anyone, I know the importance of family values to
personal growth. In 1%46, I was born to a widowed mothey. My
father died in a car wreck three months before 1 was born. Shortly
after I was born, ny mother want baﬁx to nursing acheol to learn
s#kills that would enable her o suppcrt me., Until I was four, I
was fortunate enough to be was ralsed by loving grandparents of
modest means but great determination -- who began teaching me to
count and read when I was two, X

My mother’s extended family included great-grandparents and great-
uncles and aunts, all of whom were -poor or nearly seo, but they
were wonderfdl, old~fashioned coantry people who brought love and
joy and values to my 'life.

When I was four, my mother remarried. And though their marriage
was not free of difficulty ~~ some of which has beer reported in
the press -« my krother and 1 benafited from the leve of ny step-
father and his extended fanily. They enriched my life and my sense
of what I could do with it. My mother has been widowed in her life
three times, but luckily is married-to a wonderful man whe has
alse been a friend and inspiration to me .

Every year I azk all the relatives fram all my extended families,
and my wife's family, to gather at Christmas time. It’s an amazing
celebration of the differant threads of Family, a broad fabric of
love and support that ralsed a child from modest means to a
rewarding ¢areer in public service and a serious campaign for the
presidency of ‘the United States. I know the value of family.

Over 20 years age, I met and fell in love with a wonderful woman
in law gchool who would become my wife and a lot of my life. It
was Hillary who, in 1971, was alrsady concerned about the problenms
of poor children and their parents, and who began to teach me
about them then.

In 1975, we married. In 1977, after'l bacame Attorney General in
my state, my wife founded a remarkable corganization callaed the
Arkansas Adveocates for Families and Children. In that year, long
pefore it was, the national rage, she organized the conference
called ?aranztnq is Primary.

CIn L1879, whan%l first became governor, with my wife’s help, wa

began to try and build a pre~family policy for our state. In 1980,

. our one and only c¢hild Chelsea wag born. S$he‘s been the great joy

of our life, and warching her grow and flourigh has given me a

- graater sense of urgency about the task ¢f helping 211 of our
. children Qna thair parents to do better,

v
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Qver the last 12 years, thosa efforts have evolved inte
initiatives to lower the infant mortality rate through expanded
material and child health services. To reduce teen pregnancy
through aggressive and cften controversial but value~based seX
aducation efforrs. To enhance child care for werking families
through an innovative voucher system. To reduce long-term welfare
dependence by aggressively promoting more education, and training,
ard child care, and medical ¢overage for the children of welfare
families, then regquiring parsnts to take available work. To
inerease pre-school programs for poor children with a special
amphasis on invelving parents as their children’s first teachers
through'a remarkable program we borrowed from the nation of Israel
called RIPPY -~ Home Instruction Preogram for Pre~Schoel Youngsters
-« & 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, wa’ve worked to incrsase child support enforcement
through innovative effoxts like repcrting every dallnquent parent
whe owes more than a $1,000 to every major cradit agency in our
state.

The thrust of all these efforts 1ls to find, what I would call, a
third way to approach the American family =~ beyond the
traditional pelitics of koth parties, beyend the Administration’s
cheerleading for family values on the one hand, and on the other
hand, the old-big-government natlcn that there’'s a program for
every social prahzam.

There 1is a tnzrd way, a common-sense path that offers more
opportunity to families in return for more personal responsibility
and the assumption of more family values. Family values alene
can‘t feead a hungry child. And material security alone cannot
provide a moral compass. We must have both,

There is a way to embrage family values amnd enhance the value of
america’s families at the same time. A president should do both.
President Bush is right to lament the high rate of teen pr&gnancy,
yet he dgoes not bring value~based sex education and health clinics
into our schodls to prevent pregnancies in the first place.

He is rzght to decry the high divorce rate, yet he hag no national

. soonomic plangte help families under ecanomic strains.

* 'the President is right to speak out on the vivlence that stalks

©our childraen., And I belleve he’s baen wreng to <¢ut back the funds

that eities like Cleveland can use to hire nmore policeman for
their streets -~ and he is wrong 46 oppose the Brady Bill that
youyr Congressman sponsored and even President Ronald Reagan
suppoerts to regquire a waiting pericd before pecplée can purchase
handguns s that their crininal and mental health history and

- their ages can be checked,

Like any parent, I'm troubled by the gratuitous violenge and sex
and mixed moral signalg we see on television. The same tough value

‘guestions for Americ¢a‘’s children and parents run from the affliuent

suburbs on New England to the poorest blocks of South Central Los
. Angeles ~- and'they rsach into our own family too, with Millary as
a working mother and ocur daughter Chelsea, who's about %o become a

i teenager.

i&nd if those questions are hard for us, with all the privilegas
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that God has given us, think about how much tougher they are for
most families who are working harder for less noney these days,
and how devastating they can be for those famillies confronted with
layoffs, illnesses, alcohol and drug abuse, poverty, or a violent
naiqhboxha&d,

The qa&&izon is not are family values important? 0f course they
are. It’s not are they under f£ire? You het they are. It‘s not is
TV destructive of family values. All too often it is. The guestion
is what are we going to do about it?

14 isn‘t encugh for America’s leaders to blame past social
programg or current TV programs. It isn’t enough for Americédns to
change channels. We need to change course.

Family values can’t simply be Washington code’ Ior Beltway
Rapublicans who really mean, "you're on your own®" -~ or Beltway
Lemocrats, whe want to spend more of your ax money on programs
that don’t embody those values.

If family values are going tec mean something, we must offer a
nation a thixd way. A nation that guarantees opportunity for every
family, but a soclety that demands responszb;zity from every
individual.

:lr I "
of course there’s a values crisis in America. But there’s an
action gap as*waell. Addressing one without the other isn’t a plan
of action, it’s posturing to distract from inaction.

Teday the domipant message from this Administration is, "Youfre on
your own.”

Parents have to work twe jobs and spend more hours at work and too
little time with their kids because wages are declining in
America, you‘re on your own. If parents without health care who
live in deadly fear they won't he abkle to care for their children
without going bankrupt, they’re on their own., If poor, uneducated
parents need pre-scheoel for their children so they’ll have a
chance tc do better than their parents, well, they’re on their

ouWi.

The problem 1§, nobody is on their own In this country, we’ye all
in this tagethar‘ The more we ignore these probklems today, the
more we‘ll all pay for them tomorrow in lost economic strength, in
increased vicelence, in costlier jails, in poorer schosls, and lost
futures. As my friend Governor Ann Richards of Texas said of the
looters and the shooters of the streets of Los Angeles: “These

© young hoodlums who burn and batter and turn our streets inte

. killing flelds were once our children -- small and helpless and

. needing our attention and cur love, and we lat them go -~~~ tossed
© them aside like yesterday’s news., Now they are making headlines

that we don’t want to read. God may forgive them but we can’t

 condone their actien or reclaim their lives. They are lost to us.
© This tragady must end with this generation. It must stop now."

A very great Republican President, Theodore Roosevelt, once called
the Presi&eney a Bully Pulpit, Then President Kennedy sald thag
the Presidency’ was the vital centeriof action. Both presidents
were right. Aipresident’s words can .move a nation, but talk must
be backed up with action or we Yyisk diminishing the Bully Pulpit

i into a Pulpit .of Bull.
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Wnhen I was born in Hope, Arkansas, -in 1$46, our state’s per-capita
income was baraly half the national average. Though ny family and
I later moved Iinto a middle-class life, thanks to both my step~
fathey and my mother workXing, in the beginning, like most people
in my state, wa were poor.

But one of the values my famlly pounded into me was that if I
worked hard and playsd by the rules, I’d be rewarded -~ and I have
reen, hevend my wildest dreams. We were taught to take
respensibility for curselves and for each other. And we wers
taught that if we did, we would do better.

. X umdarstend\ﬁamething about hard times and how hard things can

get. My mother was widowed before I was born and I lived with my
grandparents when I was little as I said. My mest vivid memory of
my mothar and childhood was when I went to visit her at nursing
school when I wag three, and whan my grandmether and I pulled osut
of the station, she knelt down by the side of the railrsad tracks
and c¢ried. I ‘remember that te this day. I remember how she bore
ney grief every day because she believed that, if she sacrificed
in the short run in the long run she could build a better life

for ne,
L3

Now there are milliens of stories like that in America today,
Remenber, most poor people, those with and without jobs, did not
loot and riot.in Los Angeles, because their values kept them fron
doing 3. They would not do wrong. Most Amerigans today doe give
their children love and dlscipllna»and respect for others and forx
the law.

Thers is a gr%at deal of love in the poorest welfare families in
Amsrica today. But we have to face the hard tyruth that too many
Anericang are’ cut off from these values and the 1ife that we want
them to live, that reinforces those values. And too many Americans
who live by thelr values are denied the progress they were
promised -- the progress that was real for the poor of my
genaration.

We simply cannot go on under thege circumstances being the only
major nation in the world without A° family policy -~ one that
enshrines famlly values by placing a value on family. We‘ve tried
to daevelop one in Arkansas, And I outlined it to you a moment ago.
And T think wé need on in America.

Hers is a good beginning:
Ay

First, we ghould reward work and family, Teoday millions of
Amavicans work full time but den’t maks enough to lift their
families ocut of poverty. That’s wrong. No one who works full-time
and has children at home should be poor in Anmerica.

We should expand the farned Income Tax Credit €o guarantes a
vworking wage” to lift above the poverty line anyoene with a famlily
who’s working. full vime. This initiative is not terribly
axpensive. It 'won’t require us to spend one red cent for any
public bureaucracy. Yet, it will reward work and l1ift cne million
working poor families and their children out of poverty,

-] !

Sacond, Wwe need to reform our welfare system so that it puts
people back to work and ends permanent dependency. In Arkansas,
under the Faderal ?am;ly Support Act of 1988, which T helped to
draft as the governor’s representative, we’ve ¢reated a system of
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training, and vouchers for day aare, 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 national average in the last three years, even in sgpite
of the recession and high unenmpleyment.

The btruth ig, nmost people on walfare don’t like it any more than
you do. A few years ago, I asKed the woman in our velfare-~to-work
program in Arkansas what she liked best about her new job. And she
gaid -~ wasn’t sarning a paycheck -- 1t was khowing that when her
son went to school and they asked him what your mother does for a
living, he could give an answer. People want the dignity of work.

We should give everyone the chance to have that Xind of dignity.
We should give everyone on welfars the education, training, child
care and medzcal coverage for their children they need. But I
think we should go beyond the presént law. After two years, if
pecple can’t'find private sector employment, I think they should
be requiread ta dc public service work in return for the income.

We can end welfara as we knew it, not by punisthing the poor, but
by empowering them to take care of ‘their children and to be role

models, 4 *

Third, we need to do nore to protect America’s children from the
conaequences of divorce and absent fathers -~ and on some
oecasions, absent mothers. I wag born to a single mothexr who was
lucky enough to have the support of an sxtended family. Today, in
the govaernor’s office, I have old pictures of my grandfathar and
my great-grandfather. Unfortunately, too few children know whe
their great~grandparents weye, and 'tog many have parents who
should pay for their upbringing bat don‘t.

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

Because of that and other efforts,. ‘like putting the name angd
social security number of a £ather 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 -— wes collectegd
more than $41tmillion from "deadbeat parents® in 1981 -~ money
that we didn't have to pay in welfare oy other pubklic spending.
These asre the kinds of things that we ought to do. We have to do
more of them.

we must make the toughest possible child support enforcement
efforts in this country. We should enlist major credit agencies
all across the country to follow the example that Arkansas and a
few ether states have. We cught to say to people everywhere, "Pay
Eor your children {irst or you shouldn‘t get credit." We ougnt to
nave & natlanal system of child suppoxn collection utilizing the
Internal Revenue Service and tax regords.

I’m tired of seeing custodial parents bear the whole burden for
the problem of raising their children. Governments can’t raise
children =-- pa&gi& do ~= and the petple who bring children inte
this world shouzﬂ all bear a responsibility for raising them.
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Fourth, we need to help parents do the best possible job of
rearing theil kids. Government can’t create good parents, but it
car make it easier for them to tend to their children’s needs,

In 1988, George Bush promised to make sure, and I guote, "women
don’t have to worry about gatting their joks back after having a
child or caring for a child during a sericus illness." But when
Congress passed the Family and Medical Leave Act, George Bush
vetoed it. I would sign it. Cther nations do the same thing.

¥illiong of Americans are already Qavgnt in a squeeze between

taking care of their parents and taking care 0of their children. We
should not now make them choose between work and family -- not if
w8 are qoinyg to be a pro-family country where most parents have to

work. .
2 ‘

Fifth, we cak also bolster the family’s crucial role in education.
We should fullly fund the Head Start program and gquit delaying it.
But in Qoing it, we should put increased emphasis on enlisting
parents, even illiterate parentg, as their children‘s first
teachers. As I said earlier, the HIPPY program in Arkansas trains
welfare mothers to teach their pre-school ohildrenh to read. The
Head Start programs with the most longwlasting benefits for
children are those in which the parents’ role is greatest, no
matter how limited the parents’ own sducational skills.

our schools should alseo reinforce these family wvalues and parental
involvement by bringing more parents in. $chools all over America
can follew the example of the Beasley Academic Center, a public
junior high school in Chicags. It‘s located in a nelghborhood with
the highast murdar rate in all of Illinois. But every week, 75
fathers and ev&n more mothers requlaxly volunteer in the schools.

Aqazhst the adds, this schoel ranks in the top 10% of test scores
in the state, with no guns, no drugs, no dropouls -~ in part
Becausa of & culture which includes a2 dress code, strong family
valuss, angl parental role models. Not just talk, action!

$ixth and lastiy, I want to ensure that American Families and
individuals make the best personel decisions with their life with
a full sense of personal responsibility and concern for the
CONBEGUances ‘of their behavior. That means letting teens know that
it ia wrong for children to have children, and also providing then
with the aducatmon about how to prevant that.

In Arkansas, my nationally renowned health director, Dr. Joycelyn
Elders and I,Rfought for schocl-based nealth clinics and sex
education. It'wasn’t pepular and it still isn’t eagy, but with
teen pregnancy and AIDS claiming more and more of our young
people, It is now a matter of life and death.

There are many other issues that we have Lo face: restoring
economic growth €o our nation 80 we can restore econonmic strength
to our familiss, providing affordable health care to all of our
families and their c¢hildren, giving poor people more say over
their own lives through initiatives like community policing and
tenant managawant =f housing praje¢t3 and pressrving personal and
family gr;vaxy -w including, in my view, not repealing Ree v.

4-;

' The Pras;dentsgayg he wants private school cholice even i{f it means
~ taking publicimoney away from public schools that are already
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t underfunded compared to many other nations. He’s willing to make
t.. - it a crime for a waman to exercise her right to make the most

private choice of all. I don‘t understand those priorities.

When my daughter was in her last month of sixth grade last year, I

‘s . remember taking her to school one day -- as I do everyday when I’'nm
Eﬁf home ~- and seeing a very handsome man walking his child to
T ' school. He had two other little children with him, And one of

these littie children came running up to me, helding out his hands

and jumping up into my arms. He held me very tight. Now, as you

know, I’m a pelitician, so I love that -- I mean, the baby wanted
: %o Kiss nme. .

Buy, if you know anything about child development -« this child
was almost two years old -- it’s not a very good sign for a two-
vear—old child still te bhe indiscriminately bestowing this sort of
affection. §6 I asked this man, I sald, "How many children do you
hava?" He said, "five." I salid, “¥You mean you have the one that
went in there, these two, and twe others?® And he said, "Oh, no,
no, these twé are not mine.® He said, "My wife and I had a

« daughter who died. And in honor of h@r memary, we decided that we
© would spen& the rest of our lives, sarving as foster parents for
© c¢hildren in nsed. These two children I have are not mine, they
were abandonad by theilr mother, alone at home, for twoe whole
days." They were twenty months old.

HG8o the'staté gave them to us to care for for a while and we’re
loving them and hoping that their mother can learn to love then
and be a good parent and eventnally to take them bagk.®

¢ There are mllliana of children like that all over this country --
{ ~ < hanging in the balance. They are part of pur national family. of
course, we must exhort their parents to do a better job, and we
must write inte our social programs incentives for stronger family
values. But vwe cannot ignore the plain need for a natlonal policy
to value families...to reconnect all Americans to our most
cherished valuss and the ldea of progress for those who live by
{ thosa values,

Ultimately, it is up to each of ue o 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 again can
maxe a difference, that tomorrow will be better than today if we
puild that bridge and make it so. We have the tools. The guastion
is do we have the vision and the will. This election will tell the
tale. i 2
i

Thank you very much.
: :
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02 Carol Rasco
FROM: Bill Galston .
sUBJ: Children, Youth, and Fanmily Initiatives

The following memorandum is in response to your request for an
inventory of Administration budget proposals and other
initiatives concerning children, 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 Children; the fourth offersg an analysisg of
some trou?le spots and recomuendations for addressing them.

1. Accomplished or proposed to date

Legislation

¢ Family and Medical Leave Act--passed by the Congreass and
signed into law by the President

Stimulus Packsage

0 Head Start Suamer Program--a new Head Start summer program,
which would eveﬁﬁuailyvamp&qgwup to 350,000 disadvantaged
children Adrire ¥

¢ Chapter 1 Summer School Program--new, oneé-time supplemental
funding of $500 million teo 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 aa&&&d,by changes in the location of poer
children that ocourred between the 1980 and 1990 census

o WIC--added 1993 funding of 875 million, which will permit
the program to serve 300,000 additional participants, mosgst of
whom will be children ages 1-4

‘o Child and Adult Care Food Program~-sn increase of $56
million to pay for wmeals and snacks at Head Start centers {0
gserve children in the proposed Summer Head Start program

o Childhood Tomunizations--$300 million to support a
community based effort to finance vaccine purchases and education
and ¢utreach campsigns, with the goal of immunizing 1 millicon
children during the summer of 1993

H
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¢ 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

¢ HOME investment partnership--accelerated spendout of §2.5
billion in previously released affordable housing funds

o  Public housing modeynization--accelerated spendout of HUD'sg
backlog of unspent modernization funds

¢  Supportive Housing Program--accelerated investment of §423
million in the Program, which offers shelter and a wide rnage of
sexvices to homeless pearsons

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

investment Package

¢ Housing subsidies--double HOME funds to the authorized
level of 82.2 billion;: increase houlsng wvouchers from 40,,000
annually %n 1993 to 100,000 in 1998

¢ Supportive Housing Program~-a S$138 miliion increase for
1997, a doubling of the program, which addresses homelessness and
its causes

¢ Public Housing Operating Subsidies--an additional $i21
million in 1997

© Preserving and renovating low~income honsing--3384 million
in 1897, snd $858 million over the next four yvears

© Crime in publig housing--$138 million for an Urban
Parinership Against Crime Initiative to address the increase in
gang~ and drug-related orime activity in many public housing
developments

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

¢ Full funding of Head Start--an inoreage of §3.2 billion in
1997, $8 billion over four years, achieving full funding for 1.4
miilian eligible ohildren by 1989

¢ 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



0 Head Start-related Medicaid--351186 milliion in 1997 to fund.
new entrants 1in the Medicaid program resulting from Head Start
expansion

o Full funding of wiC-~an additional $1 bdlilion in 1997 to
gerve all eligible children ages 1 to 4, ingliuding some 2 milllon
who were not served in 1992

& Parenting and family support--3500 million for Fy 1997

¢ Education reforms and initiatives-~82.7 billion in 1997,
$6.2 billion over four years, t0 support systemlc educational
reform, improvements in the Elegmentary and Secondary Education
Act, a new S5afe Schools Progrsm, student loan progranm
improvements, and support of Historically Black Colleges and
Univergities

© 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

¢ 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 summey Jjobs

¢ Youth apprenticeship~~8$500 million in 1997, S51.2 billion
over four vears, to finance a nationwide system of school~ and
work~based learning programs for high school youth who do not
plan to attend college

7 Earned Income Tax Credit--an EITC increase of $6.7 billion
in 1997, $19.9 billion over four years, 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,
paranting,, and family support for moving people from welfare to
work, coupled with tougher enforcement of parental
respngibilities

l
2. Comparison with principal campaign promises

Promigo Action

Family and Medical Leave Enacted and signed
Fully fund Head Start Froposed

Fully fund{ﬁic Proposed

1
National standards and testing To be proposed in fagst-~iraok
' education reform bill

3
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Youth apprenticeship program
Public school choice

se Chapter 1 to Ylevel the
pinying fielg”

Increase flexibiiity in local
use of federal education funds

?axeatingépregr&&a

i

Reqgquire federal contractors to
offer jobs for disadvantaged
youth

School safety and security
Bilingual education refors
Tougher child support
anforcement

National dhild care network

Tougher standards for child
care facilities

Walfare reform
5300 child tax coredit

Increase EITC to eliminate
working poverty

Expand the HOME program

Increasse f%aéing to maintain
public housing

Proposed, with partial funding

Noe agticon; pending

Partially addressed in the
stimulus package; to be addressed
in the ESEA re¢authorization later
this year; partial funding
provided in the Investment Budget

Ta be addressed in fast-track
kill and ESEA remauthorization

Proposed

Pending

Proposed

Pending; to be addressed in EBEA
reauthorization

Panding: to be addressed in the
context of welfare reform

No action; pending (?)
Pending Nouws s Hud ijg?

Pending
Ko action

Proposed

Froposed

Proposed



3, Cé&parison with key National Commiszsion recommendations

Commission recommendation

51000/¢hild refundable
tax oredit

BEITC exp&n§ion

Child $upp%rt agsarance

Uhat o ipeg/Hhio o

Tran&itiangl assistance foxr
welfare reciplents

Fundamental health care reform
Full funding for Head Start
Systemic school reform
Eguitable échool finange

?
Public school chvoice

Increased effort to combat
dropouts, teen pregnancies

Youth employment/
apprenticeship

i
Family and medical leave

Employer-based flex-time and
career sequencing

Improve availability,
atfordability, and gquality of
¢hild care ’

Expand/improve preventive
services for vulnerable
ohildren and thelr familles
Greater coordination of ¢hild
and family policies across
the executive branch

Joint Congressional committee
on children and families

(R 'm whipg Hue) Yheutds
Oppzon on o ik sk
e (o

Administration action

N action

Proposed

No acticn; possible in the .
context of welfare reform

Pending

Pending
Proposed

Pending: to be addressed in
"fagt-track" reform bill

Addressed in stimulus package;
pending in ESEA reauthorization

No action/pending

o—asions. pending &%@téxiﬁn&*hd
- Qanrwsuneanutt

Proposed

Legislation enacted

No action: requires Dol jawboning

Minimal agtion

No-2o0iorn p s
¢ Wa,
Nn—aa@&aa%peniing-+%+ Am}"%_ i
o action HTORY O MBIk fojg et
ety aummy, y
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Decategorization of selected riﬁgﬁﬁ&wk.pending-éﬁi'+5j{ﬁ&%
faderal programs to bring "W‘ﬁa*ﬁ

greater cohension and W 6 "
flexibility

Incentives to encourage Ko action
state/local coordination on
child/family programs

Increase salaries and training No asction
opportunities for teachers and
early ahildhoad hild yalfare

practitioners - wHil hapaey PRBAHGLY v {samﬁq Prossivizing)

Enhance recording industry . No action
efforts to avoid distribution

of inappropriate materials to

¢hildren

Enhance efforts by television No White House action: some
producers to improve content preliminary steps by the FCC
of programming for ehildren

Increase opportunities for Pending
national and local community
service

4. Brief analysgiz and recommendations

As you can gsee from the above, we have numerous areas of strength
in the children, youth, and family arena, particularly in Head
Start, WIC, Family and Medical Leave, education, and public
housing. (As you have pointed out, sadequate funding is &
nacessary but not sufficient condition for sound public policy;
we also need to ensura that our proposals in programs such as
Head Start{and Chapter 1 embody genuine reform, not Just mindless
expangion™0f the gtatus quo.)

Bevond the bright spots, we hawve.some very conspicuous
weaknesses. Let me enumerate a few current or potential
problems.

¢ The Adminigtration budget does very little for child care,
although some non-budgetary regulatory changes affecting guality
and flexibility are of course possible,

o The bhudget does very little if anything to provide new
opportunities for vulnerable children and their families. The
time is ripe for innovative family preservation strategies, but
thisg budget doesn't seize the moment. kﬁ
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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 taz credit leaves post middle~income families out
in the cold. (This is obwitugly a problem to be addressed in the
medium to long term. )

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

o The Family and Medical Leave Act ig a terrific first step,
put it does not address all of the multiple tensiong betwesn work
and family. I believe wg need systematic consultation with the
bBepartment of Labhor to determine how employvers can best be
gncouraged to move forward on issues such as flex-time amd job-
sharing. ;

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 sericus funding. Ag an interim measure, it may
make senge to break out specific issues such as toughex ohild

uﬂ@yw&?«Sugggrt enforcement and parental responsibility for the conduct
of theixr ahildren.

o As of now we are nowhere on teen pregnancy prevention., I
@Uﬁ%” understand why this was dropped during the early flurry, but I
strongly recommend initiating discussions with HHS leading to a
major anti-teen pregnancy initiative.

o More broadly: the National Commission emphesizes family |
structurse as one of the principal determinants of child well-
}UAMwﬁgfibeing, I think they are dead right about this and that we ought
Q»ﬁmﬂﬂl to work their analysis into our policies and public statements.
&n We can and should collaborate with Sen. Moynihan in thigs effort.

g We should think about giving highly audible wvigible White
House support to the creation {and where appropriate,
enforcenent) of standards for the content of recordings and

rtelevision oriented to ¢hildren and vouth. %mul& it makﬁ Sense
to get *};*ip;;er involved? M A M % M
o As af now, we are weak in the arga of policy coordination
}V“ Fi{at both the federal and state/local level), which the National
ommisgsion rightly emphasizes, I continue to believe that we

A Uﬁ need an inter-agency, White House-drive DPC working group on
M children, youth, and families, along the lines of the community

M’b; Ldevelamnt oparation. -
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On the basls 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 deocument by
late summer or early fall.

A choice by the President to speak at the National Commission
summit could serve as a very useful sotion-~forcing event., But
even 1f he declines t¢ do so {(perhaps because of its proximity to
the crucial April 4 meeting with Yeltsin), 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 evidence is in: though it may benefit the adults involued,
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the dissolution of intact reo-parent famifies is harmful to large numbers of children. Moreover,
the author argues, family dversity in the form of increasing numbers of single-parent
and stepparent families does not sirengrhen the social fabric bus,
rather, dramatically weakens and undermines society

DAN QUAYLE WAS RIGHT .

BY BARBARA DAFOE Wﬂ!'l‘EHFAD
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IVORCE AND QUT-OF-WEDLOCK CHILDBIRTH ARE TRANSFORMING THE LIVES
of American children. In the postwar generation more than 80 percent of chil-
dren grew up in a family with two biclogical parents who were married o
each other. By 1980 only 50 percent could expect to spend their entire child-
hood in an intact family. If current trends continue, tess than half of all chil-
dren born today will live continuously with their own mother and father

throughout childhood. Most American chitdren will spend several years in a single-
mother family. Some will eventually live in stepparent famihes, but because step-

families are morc likely 1o break up than intact (by which
1 mean rwo-biological-parent) families, an increasing
number of children will experience family brezkup two
o7 even three times duriag childhood.

According te a growing body of sociabscicntific ovir
dence, children in families disrupted by divosce and our-
gf-wedlock birth do worse than children in muact families
on severai measuies of well-being, Children in single-par-
cnt Famities are siX tmes as Skely v be poor. They are slso
Hkely to stay poor lenper. Twenty-two percent of children
in ene-parent familics will experience poveny during
childhood for seven years of more, a5 compared with only
ewo percant of children in two-parent families. A 1988 sur-
vey by the National Center for Health Statistics found thas
chiidren in single-paront familics as¢ two 10 thiee tmes as
iikely as children in cwo-parent families ton have emotional
#nd behavionl problems. They are slse morz likely to drop
out of high school, to gor prognante as weonagess, 1 abuse
drugs, and 1o be in rrouble with the baw. Compared with

" children in intact families, children from disrupted fami-

fies are ata much higher risk for phiysical or sexual abuse,
Contrary to popular belicf, many children do not

* “bounce back™ zfter divorce, of remarriape. Difficoitics

that are assaciated with family breakop often persisi into
adulthond, Childres who grow up in single-parsar or
stepparent familics are less successful as adults, parde-
wlardy In the twi domains of lifewwlove smd work—that
sre most essertial to bappiness, Necdless to say, not afl
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children ¢xpericonce such negarive cffects, Howeover,
research shows that many childien from disrupred fami-
Hes have g harder stme achioving intimacy in a relation-
ship. forming a stable marriage, or even holding a steady
job.

Bespire this growing body of evidense, it is noardy im-
possilde to discuss changes in family structure without
proveking angry protest. Many peuple seo the discussion
as o more than an amack on siruggling single mothers
and theif children: Why blamie single mothers when they
are doing the very best they can? After all, the decision to
end a marrizge or 3 relationship is wrenching, and fow
parests are indifferent o the painfol burden this decisisn
tmposes on cheir children. Many take the perilous step
toward single parenthood as 2 tast resort, after thedr best
offorts to hold a marmiage together have failed. Conser
guently, it can seem particulasly cruel snd unfeeling teo
remingd parenss of the hardships their children might suf-
fer as & result of fumily breakop. Other people beligve
that the dramatic changes in family struciwre, though rev
greitable, ave impossible o ovorse. Family breakup is an
inevitable feature of American life, and anyonc who
thinks otherwise is indulging in nostalgia of wrying to tum
back the clock. Since these now family forms sre here o

. stay, the reasoning goes, we must accord respect 1o single

parents, not eniticize them. Typical is the view expressed
by a Brooklyn waman in a recens lowter 1o The New York
Temes: “Let’s stop menalizing or blaming single parents
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and eawed mothers, and give them the respuct they have
ezmed and the support they deserve.”

Such views are pot to he dismissed. Indecd, they help
wr explain why family structure 3 sach an explosive fnue
for Americans, The debate shout it i3 not simply abon
the sockal-sciensific evidence, although thar is surely an
important part of the diseussion. It is 2ise 3 debate over
deeply held and often conflicting values, How do we
hepin to reconcile our Joag-standing hehef in equality
and diversity with an impressive body of evidence thas
sugyests that not sl femily strucrures produce equal cus
coimes for children? How can we square sraditons no-
tions of public suppest for dependont women znd chil-
deen with 1 belief in women’s night 5 pursue autonomy
and indepcendence tn childbearing and ehild-rearing?
Haw do we uphold the frecdom of adults to pursue indi-
vidil happiness in their privese relastonships and 2r she
samg fime respond to the needs of childrea for stalsility,
secunty, aad permanence in their family Bves? Whiat do
we do when the interests of sdults asd children conflies?
‘Fhese are the difficult issucs at stake in the debare over
family structure,

in the past these issues have turned out 1o be too diffi-
eultandgd 1o politically risky for debate, I the mid-19604
Dazaict Pateick Moynihan, then sn sssistane secreiary of
fabor, was denocunced as 2 racist for colling saention w
the rejationship between the provalence of black single-
mother famities and the lower socioceonomic stzading of
black ehildon, For neacly twenty vears the policy and re-
search communitics basked away from the entirg issuc.
In 1980 the Carter Administzation gonvencd z historic
White House Conference on- Familics, designed 1o ad-
dress the prowing problens of children and families in
America, The result was a profonged, publicly subsidized
quarrel over the definition of “family.” No President
since bas tricd o hold 2 navionad family confercnce. Last
vear, ut 4 timme when the nawe of surof-wedlock births had
reached 2 historie high, Vice President Dan Quavie was
ridiculed for ¢riticizing Murphy Brown. In shor, svery

- tiene the issue of fasnily structure has boen nised, the ce-

sponse has boen first controversy, then retreat, and Frule
fy sifonce,

¥ei it is also risky o fgnore the issae of changing fami-
by structure. [n recent years the problems associated with
family chstupgion have grown, Overall child weli-being
has declined, despite & decrease in the number of chil-
dren per family, an increase in the educatisnal level of
parents, and histoncally high levels of public spending,
Afier drapping in the 1960s and 1974s, the propartion of
childrer in poverty has incrcased deamarically, from 15
pescent in 1974 to 20 percent in 1990, while the percent.
age of adult Americans in poverty has romained roughly
cangtant. The teen suicide rarc has more than thipiad.
Juvenilc crime has ncreascd and become more violent,
Schoo! performunce has condnued te decline. There are

-no signs that these eends are abowt to ceverse themselves.
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If we fa21l 1o come 0 erms with the relationship e
tween family structure and declining ohild wellbeing,
then it will be increasingly difficult to tmprove children’s
tife prospects, ne matter how many gew programs the
fodeeat government funds. Nor will we be able 16 make
pragress s bewering schond performance or reducing
crime ef improving the quality of the nation's future work
furce—afl domestic prablems closely connected to family
broakup. Worse, we may contribuite to the problem by
pursiing policies that actually inceease family instability
and breakup,

*

From Death to Divores

CROSS TIME AND ACROSS CULTURES, FAMILY 15
ruption has been rogarded as an event tha
theeatens 4 chifd's well-being and cven survival,

This view is rooted i a fundamental biologieal

fact: unlike the young of atmost any sther speeies, the hu-
man child is born i an abjectdy helpless and immarture
seaze. Years of nureuee and protection are noeded before
the child can achieve physical independence, Simlarly, it
takes years of interaction with ar least one but 1deaily e
o more sduits for g child to develep into a secially compe-
tent adult. Clidldren raisod tn virtual isolation from horman
beings, thoogh physically intsct, display few recognizably
human behaviors, The social arrangesmeny thar has proved
maost snocessful in ensusng the ghysical survival and pro-
moting the social development of the child is the family]
anit of the biolagical mother and father, (stcqumﬁy.i
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any eveat that pervanenidy denies a child the presence
and protection of a pareat joopardizes the life of the child.
The classic form of family disruption is the death of 2
pareat. Throughout hiscory this has been one of e avks
of childhaod. Muthers frequencly died in childbirth, and it
was not unusual for both parents to dic before the child
wis grown, As recently as the catdy decades of this centu-
ry children commaonty suffered the deach of wr least one
parcnt, Almost a quatter of the children bon in this couns
ury in PN jost ene parent by the tme they were Rfreen
yoars ofd. Many of these children fived with their wid-
owed parent, often-in z houschold with ather clese relas
tives, Others grew up in orphanages and foster homes,
The meaning of parental doath, as i bas been tans-
mitted over time and faithfully recorded in world fiten-
wire and ore. is unambiguoeus and essentially unchang.
ing. It is univessally regarded 25 an untimely and zragic
event. Death permanently severs the parent-child bond,
disrupting forever one of the ehdld's carliest and deepost
bwnan atsachmenes, v also deprives a child of the pres-
ence and pratection of an adult who has 3 binlogical stake
in, 4% well as an emotiona! commitment to, the child’s
suevival and weli-being, In shert, the death of 2 parent is
the mest extreme andd severe foss a child ean suffer,
Becaase a child i so vulserable in o parent’s abscane,
thore has been a common culjural response to the denh
of a parent: an cutpouring of supporn from family, friends,
and strangers alike. The surviving parent and child are
united in their griel as well as their loss, Relatives and
friends share in the loss and provide valuable emotional «
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and financial assistance © che hercaved famsdy, Other
members of the community show syrapathy for the child,
and public assistance s available for those who need i
"This cultural soderstanding of parsotal death has formed
the basis for a uadition of public suppor 1o widows and
their children. Indeed, a5 recontly as the beginning of this
century widows were e ouly mothers eligible for pen-
siong in many stares, and roday widows with children re-
ceive more-generous welfare benefies from Survivars In-
suranee then do other single mothers with children who
depend on Ald to Familivy With Dependent Children,

It hus esken thousands upon thousands of years o re-
duce the theeat of parontal desth, Mot vaul the middle of
the twenticth contury did parestal desch cease 10 be s
commanplace ovent for children in the United Stares, By
then sdvances in medicine had dramartically reduced
mortality rates for men and women,

At the ssme time, other forms of family discuption.—
separation, divoree, outof-wodlack birth—were held in
check by powerful religious, soctal, and fegal sanctions.
Divoree was widely segarded both as a deviant behavior,
especially threatening 16 mothers and children, and s a
nersonal lapser *Diveree is the public acknowledgment
of failure,” 8 19405 socivlogy texthook noted. Ourofl-
wedloek birth was stigmatizer, and stigmatization is 2
powerful mesns of regulaung behavior, 25 any smoker or
averester will restify. Sanctions against nonmaritai child-
birth discouraged bebavior that hurt children and exacted
compensatory behavior that helped them. Shotgun mar.
siages and sdoption, TWO CONURON FESPONSES 1 ADAMET-
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tal birth, carrded 2 strong message about the risks of pre-
matital sox and ereated an intace family for the child,
Conscquently, children did not have to worry much
ahout losing 2 parent thioegh divorce o never having had
onc because of nonmarital birth, After a surge in divorees
following the Secand World War, the rate leveled off.
Only 11 percent of ¢hildeen born in the 1950s would by
the time they rumed cighteen seo thelr parequs separate
ot divoree, Ourofvwedlack childbirch basely figured as a
cause of family distuption, In the 1950s and cardy 19603,
five porcent of the nation’s birchs wepe out of wedlock,
Blacks were more likely than whites to bear children ot
side marriage, but the majonty of Dlsck children bom in

the tweney vears afwer the Second World War wore born |

w mairicd couples. The rate of family disruption rmached
a historic low paint during those years.

A aew standard of family securisy 2nd stability was ¢s-
tablished in posiwar America. For the firsetime in history
the vast oujority of the nation’s childres enuid oxpect 1o
live with married biological parenes thronghour child-
hood. Childrern might still suffer ather forms of advensity
—pOverty, racial discrimination, lack of educational op-
porunity-—but sniy 2 few would be deprived of the nur-
ture and protection of a mother and 3 father. No longes
did childeen have to e hawnted by the classic fears vivid-
by dramatized in folklore and fable-thac their parents
waould dic, that they would have 1 live with a stepparent
snd stepsiblings, or that they wenid be abandoncd.
T hese wers the years when the nation confidently board-
ed up orphanages and closed foundling hospitals, certain
that saisch iestitutions would nover again be needed, In
movie theaters across the countey parents and children
could watch the drmma of parental separation and death
i the great Disngy classics, secure in the knowledge that
such nighumare visions a5 the death of Bambi's mother
and the wrenching separation of Dumbo from his mether
were only make-believe,

In the 1960s the e of family disrapion suddenly be-
gan 1o tise, After inching up over 1the course of a century,
the divoree nte sazred. Throughout the 19505 and early
19605 the divorce rate held sioady at fewer than won di-
vorces a year per 1,000 married couples. Then, beginning
in about 1985, the rate increased sharply, peaking at
wwenty-three divorces per 1,000 marrisges by 1979, ¢n
1974 divorce passed death as the leading cause of family
breakup.} The rate has foveled off at zbowt twenty-ong
divorces per 1,000 marnisges-the figure for 1991, The
out-of-wedisek birth racs alse jemped. Tt went from fwe
pereent in 1960 1o 27 poreent in 1950, In 199%) close to 37
pereent of births among black mothers were nonmarinal,
sndd sbout 17 percent among white mothers. Altogether,
about one om of every four women who had 2 child in
1990 was not maeried. With sstes of divoree and nonmar-
ital binth so high, family diseuption is at its peak. Never
befoee bave so many children expenenced family break-
up caused by events other than death, Each year a million
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children go through diverce or separation and almest as
many more are born out of wedlock,

Half of all mariages now end in divaree. Following di-
vatoe, many people enter new rehationships. Some begin
tiving togerher. Nearly half of all cohabiting eouples have
childsen in the household. Fifteon percent bave new chil-
deen togethern Many cohsbiting couples eventually ger
married. However, both cohabiting and remarried cou-
ples ace more likely 10 beeak up than couples in Hirst mar-
nages, Even social scientists find it hard to keop pace
with the complexity and velociey of such pasteens. In the
revised edition (1992) of hix book Marriage, Divoree, Rev
marriage, the socielogist Andrew Cherlin ruefully com.
mems: “IT there were 2 ruth-indabeling law for books,
the title of this edivon should be something long and un-
wielity like Codaditasion, Marriage, Diveree, More Cohabita-
Hon, and Probably Remarvioge”

Under such conditions growing up can be a surhulent
sxprrience. b rmany single-parent families children muse
come o terms with the parent’s fove e and romantic
pastnzrs. Some children Hive with cohabitiog couples, ei-
ther their own unmarried parents or a biological parent
and a live-in pastner. Some chiliren bor 1o cohabiting
parents see their parents brezk up. Others see thelr pars
ents marry, but 56 pervent of them {as compared with 31
porcant of the children bora vo marricd parenis) lator see
their parcnts’ mariages fall apart, All esid, sbout three
quareers of children born to cohabiting couples will live in
a single-parent bome at least briefly. One of every four
children growing up in the 1990s will eventually entera
stepfamily. According to one survey, nearly half of aff
childzen in stepparent famibies will see their parents di-
vorce again by the time they reach their Jate reens, Since
KO percent of divorced fathers remarry, things get even
more complicsted when the rornangic of manizal histery of
the noneustodial parent, usually the father, I8 taken into
account. Consequcntly, as it affects » significant number
of children, family disruption is best understood not a5 a
single event but 4s 4 string of disruplive events: sepata
tion, divoree, tife in g single-pargnt family, life with 2 par-
ent and live-in lover, the remarriage of enc or both par-
ents, Hife th one stepparent family combined with visits to
another stepparcnt family; the breskup of one or both
stepparent families, And so on. This is onc reason why
public schools have # hard time kaowing whom to call in
an CMergency.

Given its dramatic impact on children’s lives, one
sight reasonably expect thut this histosie fuved of family
disruption would be viewed with alarm, even regarded as
2 natonal orsis. Yer this has not been the case, In recont
years some people have argued that these tremds pase 3
seripus threat 1o childeen and o the nation a3 a whele,
hut they gre dismissed as deglinists, pessimists, of nostal-
gists, vawilling or unable © accept the new facts of life,
The dominant view is that the changes in family strue-
e are, on halance, positive,
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A Shift in the Social Metric

HERE AKE SEVERAL REASONS Wity THIS I8 SO,
but the fundamental reasen is that at some
point in the 19705 Americans changed their
minds sbout the meaning of these disruptive
behaviors. What had once been regarded as hostile to
children's best interests was now considered essential to
adules” bappiness. In the 1950s most Americans belicved
that parents shiould stay in 2a unhappy marriage for the
safce of the children, The assumption was that a divorce
would damage the children, and the progpeet of such
damage gave divoree its mesping. By the mid-1970s &
majority of Americans rejected thae view. Popular advice
Hreratuee reflected the shift. A book on diverce published
in the mid-1940s wersely assectedt “Children are entitded
to the affection and assoctation of two parenss, not ane.”
Fhirty vears lawgr another popular divorce hook pro-
clasmed just the oppasite: “A twa-parent home is not the
only emetional struckure within which g child ¢an be hap-
py and healthy. . . . The parents who take care of them-
selves will be best abic to teke care of their childeen” At
ahwug the same time, the long-standing taboo against out-
of-wedlock childbinh also collapsed. By dhe mid-1970s
three fourdhs of Americans said that it was not meraily
wrong for a woman 10 have 1 child outside marriage.
Once the social metric shifts from child well-being o
adulr well-being, it is hard o see divorge and nonmarical
biech in 2avthing but a positive light. However distressing
and difficols they may be, both of shese behaviors can
hold our the pramise of greater adule cheoice, recdom,
and happincss. For nnhappy spouses, diverce offers & way
to escape 8 tenibled or even abusive exlatioaship and
make 2 fresh stare. For single parents, rerarmiage is 2 sece
ond try at marital happiness as well as a chance for seliof
from the steess, loneliness, and ceonomic hardship of rais-
ing & child alone. For some unmacied women, soaman.
ta] birch is @ way ro beat the bislogical clock, aveid marry-
ing the wrong man, and expenence the pleasures of
mothethood. Maorcover, divores and our-olwediock birth
tnvolve 1 mwasurs of apency and cholee; they arc man.
and woman-made events, T o be sure, not cveryone excr-
cises choice in divorcg of nonmarieal birth. Men leave
wives for younger women, teenage giels get pregnant 8¢-
ciifentally-—yer oven these oohappy evems refioet the
expanston of the boundaries of freedom and choice,
This culeural shift helps explain what otherwise would
b incxplicable: the failure 10 see ehe tisc in family disrsp-
tion 2% 2 sevese and troubling national probiem. I
explains why there is vireally ne widespread public send.
ment for restigmmatizing cither of those classically disroptive
behaviors and ne sense-—ne public consenais—ihat they
can or should be aveided in the future, On the contrry, the
prevailing opiaion is thar we should accept the changes in
family structure s inevitable and devise new forms of puls
tic and private suppoe for single-parent famibices,
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The View From Hollywood

114 FTS AFFERMAION OF THE LIBERATING

effects of divoree and nonmarital child-

hieeh, this opinion is 2 fixteee of American

popular culture today. Madisen Avenue
and Hollywood did not invent these behaviors, as their
highly paid publicists are quick 10 poin: sut, bt they
have played an influcntial role in defending snd even
celebrating divorce snd unwed mothethood, More pre-
visely, they have taken the raw material of demography
and fashioned it inw a powerful fantasy of individual se-
newal and rebirth, Consider, for example, the seaser for
Praple sagazine’s cover story on Joan Lunden's divoree:
“After the painful ead of her 13-yeat marriage, the Goed
Morning America cohast is discovering ¢ new life a5 a sin-
gle mother-—and as het own woman” Peple doss not
dwelt on the anguish Lundea and her childeen might
have experienced over the breakup of their family, of the
difficuliies of siagle motherhood, even for celebricy
mathers, Instead, & celebrares Joan Lunden's sieps to-
ward indepundence and s betrer fife, People, characteris-
veally, foruses on her shopping: in the fiess werks after
her breakup Lunden leased "2 brand-new six-bedroom,
8,004 square foa” house and then went to Blooming-
dale's, where she scooped wp sheets, pillows, a toastes,
dishes, seven twlevisions, and roomfuls of fun fumiture
that was “totally unfike the sericus paditonal picces she
was giving up.”

This is not just the view raken in supermarker maga-
zines. Even the conservative hastion of the greetingcard
industry, Hallmark, offers a ine of cards commemoniing
diveroe as liberation. “Think of your former marriage asa
eecord album,” savs one Conternporary card, "1t was full
of music—both hagpy and sad. But what's important new
18 . . . YOU! the recently reicased HOT, NEW, SINGLE!
You're geing to be ay the TOP OF THE CHARTS!” Anather
card reads: “Glewing divorced can be very healthy! Warch
how it improves your cireulation! Best of luck! . . . ™ Hall-
mark’s hip Shoebox Greatings divinon depices twe fe-
misle praying mantises, Muantis One: “It’s tough being a sin-

" gle parent” Mantis Two: "Yeah . .. Mavbe we shouldn™t

have gaten our hushands.”

Divoree is 4 nred sonvention in Hollywood, but unwed
parenthood is very much in fashien; in the past year o 5o
fmbivs were born ¢ Wartes Bearry and Annenc Bening,
jaek Nichalzon and Rebooen Broussard, and Eddie Mur-
phy and Nicole Mitchell. Vanisy Fair colebraréd Jack
Nichelsoa's fatherhood with g cover story €Apyil, 1992)
calied “Happy Jack.” What made Jack happy, & turned
our, veas no-fauks futherbood, He and Broussard, the fwen-
ry-pune-year-old mether of hs children, lived in separare
houses. Nicholson said, “It's an anuseal arrangement, bt
the fast rwenty-five yours oF so have shows me that I'm
aot yood at cohabitation. . . . | see Rebeors as moch as any
other persen who is cohabiving, And sy prefers it 1 think
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most prople would in 2 more honest and truthful world.”
As for more -permancnt commitments, the man who is not
goord @t cobiabitation said: "1 don't discuss marriage much
with Rebeeca. Those discussions are the very thing U'm
teying to avoid, 'm after this imenediate real thing. That's
all | believe in.” iPerhaps Nicholson should have had the
tliscussion. Not long after the story appesred, Broussard
heoke off the relationship.)

As this stery shows, unwed parenthood iz thought of nat
only as 2 way to find happiness but also as 2 way w exhib-
it such vireues as honesty and courage. A similay argument
was offered in defease of Mumhy Brown's unwed moths
erhiood. Many of Morphy’s fans were quick to point out
that Murphy suffered over her decision o bear 3 child oue
of wedloek. Faeed with an accidental pregnancy and a
faithless lover, she agonized over her plight and, aftes
much mental anguish, bravely decided o go shead. In
short, having a baby without a hushand represeneed 2
higher level of matermal devozion aad sserifice than having
& baby with 2 husband, Murphy was not just exercising
hor rights as 3 woeman; she
was ¢xhibiting true moral
hoesoism.

On the nighz Morphy
Brown became an unwed
mather, 34 mullion Amern.
cans euned in, and CBS
nosted 3 35 porcent share of
the audiene. The shkow Jid
nat stir signficant profese
the grass roots and Jast none
of ity advertiserss, The ac
tress Candice Bergen sub-
segoensdy appedarcd on
the cover of nearly every
women's and news maga.
zine: in the country and received an honorary degree 2t the
Univarsity of Penasylvania as well as an Emmy award,
The show's creator, Diane English, popped up in Hants
stocking ads, Judged by conventional measures of ap-
proval, Murphy Brown's metherhood was ¢ hit at the bax
office,

Increusingly, the media depicts the married two-parent
family as a source of pathology, According to a spate of
celebrity memeirs and interviows, the married-pasent
farmily harbors rerrible scorets of sbuse, violence, snd in-
vest. A bumgper sticker I saw in Amberst, Massachuserts,
read YNSPFOKEN TRADITIONAL FAMILY VALUES: ABUSE,
ALEOMOLISM. INCEST. The pop sherapist John Bradshaw
explains away this gencration’s problems with the dictem
that %6 pereene of families are dysfunctional, made that
way by the sddicesd sociery we live i David Lynch cre-
ates a new acsthetie of creepiness by mixtaposing scenes
of traditional family e with images of seduction and
perversion, A Bostom-arcd mussum puts on an exhibi
cafled “Coodbye to Apple Pie,” featuring soveral artises’
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visions of child abuse, including onc mixcd-media piege
with knives poking through g little gisl’s skirt, The piege
i sitled Fadher Knows Bat

No one would claim that two-parcnt families gre free
from conflics, violence, or abuse, However, the attempr
to discredit the two-parcnt family can be understood a5
pazt of what Daniel Pavrick Moynihan has described as 2
arger ¢ffort to accommodate higher loveds of social des
viares, “The amsunt of deviang behavior in American so.
ciety has increased beyond che fevels the community can
‘afford to recognize.”” Moynihon argues, One response
has been to normalize what was sace considered deviant
behavior, sueh a8 sti-of-weifleck birth, An secompanying
tesponss has been to deteot deviance in what once stood
a3 # social norm, such as the marred-couple family. To-
gether ¢hese responses reduce the seknowiedged levels
of devignce by croding carlivs distinctions berween the
normal and the doviane,

Seveeal recent studies describe family Bife in B3 poste
war heytlay 2 the seedbed of aleohobisry and abise. Ac-

cording fo Stephanie Coonty, the anthor of the beok T
Way We Never Were: Amerivan Eamilies and the Nostalgia
Trap, family life for marmicd mothers in the 19505 consist-
ed of “booze, bowling, bridge, and boredom.” Coontz
writes: “Few would have guessed that radiant Marsilyn
Van Derhur, erowned Miss Amarica in 1958, had been
sexuaily viofated by her wealthy, respectable father from
the time she was five until she was cighteen, when she
moved awsay to college.” Even the budget-sirciching
casserole comes under attack as u sign of culinary dys-
function, According to anc foed wrster, this homely staple
of postwar family life brings back images of “the good
mrother of the 50% . . . locked in Orzzic und Harmser land,
unable to move past the canvas of 2 Corning Ware dish,
the paletie of 3 can of Campbeil’s soup, the mushy do
mnion of which she was queen.”

Nevertheless, the pepular porerait of family life does
nnt stmply reflect the views of 2 cultumal clite, as some
have argued. "Vhere is steang seppore at the grass roots for
much of this view of family change, Survey after survey

+
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shows that ﬁmez!ieans are less inclined than they were 2
generation ago o value sexual fidelicy, Bfclong marriage,
and parenthood as worthwhile personal goals. Mothes-
hood no longer defines adult womanhood, as sveryone
knows; cyuzily important is the fact that fatherhood has
deelined as a norm for men. in 1976 less than half as
many futhers as i 1957 said that providing for children
was a Life goal. The proportion of warking men who
found masniage and children bordensome and resuietive
mare than doubled in the same perind, Fower thas half of
alt adult Americans today regard the idea of sacrifice for
others 45 a positive mors! vinee,

Dinosaurs Divorce

TS CPRLE THAT MANY ADDLTE BENEFIT FROM DI

vorce or remarriage. According 10 oae study, newrly

20 percent of divorced women and 50 pement of di-

voreed men say they sre beteer off cut of the mar.
tiage. Half of divorced adulis in the sume study repont
greater happiness. A comperent seif-belp book ecalled £
vorre and New Beginnings notes the advansages of single
parenthood: single parents can “develop thelr own inter-
ests, Fulfll thetr own needs, choose their own frignds and
ernigage in social aceivities of their chokee. Money, even of
fimired, can be spenr as they see i Apparenidy, some
women appreciate the opgortonity to fave children out
of wedlock, “The real world, hewever, docs not always
allow women who are dedicated o thelr careers 1o devote
the time and energy it takes 1 Bnd—ar be found by——the
perfect husband and futher wanng-be,” ane woman said
in u letter vo The Washingron Pors. A mother angd chitoprag.
tor fron Aves, Connectiont, gxplained her unwed marter-

nity to an interviewer this way: “} is seifish, but this was -

samething | needed o do for me.”

There is very little in contemponary popular culture to
congradict this aptimistic view. But in & few sraall places
another pesspective may be found. Several racks down
from its divoree cards, Hallmark offers a line of cards for
children—Ta Kids With Love. These cards come sixto g
pack. Each card in the pack has o shightly different mes.
sage. Acvarding to the package, the “thinking of you”
messages will let a special kid “kaow how much vou
care.” Though Hallmark doess't guite say so, it's clear
these cards are aned at divoreed pareats. “'m sorry P
not atways there when you need me but § hope you know
' always juse a phone ool avay.” Another card reads:
“Even thaugh vour dad and T den’e tive togather any-
more, | know he’s sl a very spacial pars of vour life, And
as much as 1 miss you when yon're not with me, I'm still
happy that you two can spond tme together.”

Hallmark’s messages are groanded in 2 substantial body
of well-fundod mudier research. Therefore it is worth oo
fecting on the divergence in seatiment between the de
varee ards for adults and the divoree cards fot kids, For
grown-ups, divorce heralds new beginnings {A HOT NEW
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- but showing them sespect is imprartant,™ -~

SINGLE) For children, diverce brings separation and loss
{“I'm sorry Pro not always these when you nced o™},

An even more telling plimpse into the meaning of &am-
ity discuption can be found in the growing children’s liter-
ature on family dissolution. Take, for example, the popu-
tar children’s book Dingsaurs Divorve: A Gnde for Changing
Famifier {1986), by Laurene Keasny Brown aad Marc
Beown. This is a picsure book, written for very voung ¢hil-
dren. The book begins with a shont glossary of “divorce
words” and encourages children 0 "sce if you can find
them” in the story, The wordy include “family counselor,”
“separatios agreement,” “alimony,” and *child custody.”
The book iy Hlustrared with cartconish drawings of groen
dinosaur parents whe Aght, drink too much, and break up.
One pane! shows the father dinosanr, suitcase in hand,
gouing into a yellow car,

The dinosaur children are offcred simple, staightfor-
ward advice on what 1o do about the diverce, On custory
decissons; "When parents can’t agree, lJawvers and judges
decide, Try 10 be honest if they ask you questieny, it will
help them make boter docisions.” On selfing the douse: Ul
you move, you may have o say good-bye to fricads and
famitiar places. But soon your new home will feel like the
place vou really betong.™ Ow the peonemis tripact of divorce:
“Living with one parent almost always means shere will
b less money. Be preparcd o give up some things.” On
Aofidays: “Diivorce may mean twice as much celebrating at
holiday times, but you may fee! pulied apany,” On paests
s fovers: “You may somstithes feel jealous and want
your parent to yourscif. Be polite 10 your pareats’ new
friends, even H.you don't fike them at first” Oa parensy
semarriage: *Not everyone loves his or her stepparents,

These cards and beoks point to sn uncemfonable and
gencrally unacknowiedged face: whar conpributes to a
parent’s happiness may detrace from a child'’s bappiness,
Al too often the adule quest for freedom, independence,
and choiee in family relationships conflicts with a child'’s
developmental needs for stabilivy, constancy, hurmony,
and permanence in family fife. Inshort, family dissuption
eseares a duep division between parcats” interests and the
intorests of chatdres,

One of the worst consogaences of thewe divided imer-
ests 13 2 withdrawal of parenaal investmenmt in ehildren’s
well-being. As the Stanford economist Vicror Fuchs has
pointed out, the main source of social investment in ohil-
dren is private. The lnvesement comes from the childeen's
parcrus. Bur parents in dissupred families have less time,
ateention, and money to devete o their childres. The sin-
gle most imporant source of disinvestment has beea the
widespread withdeawal of financizl support and involve-
maent by fathers, Materoal invesument, 1oo, has declined, as
wornen iy to raise families on their own and work outside
the home. Moreover, both mothees and fathers commonly
respond to family breakup by investing more heavily in
themsclves and in their own personat and momantic Jives.
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Someumes the tables are completely sined, Children
are ealied upon to Invest in the emotional well-being of
cheir parenss. Indeed, this seems to be the larges mcgsage
of many of the children's books on diverce and remar-
page. Znosaurs Divoree asks children o be sympathetic,
understandiog, respectful, and polite 1w confused, unhap-
gy parents. The sacrifice comes from the children: “Be
prepared to give up seme things.” In the word of divarc-
ing dinosaurs, the children rather than the grown-ups are
the exemplars of paticnce, restraing, snd good sense.

Three Seventies Assumpiions

S 1T FIRST TOOK SHAPE I THE 19705, THE GF -

mistic view of family change rested on three

boid cew assumptions. A that time, Because

the emergence of the changes in family ife was

so recent, there was hule hard evidence te confirm or dis-

pute these assumptions. But this was an cxpansive mo-
ment in Amarican life,

The first assumption was an cconomic oneg; that a
woman could now afford to be 9 mother without also be-
ing a wife, There were ample grounds for befioving this,
Women's work-force paricipation had been gradually in-
creasing in the postwat period, and by the beginning of
the 19708s women were a streng presence in the work-
place, What's more, even though there was still a substan-
rigl wage gap borween men apd women, women had
made considerable progress fa a relatively shont time to-
ward betser-paying jobs and greater employment opporty-
nities. More women than ever before could aspire to sei-
ous carcers as business cxecutives, doctors, lawyers, airling
pilots, and politicians. This circumstance, combined with
the increased gvailsbility of chili care, meant that women
could take on the responsibilities of 3 breadwinner, per-
haps even 3 solc breadwinnge. This was pandcularly i
for middle-class women, According to o highly regarded
$977 stady by the Carnegic Counscil on Children, “The
greater availability of jobs for women means thar more
middle-class children today sutvive their parents’ divorce
without 2 catastrophic plunge into poverry.”

Feminists, who had long argued that the path o grear-
er equaliry for women ay in the world of work cutside
the home, endorsed this ossumption. In fact, for many,
ccanomic independence was a stepping-stanc roward
freedom from both men and marriage. Az women began
to earn their ewn moncy, they weee less dependent on
mesn of marriage, and mardage diminished in impornance,
In Gloria Steinemn’™s memorable words, “A worman with.
out # man is Hke 2 fish without 3 bicycle”

This assumption also gained momentom as the mean-
ing of work changed for women, Inceeasingly, work had
an expressive as well as an economic dimension: being a
working miother oot only gave you an income Bue also
made you more interesting and fulfilled dhan o stay-at-
home mother, Conseguerntdy, the eptimistic cconomic

srenasic was deiven by a culural imperative. Women
would achigve financial indepondence begause, cultural
Iy as weH a3 econumnically, & was the right ching to do.

The second assumption was that family disropcion
would not canse fastiag harm to childrea and could aciy-
ally enrich their lives. Creatror Divorce: A New Opportanity
Jor Persenaf Growh, a popular book of the seventies,
spoke confidently w this poing “Children can susvive any
family crisis without peemanent damage—and grow as
human beings in the process. . . .” Morgaves, single-par-
ent and stepparent families created a more ortensive kine
ship network then the nuctear family, This network
would eavelop children ina web of warm aad supporiive
relationships, “Belonging to s ssepfamily means there are
more people in your life,” a children’s book published in
1982 notes. "More sisters and brothers, including the step
ones, More people you think of as grandparents gad aunes
and wncles, Morg cousing, Maere neighbors and faends.
.+ Getting to know and like 5o many peaple (and having
them ke vou) ts ane of the bost pars of what being inz
stepfamily ... is all abour.”™

The rhied assomption was that the new divorsity in
family structure would make America a betrer place, Just
as thic nation has been strengthened by the diversity of its
ethnic and ractal groups, so it would be strengthened by
diverse family forms. The emergence of these brave pew
families was but the latest chapter in the saga of Ameri-
can pluralism.

Another version of the diversity argument stated that
the real preblem was not family disruption kself but the
stigma still sttached 10 these emergent family forms. This
ingering stigma placed children at psychological risk,
making them feel ashamead or differenty; as the ranks of
single-parent and steppaieat families grew, ehildren
would feel normal and good about themsclves,

These assumptions continue to b appealing, because
they geeord with strongly beld American beliefs in social
progress. Americans see progress ia the expansion of -
dividual apporsunites for choice, freedom, and soif-ex-
pression, Morcover, Amedcans identify progress with
growing toletance of diversity, Oves the past half century,
the pollster Danie] Yankelovich weites, the United Stges
has sieadily grown more spen-minded and accepting of
groups that were previously pereeived 2s slicn, untrust-
waorthy, or unsuitable for pubdic leadership or social cs-
teem, One such group is the burgeoning number of sin.
gle-parent and stepparent families.

The Education of Sure McLanahan

N 1981 SARA MOLANAHAN, HOW A SOCIOLOGIST AT
Princeion Unwersity's Woodrow Wilson Schoo),
read a theee-part scries by Ken Auletta in The N
Yorker. Later published as a book titled Fie Under.
dass, the seties presented a vivid porceait of the drug ad-
dicts, welfare mothers, and schaal drepauzs who wok past
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in an edueation-and-
trzining progeam i
New York Cry, Many
were the ehitdren of
single mothers, and it
was Auleta’s clear wn-
plicatian that single-
mather families werg
conirihuting o the
geowth of an vade:-
class, Melbanaban way
wken aback by this
notion. “lc sizuck me
s strange thai he
would bo viewing sin-
gle mothers ac thag lev-
el of patheiopy.”

*“1"d pone to gradoate
sehoot in the days wheas
the politesily correcr ar-
guingr was that gingle-
parens families were
just another shernative
fanmily form, and it was
fine,” Mef.anahan ex-
plains, as she recalls the
state of social-stienific
thinking in the 1970s.
Several empirical stoad-
tes that were then cus
rent supporied sa op-
timistic view of fami-
iy change. (Fhey used
tiny samples, howeyer':
and did not track the
wellbeing of children
aver tmel

Quae, A Qur Nin,
by Carol Stack, was
reguired reading for
thousands of universis
vy stpdents. insaid tha:
single mothers had
sirengths that had gone underscted and unappreciated
by easlier researchers, The single-mother family, it sug-

gested, is an coonomically reseurceful and scially em-

bedded instimuden, In the late 19702 McLanahan wrote a
sirnilur study that looked at 3 small sumple of white single
muothers and how they coped. “So [ was very much of char
rracdition,”

" By the early 1980s, hawever, nearly rwo decades had®

passed sinee the changes in family life had begun, During
the intervening years 2 fuller body of cmpirical ssecarch
had emesged: studios thar nsed large samples, or followed
fanslies chrough time, or did both, Morcover, severat of the
studies offered a child s-gye view of farmily disruption. The
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Natienal Suevey on

Children, conducted by

the prvehologist Nicho-

ias Zilk bad sexr out in

1976 1o track a large

sample of children aged

seven to cleven. It zlso
intervicwed the chib
dren’s parents and
teachess. ke surveyed its
subiects again in 198!
and 1987, By the time
of s third reund of in-
tervicws the eleven-
year-olds of 1976 wese
the twenty-two-year-
oids of 1987, The Cah-

fornia Children of Di-

voroe Squdy, directed

by Judith Walloeizein, 2

clinical psychologist,

tad aiss been going on
for a decade. B, Mavis

Hetheningion, of the

University of Virginia,

was conducting a simib

lar seudy of childeen

from both intactand div

varced families. For the

first rime i was pussi-
ble 30 test the opimis-
tie view against a large
_..and longituding buriy
i Bvidencer T
It was to this body of
svidence thar Sas Me-

Laznahan timned. When

she id, she found linle

£ Support the optimis-

tic view of single math-

erhood, O the cons

trary, When she pub-

lished her Andings with
Irwin Garfinkel in 2 §986 book, Syaplk Methers and Their
Chifdres, her portesic of single motherhood proved to be
as groubling in its own way as Anbeta’s.

Ont of the Jeading sssumptions of the time was chat sin-
gle matherbaod was copnomically viable, Kven if single
mothess did face cconomic wials, they wouldn't face
them for long, it was aigued, because they woulda't re-
main single for long: single motherhood would be z brief
phase of three (o five years, folfowed by marrisge. Single
mothers would be geonomically restliont i they esperi-
enced setbpeks, they would recover guickly. it was alse
sajit that single mothers wonld Be supported by informal
neeworks of family, friends, ncighbors, and other single
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mothers. As McLanshan shows in her study, the evi-
dence densolishes all these claims,

For the vast majority of single mothers, the ceonomi
speckrum turns out {0 be parrow, running between pre.
canieus and desperate, Half the single mothers in the
United States live below the poverty line, (Currently,
one out of wen married couples with children is poor.)
Many others live on the edge of poverty. Even single
mothers who gre far from poor are likely to expericnee
persistent econtmic inseourity. PHvorce almost abways
brings a decling in the standard of living for the mother
and children,

Morcover, the poverty cxperienced by single mothers
is no more hrief than 1 is ovild. A significant number of all
stngle mothers never marry of remarry. Those who de, do
so only after spending roughly six years, on average, as
single parents. For black mothers the doration s much
longer. Onily 33 percene of African-Amcrican mwothers had
rermurried within ten years of sepamtion. Conseguentdy,
stngie mathethood is haritly 1 fleeting event for the moth.
ez, and it is bkely to ocrupy 4 third of the child's child-
hood. Even the notion that single mothers are kait 1o
gether in economically supportive neqworks is not bome
o by the evidence. On the contrary, single parenthood
farces many womaen to be on the move, in scarch of
chgaper hausing andd beter jobs, This aged-deiven rest-
less mabilicy makes it more difficslt for thom to susnain
supportive tics to family and friends, fer alone other sin-
gle mothers.

Single-mother families are vulnerable not Just o pover-
ty but to 2 particuiarly debilizadng form of poverty: wel-
fare dependency. The depéndency takes two forms:
Fisst, singie mothers, particolasly unwed mothers, stay on
welfare longer than ether-welfare recipients Of those
acvet-mamed mothers whe receive wellare benefits, al-
most 40 percent remain on the rolls for ten years or
longer, Second, welfare dependency tends to be passed
on from ong generation 1o the next, Melanaban says,
“Evidence on istergencrationad povesty indicates thag,
indecd, offspring from [single-mother] Tamilics are far
imare |ikely 1o be poar and 10 form mother-only familics
than are offspring who live with two parents moscof their
pre-adule fife.” Nor is the inrergencrational impact of sin-
gle mutherhood limited o Aftican-Americans, as suany
people seeru o believe. Amang white families, daughters
of single parents are 53 percent more bkely to marry as
seenagers, 111 porent more likely 1o have ehildren as
teenagers, 164 percent more likely o have a premarival
birth, and 92 percont more Bkely to dissolve thelr own
mareages. All these intergenerational conseguences of
single motherhood increase the likelibood of chronic wel
fare dependency.

Mel.anshan cites three reasons why singic-mother
farnalies are so vulnerable cconomicaliy. For one thing,
their carnings arg low. Secand, unless the mothers are
widewed, they don't receive public subsidies large

62

erpugh w it them our of poventy, And Anally, they do
not get much support from family members—especially
the fathess of theis ehsildren. In 1982 single white mothers
reeeived an sverage of $1,246 ; alimony and child sup-
port, black mothers an average of $322. Such paymenty
acgaunted for about 10 percent of the mcome of single
white mothers and for about 3.5 percent of the income of
single hack mothers. These amounts were dramatically
smalier than the income of the father in a two-parent
family and also smaller than the income from a second
esrncr in a two-parent family, Roughly 60 percent of sin-
gle white mothers and 80 percens of siogic Mack mothers
received no supporcat all,

Uincl the mid-1980s, when strivier standards were put
in place, ehild-support awards were only zbout half to
two-thirds what the current gridelines cequire. Accord-
ingly, there 15 often 4 big difference in the living stan.
dards of divorced fathers and of divorced mothers with
children, Afrer divorce the average snnual income of
mathers and children is 313,500 for whites and §9,000 for
nonschites, a3 compared with $25,000 for white sonresi-
dent fathers and $13,680 for nonwhite noaresident fa-
thees. Mareover, singe child-suppors gwards soeount for a
smziler portios of the iacome of 1 high-carning father,
the drop in hivisg standzrds 2an be especily sharp for
mathers whe were marsied e apper-level managers and
professionals.

Unwed mothers zre unlikely to be swarded any child
support 3t all, partly Beeause the patemity of thelr chil-
dren mav aot have been eswablished, According to ong re-
cent seudy, aaly 20 percent of unmarried mothers receive
child support, ) )

Even if single mothors escapd poverry, eConomic. ufi-- -
erieeraihey remzing 2 condition of life: Divorce brings a re-

dugtion i incomie and standsed of living for the vast ma-
jority of single mothers. One swdy, for example, found
that income for mothers and children declines on aversge
about 30 percent, while fatheys experience o 10w 15 per-
cent increass i income in the year following a separation,
Things got even more difficalt when fathers fait 1o meet
theit child-suppost obligations, As a rosudy, many divoreed
mothers experience a wearmg ancertainty abeue the fam-
ity budger whaether the check will come in or nog
whether new saeakers can be boughe this month o nox
whether the ¢lectric bill will be paid on time or not. Un-
cerainty about money triggers otier kingds of upncertainty.
Muathers and children often have to move o cheapsr
housing aficr 2 diverce. One stdy shows that sbout 38
percens of divorced mothers and their children move Jur-
ing the first year after a divoree. Even several vears tater
the rare of moves for single mothers is abonc a thised high.
5 than the rate for two-parent families. Tt is also common
for @ mother to change her job or increase her working
hauss or both fellowing a divorce. Even the cempasition
of the houschold is likely to change, with other adules,
such as boyfriends or babsysitters, moving in and out,
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All chis uncertainty can be devasuting to children.
Anvone who knows children knows that they are deeply
sonservative crcatures. They fke things (o stay the same.
So pronounced is this rendency that cesmain childeen
have besan known to request the same pranut-hotter-

and-jelly sandwich for hunch fer years on end. Children

are mnmu%ari‘j st zn their ways when it comes o famzly
hireaks up, all these thmgs may chang:s, The novebst Pas
Conroy has observed that “cach divorce i the deats of a
swaall civilization,” No one fcds this more acutely than
children.

Sars McLanahan's investigation and othors fike it have
heiped to ostablish a Broad consensus on the cconomic
mnpact of family disruption on chilidren, Mosg soctal soiv
entists now agree that single motherhood is an important
and growing cause of poverty, amnd thay children suffer
&s 2 result. (They continge 1o argue, howeves, about the
relarionship booween family structure and such coonome
i factors as income inegualiny, the loss of jobs n the in-
acr city, and the groweh of low.wage jobs.) By the mid-
19805, howover, it was ¢lear thae the problom of famity
disruption was not confined to the wrban anderelass, noy
was its sole impact ceonpmic. Diverce and out-of-wed-
hask childhirth wese affocting middio- and upperclass
chifdren, and these more priviieged children were suffer-
g pegarive eonsequences as well It appeared that the
problems assecisted with family breakup were far deep-
ef and far more widespread dhan anyone had previcusly

imagined, !

o T

The Missing Father

SIYTH WALLEREIEIN IS ONE OF TIIE FIONEERS IN BE.
search on the fong-tonm psychological impact of fam-
ity disruption on children. The California Children
of Diverce Stidy, which she dirgers, remains.the

mast cndwmg xwdy of the Ean_g-mrm effccrs of divoree

best-known effort to luok at the impact of diverce on
middie-class children. The Califernia children entered

the study without pashological family histories. Before di-

varee they lived in stable, protocied homes. And 3l

though some of the children did cxpericnce econamic in-

security as the sesult of diveree, they were geasrally free
from the most severe forms of povesty associated with
family breskup. Thus the study and the resulting boek

{which Wallersiein wrose with Sandra Blakesize), Sepod

Chancer: Men, Wonen, and Children a Devade After Dwoorve

(19893, provide new insight into the consequonces of di-

voreg which are not associated with exerome forms of ceoe

nromic 6r cmotional deprivation,

When, in 1371, Wallersecin and her colleagues sor out
1o cenduet chinieal interviews with 131 ehildren from the
San Francisco area, they thought they wore embarking on
g shoet-tern study, Most expeets believed that divorce
was like 7 bad cold. There was a phasc of scute discom-
forz, and then a short egcovery phase, According 1o the
eonventional wisdom, kids would be hack on their feetin
no time at gl Yoo whea Walleostein met these children
for ¢ secend interview mare than a yeae latee, she was

AFRH, 179
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ampzed to discover that there had been fio miraculous res
govery. In fact, the children scemed o be daing worse.

The news chat children did not “got over™ divorec was
not parncubirly welcome ae the dme. Wallessiein reealls,
“We got angry ketters from chesapists, parents, and
lawyers saving we were undoubcdly weong. They said
children are really much borter off being released from
an unhappy mariage. Diverce, they said, i a liberatdag
experience.” One of the main resules of the California
study was to overturn this optimistiv view, In Waller-
stein's czationary words, “Divorce is deceptive. Legatly
it is a single eveny, bul psychaotogically it 15 g thain—
sometimes a poverending chain—of svenss, relocations,
and radicslly shifting relstionshipy strung thirough dme,
a process tha forever changes the lives of the people
invelved.”

Five vears after divorce more thag a thirgd of the ¢bil-
dren oxperignced modernte or severe dopression. At ten
years a significant number of the now young mea and
woamen appedred 10 be uoubled, drifting. and under-
achuneving, At fifteen years many of the thirtyish aduig
were struggling o establish strong love relationships of
their own. In shore, far fom recovering from thelr paz-
ents’ divoree, o significant percontage of these grownups
were seill suffering from s effects. In facr, accerding (o
Wallersizin, the jong-rems affects of divorce emerge 9t 2
time when voung adults are tiving to make thew own de-
cisions about fove, marriage, and faroily. Not all childien
in che study suffered negative comsequences. But Waller-
stein’s research presents o soboring picure of devorce.

APRIL 1963

“The ckitd of diveree faces many addivional psychelogi-
vat burdens in addition to the noamative tasks of growing
up” she says.

Divoree not only makes it more difficult for young
adules to establish now relationships, It also weakeas the
oldest primary selatioaship: that beowesa parent and
child. According ee Wallersiein, “Parent-child relation-
ships arc permmanently altered by divorce in ways that our
society has not anticipated.” Neat only do children axpe-
rience 3 loss of pareneal artention st the onset of divercs,
but they soon find that at cvery stage of their develop-
ment their paronts are aot available in the samce way they
ance were, "In o reasonably happy iotact famidy,” Waller.
stein observes, “the child gravitates fisst to one parcot
and then to the other, asing skills and auribures from
cach in climbing rthe developmental lodder.” In a di
vorced family, children find it "harder to find the needed
parcnt at necdad tmes.” This may holp explais why
very young children suffer the most as the rosule of
family disruption. Their opportunitics to engage in this
kind of sngoing process are the most truncated and
comprimised, :

e father-child bond is severely, often irreparably,
dumaged in discupeed families. In a situation without his-
torical precedent, an astonishing and dishcarening num-
ber of Amatican fathees are failing o provide firancis
gupport to their children. QOften, muore than the fazher's
suppore check is missing. Incressingly, children are
bereft of any contact with their fathers. According to the
Natienat Survey of Childeen, tn disrupred families enly
onc child in siX, on average, saw his or her fathes as often
as ence 2 week in the past yess. Close o half did nor see
their father at all in the past year, As rime goes on, ¢on-

~tact beécomes pven mole’ infrequent Fon years after a

miatriage bresks up, more thas ewo thirgds of children re.
port net having seen their father for o year, Not saeptis-
ingly, whea asked o name the “aduls you look vp o
and admire,” only 20 percent of children in single-parent
{amilies named their fadher, as compared with 52 perceat
of children in twa-parent families, A favorite complaine
among Baby Boom Americans is that their futhess were
gmotionally remote guys who worked hard, came home
At aight 1o cat supper, and didn’t have much 1o say 1o of
do with the kids, But the cumrent genceration has a far
warse farhar problem: many of their fathers are vanishing
entirely, '

Exvea for fathers who maintin regulas contace, the pat-
rern of futher-child relationships changes, The socicly.
gists Anddrew Cherdin and Frank Fusstenberg, who have
studied broken famitics, write that the fathers behave
more like pther relatives than like parents, Rather than
helping with homework or carrying out 4 praject with
their children, noaresidential fathees are likely o wke the
kils shopping, w the movies, or out to dinnee, Instead of
providing steady sdvice and guidance, divoreed fathess
becutne “creat” dads.
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Apparently~—and paradoxically.it is the visiting rela-
tonship itself, rather than the frequency of visits, thar is
the reaf source of the problem, According o Wallesstein,
the few ehildren in the Califosnia study who roported vis-
iing with their fathers once or twice a weok over ¢ ten-
vear period stifl felt sejected. The nced to sehodule 2 spe-
cizl ime (o be with the child, the repeared leave-ukings,
and the lack of connection 1o the child's regular, daily
schedule leaves many fathers sdnfy, frestrated, and cone
{used. Waillersstoin oalls the visitng father a paresnt with-
aut potiolio.

The deterioration in father-child honds is most severe
amang children who expedence divorce at an cardy age,
according to a recent study, Nearly sthree guarners of the
respondesnts, now vyeong men and women, repoct having
poor relstionships with thetr fathers. Close 1o haif have
seceived gsychological elp, nearly o third bave doopped
wut of high school, and about 4 quarter repait having 2x-
perienced high levels of problem behavior or emotional
distress by the time they became young aduits,

Long-Term Effects

INGE MOST CHILDREN LIVE WITH TREIR MOTHERS

after divorce, one might expect chat the mother

child bead weuld remain wnalrcred and mighe

even be strengthened. Yot research shows thar the
muother-child bond is alse weakened as the resul of di-
voree. Only half of the children who were clase to their
mothers before @ divorce remained equally close after the
divoree. Boys, puargicuiarly, had difficuities with their
muothers. Morcover, mather-child selavianships deetio-
rated over time. Whereas reenagers in distupted familics
were nis mote likely than wcenagers in intact families 0
mpore poot relationships with their mothees, 30 percent
of young adulty from disrepred femilies have poor rela-
wonships with their mothers, 95 compared with 16 per-
cent of young adules from intset families, Mother-daugh-
wer eelationships often dewriorate as the daughter reaches
young adulthood. The only grong in society that dedves
any benedic from tiese weakened gurent-child ties is the

&

themapeutic community. Youny adults frem disrupted
families are neasly rwice s Hkely as those from intact
farmilics to receive psychologival help.

Some sorizl scientists have enncieed Judith Walies-
stein’s rescarch because her study 1s based on g small
clinical sample and does not inctude 2 contzo! group of
children from treact familics. However, other siudies
genceally suppore and strengthen her findings, Nicholas
Zill has found simitar long-rerm effects on children of di-
voree, reportiag that “effects of manta! discoed snd fami
by disruption are visible twelve (0 twveney-Lwo vears inter
in poor rehationships with pacents, bigh kevels of problem
behavier, and an increased ltkelihood of dropping out of
Bigh school and receiving pyychologioal help,” Marcover,
Zidl's research also feund signe of distress in young
womeon who seemed relasively well adfusted in middiz
childhood and adolescence. Girls in single-parent fami-
lies are aisa ar much greater wisk for prococinus sexuality,
teenage marrage, (wenage pregnancy, aonmarital birth,
and divorce than are girks in two-parent familics,

738's rescaech shows that
family disruption strongly
affects schood achievement
as weil, Children in distupi-
ed familics are nearly twice
as Hlkely gy those in intaex
famitics to deop out of high
schesl; amnng children who
do drop out, those fram dis-
rapred families are less like-
ty eventually to earn 2 di-
piema or 2 GED. Boys are
at greatsr risk for dropping
out than gitls, aned are also
mose likely to cxhibit ag-
gressive, acting-our behav-
s, Other research confirms these findings. According 10
a study by the National Assseiadion of Eleaentary School
Principals, 33 percent of two-parent elementary school
students are ranked as high achiovers, a5 compared with
17 peccent of single-parent students. The chiideen i sin-
gie-parcnt families sre alse more ikely to be truant or late
ot to have diseiplinary scuon raken against them, Even
afrer comtrodling for mee, income, and religion, scholars
finnd significant differences in educational suainment be-
tween children who grow up in intacr families and chib
dren who de not. In his 1992 study Amenten’s Smaflest School:
Hhe Famity, Paul Barten shows thar the praporsion of pwe-
pasent familiss varies widely from state to state and is re-
bated to vasiations in academic achicvement. Nowh Das
koza, for example, scores highest on the smath-proficiency
tesy and second highest on the two-parent-family scale.
T'he Districe of Columbia i5 second lowest on the miath
rese and fowest i the navien on the two-parent-family
soale,

2433 notes thar “while coming from 3 disrupted family

APRIL 993
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significantly increases & young adult's risks of experience
ing social, emoriona or academic difficulies, i does niot
foreordain such difficuities. The mujoriey of young peo-
phe from diseupted families have successfully completed
high school, do #er currently display high levels of eme-
tional distress or problem bebavior, and enjoy reasonable
cetarionships with their mathers.” Nevertheless, s major-
ity of these young adults do show maladjustment in cheir
relationships wich their fathers,

These fndings underscore the impostance of both 3
mother and a futher in fostenng the emotional well-be-
ing of chifdren. Obviously, not all childeen in ewo-parent
familics are free from cmotional curmeil, but fow are
burdencd wich tiie tronbies that sccompany family
breakup. Morcover, as the sociologist Amitai Etzioni ex-
plains in & new book, The Spirst of Community, two pac-
ents in an intact family moke up what mighe be called a
mutually supportive education coalitien. When both par-
£nts are prosent, they can play differernt, even conteadie-
tary, roles. One pareat may goad the child to achieve,

£

while the other miay cncourage the child o wke time out
te daydream o 10ss a feothall around. Oae may empha-
size taking inteliectual risks, while the other may insist
on following the wacher's guidcetings, At the same time,
the parents regularly exchange information abour the
chitd’s schooi prublems and achievements, and have a
sense of the overall edueational mission. However, Er-
viond writes,

The sequunce of divorce Tollowed by 2 succession of
boy or gulfriends, a sccond marriage, and frequently
saather divores and another tusnever of pariness often
means & repeatedly disrupred cducations! coalition.
Fach change in pacticipants iavolves 2 change in the
educasional agends lor dhe child, Rach new pastacr cans
not be expected w pizk up the previeus one's educas
tional post aod program. . .. As 4 result, changes in par-
enting partners mean, ai best, 3 deep disruptions in a
chifd’s education, thuugh of coprse sgveal dissuptions
et deepere into the effecdveness of the eduentionyl
coalition than just onc.
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“serve as a cg>llcctz<m sg:mcy for the

The Famnily
and Public
Policy-

NUMBER OF NEW PROPOSALS AD.
Adﬂ:ss the probiem of family
disruprionZGeREaily speic™

ing, they have a single objective: wo
zasure tha children have the support
and commitment of bath btcisgseal

patents, . o
"‘" LI Y

* The Family Sappor: Act of 1988,
which represents the culmination of &
fifteen-vear 11end toward strictee
child-suppart enforeement, has eh-
abled states to impose egal child-sup-
port obligations on'a grearer number
of sbsent fathers and 6 incresse the

percentage of abscm fathers who ae-

tually meot their abhgzzz{ms -

For example, the Famziy Suppon
Act contains the strongest legisfation
fo date on patornal’ zd(:nuﬁmnon. the
essential first step 't toward ma%mg ]
legally binding chitd-supgort award,
In the cases of abous. thrcc put of
cvery four chzidtcn hc-m {0 unwcé b,

the great majority of mothers reecive
ing AFDC benefits, the father is pev- -

et kleatified ot known to public ggcn— ‘

eigs ar officials. In the pasc many
people reasaricd that it was berer to
ignore the fathor—he was pmbahiy
unable o support the child anyway, -
and might capse more trouble if he

B suppi PAYMAnIs, withholding ine
come from the aoazmzdcnz:al parent
and; ma:lmg # memhi’y check to the
parcnt with the chddrcn.zin cases
whe:z ‘the parent faited m fneet the
fvt! suppore obligation, taxpayers
.- would make up the difference. Acv

were around than if ke remained ab- conding o in advocates, the child-sup-

sent. The 1988 legisiation rcqmzc;s

« por-assurance plan would rtdtif:tz the

states 10 got the Social Security num- " welfare burden in three ways: it would

“biers of both'pasents whon a birthicer=
rificate § is issued. Hf paternity is in

+ prevERUSOme mothers from, gqmg an-
wclfarc, since they wnulri be assured

doubt of contested, the federal govs 3’\ “of tegular suppart; ‘it would redute

crmment will pay for 90 percont of the ™

cost of genetic wsung trwin Garfin-' X

ked, who has wrieren 8 study of ch:]d

suppert, estitiates thag this apprmchk

2 AFDC bencfits doltar for dollar a5 sup-
pof: was eollected fmm tbe fathc:?: and
», Fwould pmvldc varidus ingentives for
“mathers or welfare § 1 get off i, For

will estatilish paternity for half of the "~ Gomnte! nlike & mothtf “réceiving
nation's nonmazital births by the mm " AFDC, 4 wmkmg msther "would be

of the sentury. - e

*
i

‘? able o, kccp th:: full chiid~suppmg

] m most mpzchcnszv; and m ’ f bﬁfiﬁﬁ( m 3§d1£30n [Q i}CT W(}Zktﬂg tn-

‘contraversial propasal is one for 4 Ly ceme: Qﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁml)ﬁ chzié-supmrt~

chﬂd-—sgppor(gassntanca pfggrsmma -1 .“‘.3533‘3,905 bc:mﬁw kai bous‘t # farni-
_universal, mmwmcam:zcstc:é catttlc‘ 0 l? 8 mcamz: only if, thc mathar went
m(:ﬁt fan akm to Supvivers Insu rande 5 but and gm & }ab Mamv::r this plan
far w;dows Ch]]d«imppor[ ggggmac(g . 'ywuuld cr:atc mz:z:mwcs fer,c%tnbils?h
Mmid guarama:: a standasd It:v::i af iimg lcgaf g}azcrmw xmcé‘fﬁmng %0
child support-msonie propuse 52,500 g -, would be nccemn; w c;ua%zfy for bene

year for the ﬁm child in ¢ famil 'gn zmd
5& 00, 34 500, and 3300 for thc m-
omi. th:l. and fanrlh chtidﬂ:n-—«ii} all

cfizs‘ And, the p!atz s advocazcsi say. i

*f}«{ wou t.i provide & mnsngtmwmg g

nimzcd svszcm’;}ffguﬁzamttcd child

mothers, fathers havc m{ bcca icgally . i;mglc pawms whm childeen iw‘c m:h» rsuppwr for aif’ szng!capmﬁ!tst Hﬁw-'
g .
idendifisd, ‘i:m:igﬁy. i :}zs t;ascs of -ds:m ”I'hc ft‘:é_ezal government woa&d § tevér, etitics sy tﬁsx EY plan of g guamn-

# .
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The Bad News About Stepparents

ERIIAPE THE MONT FURIKING, AND POTENTIALLY

disturbsing, new research has 10 do with childsen

in stepparmug families. Untd] quite recently the

optimistic ussumption wis that children saw their
fives improve when they beoame part of § stepfamily,
When Nicholas Zii and his colleagues began to study the
effeces of romarttage on children, thelr working hypothe-
s was that stepparent families would make up for the
shorteomiags of che single-parernt family, Clzardy, most
children are betrer off economically when they ase able w0
share in the intome of two adults, When 3 second adult
joins the houschold, there may be 3 reduction in the time
and work pressures on the single parent,

The rscarch overhurns this aptimistic assuamption,
however, In gencral the evidence suggests that semar-
riage neither sepradnces nor restores the et family
stracruse, even wheon it brings more income and a second
adult ints the houscheld, Quite the contracy, Indeed,

chiidrey living with stepparents appear (6 be even muore
disadvantaged chan ehildren living in a smable single-par-
ent fanily. Other difficuliics seem o offser the advan-
tages of extra income and an extea paic of hands. Howev-
er much sur modern symypathies repect the falry-wals
portraic of seepparents, the fatest resgarch confirms thae
the old stories are anthrapologically quite gceurate, Step-
families discupt established lovalues, create asw uncer-
ainties, proveke deep anxietics, and sometimes threaten
a child’s physicat safeey as well ax emetional seeuriey,
Parents and ¢hifdrea have dramatically different inter-
ests in and expectations for a now marsiage. For a single

» parent, remarrizge brings new commitments, the hope of

enduring fove and happiness, and eelief from stress and
lonecliness, Fer 2 child, the same ¢vent often provekes
confused feelings of sadness, snger, and regection, Neaer
Iy half the children in Wallerseein's study said they fele
Jeft out in dhelr seopfamilics. The Natonal Commission
on Childees, ¢ bipardsan group headed by Senator john
D. Rockefeller, of West Virginia, reporred thar children
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teed child support would do nothing o
reduse ponmaricsl birghs or 16 rein-
force the principle of uhimate pasental
responsibatisy,

*i5 the mesntime, sevgral seates
have revived stigms 25 paes of a larger
effort zo improve child-supparn collee-
tion. Massachusetis, a state with same
caperience o the public shaming of
crininals, has replaced stocks on the
comman with posters of “deadbear
dads™ on the six o'clock aews,

¢ Changes in divorce law, ton, ean
help children, Mary Ann Gicnden, 2
professor at Harvard Law Schood, kas
proposed a “children first” grinciple in
divorce procoedings. Under this mle,
judges in Hidgated divorce cases would
determing the bese possible packsge
of henefity, income, and services for
the ehildren, Only then would the
Judge verm to other jssues, suckas the
division of remaining marital sssets.

* Policy expers offer several propossls
to reduce the likelihaod of divorce for
parcats 1o Iow-conflict siruations, One
i £ ingroduce & two-tier systen of di-
vorce law, Marrapes between sdults
without miner children would be easy
to dissolve, but marrizges begween
aduits with children would not. Anoth-
er ided is 1o reintroduce some measure
of [ault in divoree, or 0 allow na-favlt

I, = #

:

divorce but establish maricsl fashiin
awarding alimony or dividing marial
Rt ity B

* Bconomic forces significanstly affoct
marrtage-related behavior, With the
ioss of high-paying jobs for high schoel
graduawes and the disappearance of
good iob from many inse-city neigh.
borhoods, the ability of young men 10
srovide for a family bus been declin.
ing, Improving job oppontunities for
young men would enhance their abili-
ty and presamably their willingness o
form lasting marriages, Expanding the
carncd-income 1ax eredit would also
strengrhen many Rmilies cconomical-
fe. According w ong recen? estimase,
an expanded wx credit woudd It a mii-
lion full-tise working Famalies out of
poverty. Sull ather proposals inslude
raising ¢he peisonal exemption for
voung children in Jower and middie-
incoine familics and incecasing the val-
ue of the marriage deduction in the ax
vode by silowing marricd ¢nuples o
split cheldr incomes.

# Changing the welfare system
eliminaie its disincentives o many
would help reduce ont-of-wediock
mutherhood, many expens suggest.

- New lemsoy, fir example, has proposed

a plan to encourage mazsiage by con-
tinuing AFDC benefits to children if

thieir nacusal parents mary gnd Hve 10-
gether in the home, a5 Jong as theic in
come does not exceed suae eligibilicy
searghards. Another ides, not vet wried
in any sste, is w provide 2 Barge one-
time bonus (o any woman whe mar-
ries, feaves the AFDXG rolls, and stays
off for an exrended pariod, Many pee-
ple, including President Clinton, have
calied for the mmposition of strice two-
year time Hnas for AFDC.

# At least as ympertant as changes in
the law and public policy are offorts o
change the suloral chimate, particular-
Iy the muedia’s messages abouwt divorce
ard nonemarial childbinth, Pasents cone
sistently gite television, with ity i
creasing use of sex, viclence, or the

two combined, as one of their strongest

adversasics. Dne way o improve tele-
vision programmmng woukd be to fully
implement the provisiony of the 1990
Children's Television Acy, includieg
the esublishmenr of the National En-
dowrment for Children’s Educational
Television. 1t would also be valuable
17 enlist the supporn of leaders in the

" eatcrinmient industey-—particulardy

sports and pwvie suars—in conveying
to chikiren that making babics out of
wedloek is as stuphd as doing dasgs or
dropping out of schogd, This might, of
course, await mwwe exemplary behavios
by samc of those stars. '
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from stepfamilies were more tikely to say they ofien felt
lenely o blue than children from either single-pareat ot
intact fumnilies. Children in stepfumilies were the most
ikely to repost that they wanted more time with their
muothers. When mothers remarry, danghters wond o have
& harder v adjusting than sons. Evidently, boys ofwen
respond positively to 3 male presence in the household,
while girls who have established close ties o their moth-
¢r i6 2 single-parent family ofteo soe the stepiuther as a
rival anid an Intmader. According (o oo study, boys in .
mrarricd families arc less likely to drop out of school than
boys i singfe-parent families, while the oppesite is tuc

. for girls,

A large pereentage of children do aot even coasider
siepparents 1 be part of their familics, sccording w the
Marional Susvey on Children, The NSO asked ehildren,
“When you think of your family, who do you include”
Only 1 peroent of the chilidien falled ro mention a bio-
tepical parent, but a third left out 4 steppareac, Even chil-
dren who rarcly saw the soncuszadial parens almost al-
ways named them as family members. The weak sense of
attachment i saurual, When parents were asked the same
questien, only ene pereent failed 1o mention & biological
child, while 15 percont teft our 5 stepohild, In the same
sty stepparents with hoch nagural children and seep-
children said that it was harder for them to love dheir step-
children than their bislogical chitdren and that thes chil-
dren would have been boter off if they had grown up
with two biclogical parents.

One of the most severe risks associated with steppar-
ent-child fies is the risk of sexual abuse. As Judith Wallee.
stein explains, “The presence of a stepfather can raise
the difficolc issue of a thinner incest bamier” The incest
1aboo is strongly reinforced, Wallersten says, by knowh
edme of patesnizy and by the expericoce of caring for a
child since binh, A stepfather enters the family withow
¢ither credential and plays a sexual roke 25 the mother's
hushand, As a result, stepfathers can pose 2 sexual ssk w
the chitdren, especially to daughters. According to 2 study
by the Canadian researchers Martin Daly and M arge Wil
son, preschocl children in stepfamnibies are forey times as
Ikely as children in inwact families to suffer physical or
sexual abuse, (Most of the sexual abuse was compitted
by a third party, such 43 2 neighbor, a stepfather's make
fricnd, or anather nonsclative.} Stepfathers discriminate
in their sbuse: they are far more likely 10 assank nanbios
fogieal children chan their own natural ehildres.

Sexual abuse represents the most extreme threat 10
children’s well-boing, Scepfamilies alse scom less fikely
i make the kind of ordinary investments in the children
char other families do. Akkhough & s true thar the step-
family howvschold has a higher income than the single-
pareat houscheld, it docs not follow thay the addidonal
income s relmbly availablie to the childeen, To begin
wieh, childeen's claim on stepparems’ resources is shaky.
Stepparents are not legally required 1o support stepehil-
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dren, so their financial suppory of these children is entirg.
fy volumary, Morcover, since stepfamilies are far more
likely to break up than intacy familics, particularly in the
first five years, there is always the risk—fur greater than
the risk of uacmployment in an intace family——thae the
secord incorse will vanish with asother diverce. The §-
nancizl commitment w 3 child’s education appears weak-
ef in stepparent famidies, perhaps because the stepparent
belicves that the responsibility for educating the child
seaes with the biological pareat,

Steilarly, stadics sugsest that zven though they may
have the ame, the parents in stepfamilies do not invest as
mueh of it s their children as the parents in intact famii-
lies or gven single parents do, A 199 survey by the Na-
tianal Cammission on Childeen showed that the parents
in stepfamifics wore less likely 1o be involved in o child's
schod] fife, including involvement in ¢xtracurricuiar ze-
tivities, than either nmct-family parenss or single pas
ents. They were ehe least likely to report being involved
in suck time-consuming activities as coaching a child's
teas, accompanying ciass trips, of helping with school
projects, Accosding to Molanahan's rescarch, ehildren in
stepparent famifies rweport Jower educational aspintions
on the part of their parents and lower fevels of parenal
involvement with schoolwork. In short, it appears that
farnily income and the number of adoks in the houschold
are not the oaly factors affecting children’s well-beiag,

Driminighing Investments

HERE ARE SEVERAL REASONS FOR THIS DIMIN.
ished intorest and investment. In the faw, a5
in the children’s ¢ves, stepparents are shad-

at

steppareats. Chambers wiltes, “In the substantial major-
ity of states, stzpparents, even when they live with a
child, bave no legat obligation to contribute 1o the child's
support; ner does a stepparent’s prescace in the home al
ter the suppart obligations of a noncustodial parent. The
stepparent zlso s . L no authornity to 3pPrOve MEIZEncy
medical treasmeant of even (o sign 3 permission ship, .. [
When = marriage breaks up, the stepparent has no cane
tinuing obligation to provide for a stepchild, no matter
how feng or how much he or she has been contrnbusting o
the support of the child. In shorr, Chambers says, step-
parent relztionships arg based whelly on consent, subject
to the inclingtions of the adulg and the child. The snly
Way A stepparent can acquire the Jegal status of 8 parens
is through adoption. Some researchers alse point o the
cultural smbiguity of the stepparent’s role as 4 source of
diminished inrerest, while others insist that it is the absence
of 3 blood tie that weakens the bond beoween siepparent
and child.

Whatever its causes, the diminished investment in
vhildres in botk singic—pawm and stepparent familics has
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 significant imgace on thei e chances, Take parensal
hedp with colleope costs, The pargnts in intact famitics are
far mwee likely to contribue to children’s college costs
than are those m distupted families, Morecaver, thoy arc
asuaily able to arrive at a shared understanding of which
children will go to coliege, where they will go, how mach
the parcats wilt contnbutz, and how much the children
wiit conuibute, But when families break up, these infor-
mal onderstandings can vanish. The issue of coliepe fu-
Wien remains ang of the most contested areas of parongal
support, especiaily for higher-income parents,

The faw does not step in even when familigl under-
standings break down. In the 19805 many states lowered
the gge vovered by ehild-suppore aprecments from (wen.
ty-ome 1o cighteen, thus shimioaing college as 3 cost as-
sociuted with sypport for a minor child, Conseguendy,
the yuestion of collepe sultion is typically not addressed
i child-custody sgreements, Even in states where de
courts o require parenes o contribure e college costs,
thu sequazessent may be in jeepardy. In a recont dedision

in Peunsylvania the cotat overturned an earlicr decision
ordering diverced parents to contribute to colege wsition.
Thiy devision is likely 1o inspire challengoes in other
statey whete vourts bave reguired parents te pay Tor col-
tepe, Increasingly, help in paying for collepe is endirely
voluntary. N

Judub Wallersiein has been snalyzing the educational
decisivos of the college-age men and women in her
study. She reporms that "y full 42 percent of these men
and women from middie class families appeared (o have
cnded their educations without atempting colleze or had
left cotiege before achieving 4 degree at gither the two-
year or the four-year level” A signtficant percentage of
these susng people have the sbility o sitend collepe.
Fypical of dus group are Nick and Terey, sons of a col-
lege prafessor. They had been dlose o their father before
the divorce, but their father remartied sonn after the di-
voree aad saw his sons only occasionslly, even though be
trved neasby. Ar age ainetcon Nick had complered a fow
junios-callege caticses and was carning 4 fiving as a sales-

4

man, Terry, iwenty<one, whe had been wested as 2 pifted
student, was deing biuc-callar work irrepafardy,

Sixey-seven percent of the collepe-ags students from
disrupted familics attended coflege, as compared with 83
porcent of sther students who attengded che samie high
schacls. OFf those attending coliege, several had fathers
who were financially capable of contributing to coliege
cosrs but did net

The withdrawal of support for college suggests thas
other customary forms of parental help-giving, tos, may
decling as the result of family breakuep, For example,
neardy 3 quarter of first-home purchascs since 1980 have
involved kelp from relatives, wsually purenes, The medis
an armount of help is $5,000. 1t is hard 1o imagine that pare
ents who refuse o contribute 10 vellege costs will offer
help in buying first hemes, or help in buying cars or
Bealth insusance for voung adult family memboers, And 2b
though it i$ too soon to tell, family disruption may affect
the gencrational transmission of wealth, Baby Boomers
witl inheric their parents’ estates, some substantial, ace
camuizred over 3 lifetime
By parents who lived and
saved together. Vo be sure,
the postwar ganeration ben-
efited from an expanddiag
economy and 4 fsing stans
dard of Hving, but its abifiry
o acoumnlate wealth also
owes something 1o family
siability. The lifctime as-
sers, Hke the marriage fnclf,
temained intact. 1t s un-
likely that the children of
diseupred Eunilies will be in
so faverable 2 position.

Moreover, childien from
disrupeed families may be less Tikely w help their aging
parents, The sociclogist Alice Rossi, who has studied in-
tergeneeational pareerns of help-giving, says that adult
obligation bas its routs in early-childhood experience.
Childsen who grow up in ingace familics experience high-
e leveds of obligetion 10 Kin than children feom broken
families. Childeen's sense of obligation to 2 aonresiden-
rial father is particularly weak, Among adults with both
parents living, those separated from their father during |
childhood are less likely than others w see the father reg-
wiathy, Bl of therm see their father more than aace o
year, a5 compared with nine out of ten of these whose
pareas are sull mamnied, Apparently a Kind of bireer jus-
aee s ut work here. Fathess wha do tiot support or sog
thelr young childion may not be able to count vn their
sdult childeen’s support when they are otd snd need
msiey, hove, ard atention,

in share, as Andrew Cherlin and Frank Furstenbusg
put i, “Threugh divoree and remarriage, individuals are
schared 1o more and more people, 1o 2ach of whom they
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owe fess and less.” Moreover, as Nicholas Zill argues,
weaker parent-child atachments leave many children
mote strengly exposed (o influences ourside the family,
such 45 peers, boyfriends or gilfdends, and the media,
Although these outside forees ean sometimes be helpful,
commaon sense and research epinion argue against
puttiag too much faith in peer groups or the mcdm 38 Supe
rogates for Mom and Duad,

Poverty, Crime, Education

ANILY DISRUPTION WOULD BE A SERIGLS PROY.
lem even i it affected ondy individual children

and farmnlies. But ity impact is far broader. Tn- -

deoed, # ix not an exaggeration o chasactesizg it
as a ventral cause of many of our most vexipg social prob-
lems. Consider three problems that most Americans be-
lizve rank among the nation’s pressing concerns: povery,
crime. and declining school performance.

More than half of the mncrease in child poverty in the
19805 is areriburable o changes in family sreeture, ac-
cording to David Eggeboen and lanie! Lichter, of Penn-
sylvariia Seaee University, In fact, if family strocture in the
United Seates had remained selatively constant since
1960, the rate of chilid poverty would bo o third lower than
it is today. This does not bode weli for the future. With
more than half of today's ¢hildren likely to Hive in single-
parent familigs, poverty and assoctated welfare coses
thieaten 1o become even heavier burdens on.the nation.

Crimae in American cities has increased érama{wally
and grown more violent over recent decades. Much of
thiy can be attributed to the rise in disrupted families.
Nationally, more than 70 percent of all juveniles in sture
reform institutions eome from facherless homes. A nume
ber of scholarly studies find that even after the groups of
subjects zre controlied for income, boys from single-
mivther homes are significantly more likely than athers 1o
commit orimes and o wind up in the juvenile justice,
court, and penitentiary systems, One such study summa-
rizes the relationship between crime and one-paress fine
ilzes in this way: “The relationship is so strong that cons
olling for family confipuration erases the relationship
between race and crime and borween low income and
ceime. This conchusion shows up tinse and again in the
literature.™ The nation’s mayors. as well as police officers,
social workers, probadon officers, and court officials, con-
sistcatly point to family brcakup as the most important
source of gsing mies of ¢rime

Teriibic ss poverty and crime are, they tend 6 be con-
centrated in inner ¢itics and isolated from the cveryday
expericnce of many Ameticans. The same cannot be said
of the problem of declining school porfarmance.
Nowhere has e impact of family breakup been more
profound or widespread than in the nston's public
schools. There is a strong conseansus that the schools are
failing in their historic mission to prepare every Amete
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can child te be 2 good worker 2nd 4 good citizen. And
nesrly everyone sgrees that the schools must undesgo
dramatic reform in arder o reach rhat goal, in purseit of
that goal, moreover, we have suffered no shortage of
bright ideas or pilor projects o bold sxperiments in
schond reform. But there is Hittle evidence that ayeasures
such as curricntar roform, school-based managermens, and
school choice will address, let slone solve, the biggest
probiem schoals face: the rising aumber of children who
come from disrupzed families.

The great educationat vragedy of our time is that many
Arserican children are failing in school not beeause they
are intellecruatly ar physically impaiced but beeause they
are emationally incapacitated. In schools across the na.
tipn principals report a deamatic rise ia the agrressive,
acting-out behavior characteristic of children, especially
boys, who are Hying in single-parent famulios. The discl-
pline problems in today’s suburhan schosls-—assauits on
teachers, unprovoked awacks on other stedents, screame-
ing outbursts in cliss—outstrip the problems that were
evident in che roughest city schools 3 generation ago.
Moreover, teachers find many children emotonally dis.
grzcted, so upser and preoccupied by the explosive desma
of their own family lives that they are ussble to concens
trate on such muadane matiers as multiplication tables,

In response, many schools have remed w therapesdy
remcdiation. A growing proportion of meny school bud-
gets is devored 1o counscling and other peychaologieal ser-
viees, The curriculum iy becoming more therapemic:
chiidron are toking courses in self-csicom, conflict resolu-
tion, and aggrossion management. Parental sdvisory
groups are eouscicmiously debating aliernative approach.
<3 to madinonal schosl discipling, rangng from reacher

- Ltraining in mediation to the mtroduction of metal.detee-

tors and secosity guards in the schools. Schoois are in-
creasingly becoming emergency moms of the emations,
devoted not only o developing minds but alse to repair
ing hearrs. As a result, the mission of the schasl, along
with the culture of the classioem, it stowly changing.
What we are secing, largely as a result of the new bur-
dens of family disruption, is the psycholegization of
American education,

Takeo together, the sesearch presents a powerful chale
lenge to the prevailing view of family change a3 secia!
progress. Not a single one of the assumptions onderlying
that view can be sustained against the empirical evie
dence, Single-parent familics ars not able to do well seo-
nemically on a mother’s income. in facy most woeter on
the ceonomic brink, and wany fall into poverty and wel-
fare depeadeney. Growing up tea disrupted family does
not earich a child’s Bife or expand the number of adulis
committed to the child’s well-being. In fact, disrupted
familics theeaten the psychological well-being of chil-
dren and diminish the investment of adult time and
manoy in them, Family diversity in she form of increas-
ing numbers of single-parent and stepparent familics

b




THE ATLANTIL MONTHEY

N

docs not streagthen the social fabrie, It dramatically
weakens and undermines socicry, placing new burdens
on schools, courts, peisons, and the welfare system.
These new families ar¢ not an improvement on the nu-
clgar family, nor ase they even just as good, whether you
loek 2t outcomes for children or sutcomes for sevicty as a
whole. ia shorz, far from representing social progress,
family change reprisents a stunning example of social
regress.
i

The Two-Parent Advantage

FA.'THIS EVIDENCE GIVES RISE ‘10 AN OBVIOUS Cik.
clusion: growing up in an intsct ewo-parsat fam-

ily is an imparanc source of advantage for
Amedcan children. Though far from perfect as

3 socigl institudion, the intact family offers chiidren
groater seenrity and betier outcomes than its fast-grow-
ing aitomatives: single-parent and stopparent families.,
Mot paly docs the intacs family proteet the child from

poveny and ceonomic insecuriry; je also provides greater
sonecanomic investments of parenial tme, attention,
and cmotional suppart over the entire e course, This
daes nar mean thay it two-parent familizs are betrer for
children than ail single-parent famitics. But in ¢he face of
the evidence & becormes increasingly difficult o sustain
the praposition that all faesily strustares produce equally
good outcomes for children,

Curiously, many in the rescarch communiry sre hesi.
1ane 1o say that pwo-parent famities gensrally promote
beter pureomes for children dan single-parent familics,
Some srgus that we necd fner messures of the extent of
the family-structiee effect, As one scholar hag noted, it is
possible, by disaggregating the data in cengin ways, to
make family stricture “go away”™ s¢ an independent vari
ghie. (Other researchers point  stadies that show that
children suffer psychological offects as 4 result of family
conflict preceding family brezkup, Consequently, they
reason, it ks the conflict aather than the structure of the
family thar is responsible for many of the problems asso-
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ciated with family diseuption, Others, including Judith
Wallerstein, caution against geating children in divoreed
families and children in intact families as separaic popu-
{ations, because duoing so tends to exaggenate the differ-
ences between the 1wo groups, “We have o take 1his
family by furnily,” Wallerstein says.

Some of the taution among rescarchers oan also be se-
tebnited wo ideological pressures. Privately, social scien-
tists worsy that their research may serve ideological caus.
5 that they themselves do not support, o that thei work
may be misisterpresed as an atterape 1o “tell people what
o do.” Same are fearfui that they will be aaucked by
feminist colfcagues, or, more generally, that their com-
ments will be regarded ss an effort to torn haek the clock
o the 1950s—a godd chue has almast no constituency in
the zcademy. Even more fundamenial, # has become
sisky for anvone—schoiar, politician, religious leader—ro
make notrmiive statements oday, This reflects not anly
the pessistent drive toward “value neverality” in the pro-
fessions but also a degp confusion shout the purposes of
public discourse, The domi-
nant view appoirs to b that
socis! criticism, like critie
cism of individuals, js psy.
chologically damaging, The
worst thing you can dois w
make people feel guilty o
tad about themselves,

When one sets aside
these constraints, however,
the case against the 1we-
parent family is remarkably
weak. It is true that disag-
gregating data can make
family structuse less signif-
icant as o factor, just as diss
aggregating Huricane Andrew into wind, rain, and ddes
can make i disappedr a5 & meteorsiogical phenomenon,
Neonctheless, rescazch opinion ag well 2s common sense
sugpeses that the sffects of changes in family suuctuse are
great enough to cause concern. Nichelas Zilt argues that
many of the risk facwors for children are doubled of more
than doubled gy the result of family dissuption. “In opi-
demiological terms,” he writes, “the doubling of a hazard
is & substantia] inereasc. . . . the increase in risk that di-
etary cholesterd] poses for cardiovascular disease, for gx-
ampic, is far lovs than double, yet millions of Amsvicans
have airered their dicws becguse of the perceived hazard.”

The argument that family conflict, rather thao the
breaicizp of parenes, is the cause of children’s psyehalogi-
cal distress is persuasive on its face. Children who grow
up in high-conflict familics, whether the families stay w-
gother or eventually split ap, are vndoubuedly av great
psychologieal risk. And surely ao one weuld dispute thae
there must be socictal measures available, including di-
vosce, to remove childien from famifies where theyare in
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danger, Yer only 2 minodey of divorees grm;v out of pathe-
logical sitnztions; much more common are diverees in
families unscarred by physical assault, Morcover, an
eqeally compelling hypothesss i that family breakup
penerates itg own confiict, Ceratnly, many familics ex-
hibit more conflictual and even violent behavior as a con-
sequence of divarce than they did before divorce.

Finally, iv is unportant 1o note that chinical insights are
different from sociologien! findings. Chnicians work with
individual famities, who cannot and should not be de-
fined by statistical apgregates. Appropriate to a clinical
approach, morgever, is 9 focus on the internal dynamics
of family functioning and on the immense vanability in
human behavicr. Nevertheless, thore 15 enough empini.
cal evidence to justify socislagical staiements ahout the
causss of declining child well-being anid ro demonstrate
that despite the plastioiry of human response, there are
some useful rales of thumb ro guide our thinking about
and policics affecting the family.

For exampie, Sura Mebanahan says, three strocrural
eoostangs are commanly associated with intacr families,
even intact familics whe would not win any “Family of
the Year” awards, The first is ceonomic. I intact fami-
lies, chifdrgms share in the inceme of twa aduls, Indeed,
as a number of aaalvsts have pointed oau, the two-parcat
family is beroming more rather chan dess necossary, be-
cause more and more familics need two incomes o sus-
tain 4 middle-class standard of hvmg,

Mcl.anahan belicves thar mest intace famt]lcs aisy pro-
vids o stable authodry strugture. Family breakup com-
moniy upscis the established boundaries of audiority ina
family, Children are ofien required 1o make deeisions of

accept respoasibilities once considered the provinee of -

parents. Morcoves, children, even very young childéen,
are often expected to bohave like mazure adulis, so that
the grown-ups in the family can be free to deal with the
eractional failowr of the failed relationship, In some in-
stapces family distuption creates g complete vacuum in
authority; overyone invents his or her own rules, With
lines of authority disrupted o absent, childeen find it
much mote difficalt to engage in the normal kinds of
testing behavior, the trial and error, the failing snd sug-
coeding, that define the developmental pathway toward
charmceer and comperence. Mclanahan says, *Children
need 1o be the ones w challenge the rules, The parents
need o set the boundaries and ler the kids push the
boundaries. The ¢hildesn shauidn't have 1o walk the
straight and narrow at al) times.”

Finally, Mclanahan holds that children in intact fami-
lies benefir from stability in what she newtrally terms
“hausehold pessonnel.” Family distuption frequently
brings new adulss into the family, including srepparents,
live-in boyfriends or gielfricnds, and casual sexusk pare
aers. Like stepfathers, beyfriends can present & seal
threar to children's, pardeularly to daughrers’, security
and weil-being, Bur physical or sexual shase represents
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enly the most extreme such threat, Even the very best of
boyfriends van disrupt snd undermine s child's sense of
peace and secuney, Mclanabhan says. “10s ot as though
you're going from an unhappy mawisge to pescefulness.
There can be u constant changing uaei the mother finds a
suitabie partnes”

Mcl.anahan's scgument helps explain why children of
widows tend to do bextes than ehildren of divorced of vo-
married mothers, Widows differ from other single mothe
ers in all theee respects, They are economically more se-
cure, begause they teceive more public assistance through
Survivors Insurance, and possibly privare insurance or
othet kinds of support from family members, Thus wid-
ows are ks likely o leave the neighborhood in search of
a mew or bester job and o cheaper house or spartment,
Morcover, the death of a father is not likely to disrupt the
auithority struceure radivally, When 3 fsther dics, he is no
longer physicaity presen, but his death does sot dedhrong
him us 2n apthority figurs in the child's life. On the con-
wary, his authority may be mugaified throeugh death. The
mrather can draw on the powerful memory of the depan.
ed Father as 4 way of intensifying her parenial suthority:
“Your father would have wanted it this way.” Finally, since
widows tend 1o be pider than diverced mothers, their love
iz may be less distracting.

Regarding the two-parent famdly, the saciologist David
Popenos, who has devorsd much of his carger 1o the
study of families, both in the United Stazes and i Scan-
dinavia, makes this soraightforward assertion:

Socis! science researeh is almost never conclusive.,
These are slways methodolegical difficulties sad stones
ieft unturned. Yer in three decades of work as a social
seientist,’ | kaow of few silier bodics ‘of data in which
the wéight of evidence is so decisively on one side of
the issues on the whale, for childien, twoparent fami-
tics are preferable 1o single-parent and stepfamilics,

The Regime Efiect

HE RISE IN FAMILY DISRUPTION 15 NOT UNIQUE

to Americen sociery, o is evident in virually

all advanced aations, tncluding Japan, wheee it

is also sheped by the growing participation of

women in the work foree, Yet the United States has made

divorce caster and quicker than in any other Western na-

tion with the sole exception of Sweden—and the wend

roward solo motherhood has also been mote proncunced

in Amenica. {Sweden has an egually high rate of out-of-

wedlock birth, buz the majority of such birehs are to co-

habiting couples, 2 long-csishlished pattern in Swedish

soctery.} More to the point, nowhore has family brcakup

been prected by s more trumphant thetordc of renewal
than in Amcrica.

What is seriking about this sheroric is how deeply it ze-

ficets classic themes i American public life, It draws its

languuge and imagery from the nation's founding myth,
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Tt depicts family breakup as a drara of revolution and re-
bireh:, The nuctear family represents the cormpt past, an
instirution guilty of the abuse of power and the suppres-
sion of individual fresdom, Breaking up the family is like
breaking away from Old World tyranoy. Libenuted from
the bonds of the fansly, the individual can achicve inde-
pendesce and experience 5 new boginning, s fresh stast,
a now hiith of (recdam, In short, family breakup reespit-
ulates the American expedence.

‘This rheroric 1 an exarople of what the Universiny of
Marvland politicel phitosopher Willizm Galstea has
called the “regime effect.” The founding of the United
Scares set in motion 2 new political order based o an un-
precedented degree on individual rights, pessonal choice,
and egalitarian relationships. Since then these valuss
have spread beyond their oniginal domain of political re.
jskionships 1o define social relationships as well Durning
the past tweney-five years these values kave had a partic-
ularly profound impact on the family.

Increasingly, pelitical principles of individoal rights
and cheaiee shape our osderstanding of family comemite
ment apd solidarity. #amily relativnships are viewed net
as permanent of Mnding bat as volontary and eastly rer-
minabie. Moreover, under the sway of the regime effect
the family loses its conpral iniporzance as an insticution in
the civil society, accomplishing cortain social goals such
as saising childsen and caring for its members, and be-
comes 4 means o achieving preater individusl happi-
nesswq fifestyle choiee, Thas, Galston says, what is hap-
pening 1o the American family sefects the “unfolding
logic of authoritative, decply American moral-political

* prisciples.”

One benefit of the regime effect is to creste greates
equality in adolt famuly relationships, Husbands and
wives, mothers and fathers, enjoy relationships far wore
egafitarian than past relationships were, and most Ameri-
cans prefer it that way, Bat the political principles of the
regime effect can threaten another kind of family rels-
tionship—that between parent gnd child. Owing & their
biologival and developmental immaturivy, children are
needy dependenty, They are not abie to express their
choices according o limited, casily sgeminable, voluntary
agreemoents. They are nor able t act as negotiaters in
family docisions, even those that most affect their own
interests. As one writer has put it, “s newbora dogs not
make 3 good ‘parner.”” Correspondingly, the parental
sole is antithevical to the spirit of the regime. Parental in-
vestment i children involves g diminished investment
in self, 2 willing deference o che pesds and claims of dhe
dependent child. Perhaps more than any other family re-
lationship, the parent-child relationship-—shaped as i is

by patzerns of dependency and deference—can be un-
dermined and weakened by the principles of the regime.

More than 2 contery and ¢ half ago Alexis do Toc-
queviiie made the striking observation that an individual-
istic sopicty depends on ) communitazian institatton like
the family for s continued existeace. The family cannot
be constitated like rhe fiberal state, nov can it be gov-
erned antirely by that stace’s principies. Yer the family
serves as the scedbad for the virtes sequized by a fiberal
s1aze. “T'he Bamily is responsibie for teaching Tessons of ine
dependence, selforestraimt, responsibilivy, and right con-
duct, which are essential to 2 free, democratic sociery. I
the family falls in these ks, then the ebzire experimen
in demaocratic seif-rule i5 jeopardized.

To take one example: indopendence is basic w suc
cessful functioning in American life. We assume that
most people in Ameeica will he able o work, care for
themscives and their fasnihies, think for themsclves, and
inculeate the same aits of independence and initiative
in thelr children, We dopend on familics 1o teach people
w6 do these things. The erosion of the twopateat family
undermines the capaciry of families 1o impart this knowl-
sdge: ehitdren of long-term welfare-dependent single
pareats are far more likely than others o be dependent
themselves. Shsilarly, the ehildren in disrupted families
have a harder time forging boads of trust wich othets and
givieg and gering help scross the generatiens. This, too,
rvay lead to grearer dependency on the resources of the
Stare.

Over the past two and s balf decades Amuricans have
betn conducting what Is antsenount €0 2 vast naoral ex-
periment in family life. Many would argae thar this ex-
periment wias necessary, worthwhile, und long overdue,
Fhe resubts of the experiment are coming in, and they are
elear, Adules have benefinest From the changes in family
life in important ways, but the same cannot be said for
children. ladeed, this is the first generation in the na.
vea's history to de worse psychologicaily, socially, and
econuzricaily thaa its parents. Most poignantly, in survey
after survey the children of broken famities confess deep
tongings for an intact family,

Nonetheless, az Galston s quick to point cut, the
regime effect is not an irresistible undertow that will car-
ry away the family, it s more like 4 swift current, aganst
which it is possible to swim. People lcam; societies can
change, particularly when it becomes apparent that cer-
rain hehavioes damage the social ecology, theeaten the
public order, zad impese now burdens on core institu-
tions. Whother Americans will det ro overcome the legacy
of family disruption is a crucial but as yet wnanswered
guestion, 13
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE HEADS OF EXS8CUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIZS

SUBJECT: Expanded Family and Medical Leave Policies

Z have gtva%giy supported meeting Feder al emplovess’ family
and medical leave needs through enaciment of the Family and
Medical Leave Act of 1%93 (FMLA) and the Federal Employees

Family Friendly Leave Act of 1994 (FEFFLA}. However, Federal

employees often have important family and medical nesds that

+ do not qualify for unpaid leave under the FMLA ox Sick leave

under the FEFFLA, I"ask you to take immediate acticon to assist

. Pederal workers fur“hex in balancing.the demands of work and

famzly .

Last year I proposed to.expand the Family and Medical Leave
Act of 1893, My legislation would allow Federal and eligible
private sector workers 24 hours ¢f unpald leave durisg-any
12~ month pericd te fulfill certain family obligations. Under

[}

the legzszatlon, -gmployees could ugse unpaid leave to partlcmpage
Cin school activities directly related to the educationsl ‘

advancement of a child, inciuvding early childhood education
activities; accompany children o routine medical and dental
examinations; aﬁd tend to the nesds of older relatives.

f

CIn furtherance of wmy pxagesed pwzzay, T ask that you take

immediate action within ex&stmng statutory authorities Lo’

. ensure that Pederal employees may schedule and be granted up

to 24 hours of legave without pay &ach year for the fo&icw$na
act:n.v:.txes .

(13 SCHOOL‘A&% EARLY CHILDHOOD 2B§€RTIONAL*&CTIVITI£$ e
to allow emplovees to participater in 'school acrivities
directly related to the educational advancement of a chilg.
This would include parent-teacher confersnces or meetings
with child-care providers, interviewing for a new school
ar child~care facility. or participating in'wvolunteer
activities supporting the c¢hild's educational advancement.
In this memorandum, *school" refers to an elémentary
school, secondary school, Head Start program, or a child-
care facility. ‘

(2} ROUTINE FAMILY MEDICAL PURPOSES' -- to allow parents
© - to accompany children Lo routine medical or dental
"appointments, such as annual checkups or va“cz%atlcns
Although these activities are not currently covered
by the FMLR, the FEFFLA does permit employeses Lo use
up to 13 days of sick leave each year for suth purposes.
agencies should assure that employees are able to use .
up to 24 hours of leave without pay each year.for chese P
purpeses in cases when no adézﬁlanai zick leave ig®
available to amploye»&
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(A%

{3) BLDERLY RELATIVES' HEALTH OR CARE NEEDS -- to allow
employeas to accompany, an’ elderly relative to routine medi-
.cal or dental appointments or other professional services
related to the care of the elderly relative, such as- making
- arrangements forx housing, meals, phones, banking services,
and other similar activities. Althousl Federal employvess
can use unpaid leave or sick ledve for certain of thHese
cactivities undsr the FMLA o FEFFLA, such asg caring for

a parent with a serious health condition, agencies should .
engure employees can use up Lo 24 hours of unpaid time off
" each year for this broader range of activities r&lated o
-aldexrly r&&atlvag* health ox care needs.

This new'pollcy wxl= assure -that Fedexal emp;ayaes can schedﬂle ,
and receive up to 24 hours away from the job each year for these

L

family and medical circumstances. I also urge you Lo aAccommo- .

date these emplovee needs as mission requirements parmzt even

.when it is not pass;bla for employeess to anticipate 'or schedule

leave in advance for, these purposes. In addition, I ask that

‘you suppert amploye&s’ requests to .schedule paid time off -- '

such as annual leave, compensatory time off and credit hours.
under flexible work schedules -- for these ﬁam;ly activities
when such leave 1s available to these émployees. The Office

" of Personnel Management - shall provide guxdance £o you on the

lmplamentatmon of this mencraﬁdum

I encourage you o use a partﬁershlp approach w;th your ‘
employees and their representatives in developing- an effective’
program that balances the employ&&%* needs to succeed both,

at work and at home. ' I ask agencies, unions, and management
agsociations. to contimie to work together to assess and improve
the use,of family-friendly programs and to make cerctain thar,
employees are aware of the &xnaﬁded fam+1y an& médical leave
palisy . :
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For Working Parents,
Mixed News at Home

Children Praise Them but Note Stress

and lacourLivg L. Batsuon
Fashengron Post Saff Trrers

By Kenstin Downey Grimsrey H

High schoot senior Brnily Sewdl
of Arlington, is quick to detect the
sgns of work pressure in her
parents’ lives. Her mother, Susan,

48, 2 part-time teacher, breaks it
in hives: bor father, Joz, 82, g
lowyer whe sften works 1i-hour
days, turns snappish, and his sense
of humor disappears.

Those are the days. Small says,
when she doesr’t mention that she
hes had 2 good day because she i
tell from ber dad’s face that he
hasn's. .

“Those ave the times you dor't
ga near him” said Emily, 17, add-
ing that che wishes her father could
waerk fewer days and not worry 90
rnzch zhout work when he is hamme,
"He's 30 stressed,” she said,

Two-thirds of DS, children
share similar worrias about their
parents, mainly besause of what
they perceive as work-related
stress and fatigue, according 10 2
new study of family Ufe by re-
searcher Eifen Gatinsky, president
of the Families znd Wark Institute,
2 MNew York think tank that tracks
. workplace trends. The stdy,
smong the first to take such ques
tigns o children rather than theiy
parests, is sparking debate on talk
shows and 21 Ktchan tables across
the country, a3 families sesk in
navigate through the conflicting
pressures of life,

Lauached in the Washington
areain 1997 and then broadened to
15 stutes, the new research comes
#t o time whes other studies show
Americans working kapder and

and New York City were partiodar-
Iy aware of their parents’ stress
krvels, heightensd, she sid, by long
soruates, traffic congestion, the

“@dewmm
- tations for achieverment,

in general, children in the stude
gave their parents high marks in
parenting Dot wished they were
undet less strossweeven as the
children indicated they worried
= about their familics” finanees.

Iz.

Lantrasy 't pare&m betafs,

miost youngsters didn't say they-

wan{ more dme with thelt parests.
Instesd, they want better comms-
mﬁm and mare “forused” time,

jth parents being irss strained
and dred. Abm 38 percent of
employed parents thought their
offspring wanted more Ume with
them, but soly 10 percent of the
childres wished for more ime with
their mother, and 15,5 percent sid
thie same of their father,

*The major issue for kids is not
hat parents wark,” Galinsky said,
"What kids are concerned shout iy
how they work,”

 Children in the study dide't
view employed gad at-home moth-
mgli%nﬂu or. mothers who
. wer or part tmse grading
them about the same on sthibutes
a&ghs&’mﬁmﬁ' wmmt
with me* and Ykrowing what is
really going €0 in my Efe.” :

Although o one ix publivly dis.
puting Galinsky’s Hndings, some

fadly research organizations dis-.

agroe with ber interpretations.
The book is *2 guilt-buster,” satd
Janet Parshall, of the Famiy Re-
search Louncll, a Washington
hased advorasy group. “This foook
says} to working mothers in partic.
ular, ‘Don’t worry abont it yowr
kid&kwciiwl;cnyou%rk”

guse they bove fo 2m 50 many
wasks it short periods, but she
said it's a choice many women
meke freely. Galinsky's study, she
sad, b “ting to aseusge that
Www?mm self-actiaiize

years despite the

27 tranve of mothers into the work
5 fzxm,mdieahawxaqu_‘hdost

Iy, they are nurming to stay in place,

. topreserve thelr standard of living *

Barbata Schaeider, codireqtor
of the Alired P. Slsan Center on
Parents, Chiddren and Work at the
G ey of Oh has sturdied
1206 mghschoolers aaticnwide
over the last nins years. Like Galin-
sky, Schnejder found no long-ferm
negative effect from having s work-
g mother,

2o There are other problems in
children's Hives, and it's not the fact

The Washington Post
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that their parents are working”
she said, “IUs the fact that their
parents  aren'l  comumupicating
with them that they have the most
problems with.”

Rather than childeen being R
sused on their worklng mothers,
The bigwer issue i3 the work siatus

-of thede fathers, Galinsky reported.

Lhildren gave nonemployed f
thersiand those whe work purt

- time Jower grades when it comes
. ko making them feed “important

and Joved” Galinsky speculated
that reflects soctetal expectations
that men should be the economic
providers, ar that men who are
unesnployed may be depressed and
nonresponsive to their children, -
Even though studies have shown

- that today's lathers do more with
.their chuldren, the children sl

vipw dads more negatively than
momes. About 92 peecent of Galine

sky's subjects gave their mothers |

high marks for “being there for me
when T am sick,” compared with
fess than 75 pescent who said that
about their fathers; about 71 per-
ot of moma but only 62 percent of
dods were deseribed as "heing in
vedved with what is happening {o
me at schonl”

Raockviliz father Peter Boyoe Juge

gies the demands of his thres
daughters and his job as director of
conservation fur Lhe Department
ol Defense, Boyer, 53, has bean
ieading biy daughters’ Girl Scout
troops for nine yeurs snd eals
unch at his desk (o get home early
for fanuly time. When he and his
wife adepted thelr third cbild,
Bovce came 1o work Jale each
marping for six months,

Galinsky and other researchers
say the long work bours inereaging-
fy common in lhe Uniled Staies
appear to be taking a toll on family
Life, An gnalysis released this month
by the International Labour Organi
zation, a Unitest Nalions agency,
frund that Arnericarns now surpass
every nther industrinllzed nation in
time spent on the job, with L15,

+ workers puiting in the equivalent of

tw waeks more per vear than the
Hpanese.
Cver the last two decades, Amer.
ican fathers’ time at work bas i
creased by 31 hours por week,
according to the Families and Work
Insiftate; for pwolhery, it's 5.2
hours. Employed fathers with chil-
dren younger than 18 now werk an
averagfe of 50.9 hours per week:
waorking mnthers, 41.4 hours.
Lalinsky cites Tthe relentless

volley of work ... the facl that
there is no safe haven,” 2s 2 siress.
huibder, “E-madl, voice mail, pell
phones and portable computers all
have eroded the boundaries be.
pween work fime and noawerk
time. They lostar expectations of
an instact response, of dd-houra-
day availability,” she writes,

indesd, many companios are de-
manding greater productivity from
their work free, sald management
constitant Mary Symames, who
caunsels  oversiressed  workers:
“Bmplorees tend to feel they have
o work tougher, hardee, longer
hours. Employers’ demands have
increased, Everything is speeding
wps, gring faster.”

Eile Is “ 100 pereent more stress
ful” than it used to be, agreed Dan
Logasse, 39, an Alexandrda father
uf three {soan to be four) whe said
that s his fob maintaining commu-
aications aystems for the defense
industry, “we work 3865 days 2
yeat, 24 hours o day.” The price, he
said, is that he sometines feels he
has “no fagnily Hie at 2l

About 34 percent of children in
Gatinsky's study wished their par
ents were loss stressed and fieed,

+ Ewen young children ¢an pick up

on the ieasion.

Beven-yearold Emilie Sveahag.
er, of Lake Ridge, vividly recafls
what it was like when her mother,
Petra, 35, a single parent, managed
2 refail giore ot Potomae Millg
earfler this yesr. Somelimes s
cams bome in the middie of the
wight,” said Emily, and “she'd yell
at the eal.”

Somwe of thot parertal stress iy
setfimposed, Symmes sald she sees
2 steady stream of workers who are
“swerachipvers who van't rost for 3
mimute” and whe add more and
mare avtivities o thelr schedules
until sruior probloms erupt.

E. Thomas Guarean, professer of
vonsamer affairs and family finan-
cial management 2t Virginia Tech,
said parentd materiniism moy con-
tribste ko feelings of Hnsaciad
stress, In one group of upper-mid-
dicinoome workers in the Mid-
west thal Guarmian studied, gboul
46 pereent  reporfed  financial
stresses, particedatly in compat
son to neighbiors they percelved os
more dfivent,

“Now it's not just trying to keep

up with the Jomeses,” he snid

“Now it's more ke they are trying

to keep up with [Bill] Gates”
Seme of that cas be blamed on

mass consumerism, but some {3

aciusl need. Mationaily, about one
i every five childeen lives below
tie poverty Hne ($15.800 for 2
family of four), Garman's stadies
have found that in faemlies that
earn the nation’s median income -
£37.000—aboni 88 percent report
financial stress,

One-guarier of the children in
Gatinsky's study wished their par
ents iade mote maney; children
whis reparied their families have z
“hard time buving (he things we
peed” were more Hkely to wish
ket moms an:d dad earned more,
Calinsky said (ese chikiren may
SE WIONE MOnrY 28 & way to lessen
family siress.

Sven though her funily lives a
typicel riddie<iass life, Rockyitle
teenager Adrienne Boyee feels pere
vixus about dhe fubire when she
sees hwer parents strugile to bal-
ante their Hives,

“H's # ol of work,” said Boyoe,
17, a sender t Richard Moulgonery
High School. “Ia aldditios to what
wou o 9 B0 5, you alss have o do
giher chores iike make beds, dean
the house, o gridery shopming,
ook afller the car, pay your bills, #t's -~
Tind of discouragiigs to krow that in
addition i working all thai time,
you have (0 de other things, wo®
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. How Not to Help New Parents

By erry lasinowski

’ WASHINGTON
aturaily  goveramest
and employers want
e heip Americans
balanve their family
lives and itheir icbs.
Bt the Llinion ad-

ministeatian’s ylan te let states use
usemEOYment insuraace money o
pay employess on lcave alier the
birth of children is sherisighted, mis-
gutded and paiitically macivated.

| Unesnypsdoymsn? inSurance 1 & rainy

day hand, ard durisg periods of reces-
aion Hie the Iate 795 and early 88's, o
hils oune perilously close 1o bankrapt-
oy 4 same wates 10 easy to forget
those batd LMPs 03 we gmoy an unr
precgdented sounormis sxpansion, but
i I8 dangerously myopio o ignore the
+ eycheal natere of out ecanomy.

Jerry Josinowali is president of the
Nahonad Aszeciotion of Manufodtur
era.

E

With {he mumber of women eligible
0 1oke advantoge of poald leave un-
der the Chmon proposat as high as
1.5 million a year, the policy that My
Clinton recommiends would seriously
drain  unemploymem insurdnce

Clinton’s plan
risks the safety net
for US. workers.

funds, evan withen! the meviiable
sconomic downturn, And this nam-
her Soes not even consider the sipnd-
want mumber of men who could be
shginde 12 cpliect these benpiils 2%
wall,

Unemployment ihsurance i5 sup.
posed 1o help keep the snemploved
atioar while they loak for new jobs.
Warkers takting ave gnder the
¥amily and Medical Leavo Aciaram

a different shiuation aliogether. They
are valpnmrdy steppmg out of the
work force and are entitied {o gb
back w their 0Bs after three monihis,

Most manpfaciurers have adopred
programs 1o heip their employees
balance work anc family fHe. They
have found ihat flexibie scheduling,
grpanded birth and adoption fzave,
op-gite day care and other programs
far parents help boost moraie, pro-
duriivity and resention of employees.

Undermining the unemployment
safery net by dipping im0 whot looks
ke a lefiover pot of money duning
go0d times Is the wrong way (o kelp
working parents.

8y unilaterally moving forword
with this propotal, despite ob)ections
irom members of Congress, employ-
2rs and = most importantly — state
officials whe adminster the unem-
ployment instrance sysiem, Presi-
dert Climon kas shown that he is
mpre interested in fulfiliing old cam-
paign propuses e make the famaly
feave law 3 govermment-run paid-
leave program than in {iscaliy sound
pubiic policy. ]

&he News Pork Times
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A Better Way to Test a Candidate’s Mettle

By Garry Wills

Evanston, 1k
he presidential charac-
ter issue is back (&
nevey seems tg be gone
for iong). Does John
MeCaln's terrific an-
. ger tell us something
terrible about Bim? Does Al Gore's
putative beta-ness on the Oreek of
phabet szale — or the attempt by
Mapmi Wolf, feminiqt and poiitieal
pdviser, {o pash Mim 15 siphaness —
mean that he does nel have the viril-
ty to rale? 'The questions are ypical
of the stinpery way “dharatter™ is
involed as an indivator of electability,
" in o coustry whers the IWepEry
system works taward compromise
and the muting of issues, we lack the
clenr Heolopioal clashes of owin-
parly coniestants it & pariiamentary
gystem. Since delined views rarely
kpey thelr edge in the posh of sur
parties wward the middle, we peed
some pther way of gaeging a cand)-
date, “Character” has been the seb
stitate of cholce In recent thnes,

Bt charaster ig about a3 gy dn
gense as the twoparty contesders’
gwn rhetoric. For Jarpes David Par
her, whose 1972 bauk, “The Presiden-
EH

LCrarey Wills i the aufhor, st recent.
iy, 0f A Necessary Evil: A History of
Amercon Distrust of Gavernment.”™

tiat Character: Prediciing Pariorm.
ance in the White Mouse’™ s the
terms of debate for & while, character
was temperament The man whose
success we cotld predint bad o be
eptimistic (50 much for Lincoin).
power-laving {so much Isr Washing
ton}. arui confident {so much for Mad-
ison}.
What Mr. Barber clearly meant i3
that the "good president should be
Franklin Roosevelt 83 Interpreted by

Presidential
characteris an
ovéerrated virtue.

Richsrd Nesusiadt. Since presidenis
ke F.D.R. do not come a2ieng very
often, the use of Mr. Barber's norms
for predicting White House perform-
ance was unsuecessiyl, even in his
own_ hands {he predicted greatness
for Jiramy Carter).

Gail Sheehy became a self-styled
character vop with her 19328 book,
“Charatter: Amgrica’s Search lor
Leadership.” According 1o her psy-
chometric schematn, Michaet Duka-
his was the most presidential candi-
date of thar year.

Williarn  Bennett, the wvirtvecrat,

Ehe New Hork Eimes
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amd sthers hokd that charactey means
that the pofitician shovid be & moral
role model - yomeons yest hope vouy
children wilt simulare. 8ot the ough
ad-{omible world of polities tends W
make #3 lested proctitioners susphe
clous 1o the verge of paranpia and
devivus 10 the verge of mensdacily,
$aints are bettor sought iy gther Hnes
of work - 85 the public recOgnized
when it falled 1o share Mr. Bernett's
harear gver Mr Clinton's sex iife, o
fong a8 he Repy the country profper
ous.

The test of 3 leader i anl tempera.
ment or virtue, Ind the ahiiiy 16 8¢
guirs followers. Some leaders do that
by F.OR's methods, nthers do UL by
L inceln's methods — or in stbier ways.
The point is that such leaders connat
with pthers and influence them, What
disqualifies 2 Izader iz the kind of
flaw that wentld turn sway followers,
By that measure, Mr. $eCain's anger
is hiot whal & pasior woald encourage
for the good of 3 man's soul, it it
maekes Ittle difference at all iy his
abstity to atiract foilowers. Anger is
something we all understand, some.
thing we expect or aliow for iy people
under pressure — even i e disch
phined 2 man as George Washington
of o amiable a man as Dwight Eisen-
hower, -

As for Mr. Gore's sialus as the bela
male of the moment, that is probably
tess 8 matter of his innate character
than his current siatus. A vice presi-

dant who runs for gresident is bound
1o ook hohbled by niy necossarily
subsrdinate role, In 1388, Georpe Wil
sated George Bush fpheey 2 “lap
dog” and Garry Tredean accused
b of panving his ovachoodt in trusy
whtil he sorvind under Ronald Ren-
g, Ms, Sheehy wrme of Mr, Besh g
the Hme: “His wolce I8 e syueaky
pitealn 1o Reagaen's moliow calip ™

My, Bush wags the rarg vice pregh
dent wha moved up despye the disad-
vantage of his office. bn 1960, Hichard
Hivon looked fochdess againgt Juhn F
Komnedy when he hod 1w delend EL
seshower pollties Be nehaally dis
ied, He hod to lpave oflfice and build
& pew base for b successfel ren
ight years iater. Lyndon Jolmson
susteeded Kemnedy by desth, dat
evert that vhachs Texan would have
Iooked hike Heonedy's doormat if he
fud Boan forced 10 run 25 8 BRCCESSOT
in the normal way.

Al Gore's apparent weakness s
fess & matier of .characler thany of
temmporary duty, and W makes sense
oIy W overcome this struciural
problen all vice presidents expeti-
ence when they try 16 mbve up That
he would do so with the help of a
person beguesthed him by His boss’s
avih geniog, Dick Marris, and that he
wonhd 1Ty w0 hide Kis use of Naomi
Woll is not 8 flaw in character bot a
stunning lapse in intelligence, We do
niot demand sainty ia office, bat we do
want our presidents W be smart
Same question Gearge W. Bosh's in-
tellipence and wonder whether he is
dumb, especinlly after last week,
when he was unable {0 recall the
names of loreign leaders. Bur there is
no doubi that, Mr. Gore was’ dumb
ayaut Ms. Woll. Forget Mr, Sarber's,
Ms. Sheehy's and Mg, Bennett's thee-
ries on presidentiai character. Look
at the real question: campetence. LF
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REVIEW & OUTLOOK

Families First

The family keave bill is mostiy
about enacting another set of rules
handed down by Washingion, But at
least it gets the subject of family life in
America onto the table,

The bil] has been hurtling through
Congress 1his week as fast as a reck
less kid on roller biades. The (uli Sen-
ate may vote on it today and it could
reach the House a8 early as next week.
President Clinton, who asked Con-
gress for the quick action, vows (0 sign
the bill, which 5 nearly identical to the
one President Bush vetoed twice. The
bt would require 3l employers with
more than 50 workers ta provide up (o
12 weeks of unpaid leave for em-
ployees 10 care for newborns, newly
adapted children or sick relatives.

Many employers have distovered
for themseives that family-leave poil-
cies make good business sense; they
can help attract and keep workers, But
iv's not self-evident that saddiag busi-
ness with mandatory extra expenses
is the best way td help the family. How
does it help kids i Mom or Dad gels
1aid off, ar more likely isn'{ hired, be
cause the boss is diverting what would
have been their salgry ipto snother
mandated benefit <ost? American
families ace indeed in distress, but the
problem isn’t Jack of new benefils; it's
fack of respect.

This is the message of “Families
Pirst,”" & repert issued eariler this
month by the National Cominission on
America’s Urban Families. “The fam-
ily trend of pur time,” It 5ays, “'is the
© deinstitutionalization of marriage and

Cthe steady disintegration of e
mother-father child-caising unil.” All
_ too oflen gevernment policies uader
. ymne the authority of the family, #
fmd. To reverse that trend, the com-
mission outiines a detalled sirategy
for strengthening the family as our
. cendral socia) institution.
1ts fecommendgtions are aimed at
© encouraging marriage and increasing
the proportion of children who Hee in
intact, two-parent homes. Unless we
fix the family, It says, we can't solve
the problems of education, crime or
peverty. This is et & pew ideq, As de-
mographers have demonsirsied again
and again, children from single-par
ent homes are far more likely 1o be
. poor, have trouble in school and turn
ia vrime,

The commission, appoiated by
President Bush, was bipartisan, angd
many of 15 recommendations are sim-
flar to those of the Progressive Policy
Institute, the think tank of the Demo
eratic Leadership Council, of which
President Llinton was & founding

- ember. Among the conunission's
. recommendations:
. e Ease the tax burden on familles.

Increase the tax differential between
single earners and married couples.
Either significantly increase the tax
exemption for children or introduce &

child tax credit.
» Increase parentsi authority in edu-

cation. Esisblish school choles and
seek parents” guidance in sex educa-
tion curricula. When sex gducation is
faught, stress abstinence 35 the best
profection against pregnancy and sex-
ually transmitied disease. Do not dis
tribute condoms in schools unless par

enis Bpprove.
» Reform state laws on divores, R

osonsider the no-faull divorce laws,

now the norm in 40 staies,
» Identify ihe father of every ¢hild,

All states should enstre that » docu-
ment exists at birik to identily the
name and Social Security number of
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poth parents, If 2 mother spplies for

weifare, failure to identify the father |

should result in lower benefiis,
« improve efforts to collect child-
support payments. Require parents io
child-support ohligations to the
RS, which will deduct delinguent pay-
ments {rom tax refunds, Speed up of-
forts to create a nationwide ¢hild-sup-
por computer network, expanding it
1o include IRS information w0 help in
locating absen! paren(s.
kleas like this are likely to be un-
popular among iiberal sophisticates,

who maintain that "{amily values” iy -

code for racism, sexism and homopho-
bin. That is hyperbolic; there are sinv
ply {ar 1o many people who fect fami-
lies are under undue pressure these
days.

The Adinindsiration will soon be
drafting 155 social legisiation. We sus-
pect that both the Clintons and Gores
gre weli aware of what has a lot of peo-
ple worried about family life today.
The national commission has come o
some very seasible conclusions about
bow we've gone oif the frack and how
o get back on if, We will have to see if
any of it finds its way into the Clintan

proposals.
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m’?magine What

Candidate Clinton
Might Have Said

Pregident Clinton's pudtiing, stumbling
sigrt beging lo make sense only i you
imaging (it fhere WwOS o SOCYE! Compmgn
speech thizt e rever got around o defivering
last yoar.

The gpeech must have been drafted last
May, when Ross Perot was ai s peak in the
polls and the Clinton campisiyn 1was searck
fng for o dromatic message o break out of

' third piace. Among baby boom staffers,
might kave been called the “Paad §s Dead™
speech, afier the Beatles’ recerd that could
be pinyed backward. Every compaign peli-
ster would have gone o cardiar arvest
while reading i, Heve are some exceTpis”

Ladies and genllemen, I want to talk
txdey abou? ihe future. For ¥l years we
have been governed by the something for-
neihing crowd. | promise you today that ]
wifl be the something-for-everybody presi-
dept, Ne group, no constituency will go
unrepeesented in a Clinton sdministra
tien. | fxve 2 vision of diversity, of 3
cabinet 25 diverse as the Harvand faculty,

wfimse househoid sioné 15 a beautifil 1o
sale, . ..

| To prove I'm serious today, I promise
that my Hrsi priovity as presiden: will be to
iz the ban On gays in the miltlary. Ahead
of health care, ghesd of welfare reform,
ghead even of economic growth ~ 1 will
spend precinus political capita) 1o schieve
}his cuibural chaage that s so eritiesl lo o
unre,

Yes, the mastodons of reactiop will
resist, but 1 will insist. Sam Nunn and
Congress will restst, but I will stand firm.
The black chadrman of the Joint Chiels of
Staff wil resigr, bt 1 will say this & o
different from integrating bizeks in the
armed forces during the Korean War, . .,

{ aten have a vision of diversity for the
office of the presidency. It can be & lonaly
office. That is why I plan (0 share § with
my closest poittical adviser, myy pariner
Hilary Re¢ham Clinton.

HP'melested [ will put Hilary incharge
of heaith care - indeed of virtually all

Potomac Watch
By Paul A, Gigot

daonestic policy in my agministration. Her
alfies, including many from her Rose
law firee o Lide Rock, wili.dominate
the White House and Justice Department,
Now, some of my advisers tail me that
Hillary should “seften” her image by
going such traditional things as beking
co0kies in & contest with Barbara Bush. §
reject that advice, That Is not Hiflasy. That
would be dishonest. . .
- My feflew Americans, we aise negd 1o
stop criticizing Congress. The cause of
Washington gridlack i the Bush White
House, not he Democratic (ongress.
There Is nothing wrong with Corgress that
canuel be cured by whal is rigit with

Congress.

‘Tnat s why when Jack Brooks tells me
to reauthorize the speeial prosecutor law, §
will oblige. That is also why | want loshare
venter stage 4% sur New York conventionin
JB 1y with Gearge Mitchell, Tom Fulsy, Bob

yre. . ..

With Congress i ming. T also plan to
transfer the House Budget! Committes~
lock, stock and ex-the-rich fables — inp
my own White Heuse budget office. Such
astute ang dedicated revenus enhancers a5
Leon Panetts will warp me whes Pli need
to shandon my promise of a line-item

My attormey penersl wili be & woman |

veto for the sake of good relations with
fangresy,

fﬁhich birings &€ (o 1he eConomy = angd
especiaily to the deficit crealed by 12 years
of greed and Republican misryie. Ladies
gné gentiegsen, | have decided that Paul

“Psongas was right ahout the middie-class

ay cut., 1t is pandering. The deficit furees
us i contmrﬁ itficult choices and 1 will
make thoss choices. .

S0 a3 president [ promise to raise Wxes
on the middie ¢rass — perbaps with a gas
1ax, perhaps an energy WX, put some kind
¢ tax. The word that [ hope will become
the watchword of my adminigiration—
other than “diversity,” of course«is “sat-
Fiffce." Kot just for the rich, but for every
American, .. -

We must aiso have ihe courage W
rhange, 0 g0 hack o B2 future, in foreign
puaiicy. ] respect what Pregident Bush has

accomplished on Haith, on Chins apd even |

on hag. { iter’s nole: Compare
Thig seetinn 1o speech that A1 Gore's siaftis
writing o frag-gate.) The probiem s (hat
these policies have been ran by Cold War
thinkers,

My goal will be o relurn the foreign
peicy of this countty to the pxperts in the
fovelgn-service eite, My secreiary of state
will be sotneone like Warren Christopher, A
mar whp can resssembie the same estab
sshrment talent that performed so ahty in

the Carter years. Mort Halperio and the

Pentagon Papers, Ashton Carter’s opposl
tion 1o D, Jock Covey and subsidies o

— these are 0id fights for old, dead
eras. In this new &5 we must think
anew. . ..

My fellow Americans, for oo long we
have hat = irade poficy that vajued fon-
SUmers aver AmeTitan producers. iplanto
change that. My admigistration wil be a
revotving door for husinesses Farmed By
unfair foreign competition.,

Because Washington is a oty of In-
trigue and catcutation, | will appoeint peo-
ple who can help Big Business caleniale its
way through the Intrigue, 1 wi appoint
Ron Brown 45 My Comnerce seqretary o
make sure thal svery business trade re-
guest is honorsd — starting, In my first
weeks as president, with higher tanfison
‘such industries of the future a5 steed and

. autes. AS 2 New Democrat, 1 want to state

proydly that 1 represent the {orgotten
Fortung 500, . . i

may Ue it g oomument sevibbied in fhe

with the imitinls J.C." mﬁy for cam-
pavign strafegist James Caruilie. It reads.

“it's suicide, stupid.” :
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One footnols: & clug fo the speech’s fole
margins of the droff. The comment i signed |
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win their cases would recelve el Miulski {DMA), Chasles S, Robb
bursement for reasopuble figation  {(DVa) and Jobn W, Wamer R-
expenses and wimld be eligitle to Ya), for example, seut 2 letter to
rective back (ay and benefits In Clinton urging him to double the
cases where g viokstion was deemed  97iginAl pertceniage proposal
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.WM%*&W%‘ m.wwg,wwaagm
subosemittee, wi : 2 pay formmilas sed ot in

the ranking Democrat, and were, - aduivistration has umpizined that
R T e ——
_ of the Senate federal services s mmm other providons or.
© committee, whike the veteram pref. | DAS that made fight changes in. s
erence bl way pushed by Sen TUWE ouems dn were -
 Chuck Hagel (R-Neb,). proved. Oge memie, for examyle,
; :a@dek%mm.mgfmmmémmmmi
. variety of theasures or provisions in gram, Other proposals, howeves, -
#poropriations bills. W.wm&?m&ﬁgi

= HE
* Reps. Steny Hoper (DM, Frank
o, ?Vag{(gga} ik 'nxm,m,j _
- Davis worked. o ; ! aso
o, lhenma%gblemﬁwx gﬁaﬁmmwp
ey b atelite offce that desigmied. | esbad o o R ML)
oy, WOIRETS 15 o 3 partiitee Tugly - : il B -
" . Hoye, joised by Sen, Pyul & .| OTCE ermoneous  peasions fof
' Sarbanes (DML}, ako sucsededin |00 20,000 employees and refir'’]
changing the pay cysters for shoat, |C0 DU thelr steasivs stalled ovey”
10,000 ederal Greighioes They wiy. | O00CEr sbost poteitil costs’ta

Conetance A, : i
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m-cwmsg*?ﬁ?@mﬂ&em Cugy o
signed by Chiton, which gives ggen. : 03 won Hotise approval for legis: «
CLEMD $0 sbudy whether pniverga)  OS increaed pay Sexibiity when lation to give extrs paid leave timer .
gy o LR TUUEE they oeed ;o reort- wnd et 10 foderl Fecovering.
’ Bronp ke tnsrance and group vark  doctins. Davis . successiully spone 10U SIrgery because thy donated:
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& 28 i . pushad federal agencies to | passed opportunities for debate o
yelerans’ prefovencs, do. take advantage of jobaharing, leave- : how 10 overhad civil sevvioe lawé:
... sharing, Sexitime and flexiplace pofi- . desyite wamings from experts that'™
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s " M e 8 pckags af

complaints and e
g o8 ways to improve workplay e
VELETAS . Firtually.. vots: for civil service changes on 2.

Service was given new freedom i
Py next year, Clinton . deciding salaries for top managhny
, 31 percent raise, w - . ment officlals and received approval

—_ e, to pursve 2 broadbased intespal:
oo : + 5%
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