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Attack carriers '. .... _.__ 'l~ (2) 0
Antisubmarine carriers•... _.. _ 0 (2)
Helicopter carriers.. ...._. 7_(2_) 2

Total carriers...•.. • 23 (7) 2 (2)

I These CJlrriers attack land largels, surface ships and aircralt.
, Figure in parentheses means number of ships being bUilt

SUMMING UP

The arguments against adding the CVN-70
to the fleet were perhaps most succinctly
presented. by Senator Stevenson when he
told the senate: "The Navy has better ways
of. spending this billion dollars than on the
CVN-70. Its antisubmarine role could be
performed less expensively by existing land
based planes and new, less expensive multi
purpose vessels, including sea-based planes
and hellcopters. Its sea control mission could
1::e performed less expensively by destroyers,
patrol frigates. and other surface vessels--if
sea control against the most modern nuclear
submarines Is possible by any means. Its
shore support mission might be performed
by surface-to-surface missiles launched from
existing carriers, or additional less expensive
erriers. Why must we place so many of our
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tect our commerce and our sources of stra
tegic materials from any interruption." And
he said this year: "There are areas of the
world where the U.S. has no formal security
commitments, but continues to have an
interest in hel.ping to maintain stablllty and
reduce .the danger of confiict."

In p1irsult. of those world-wide policing
objectives, -U.S.' aircraft carriers annually
"show the flag" in foreign ports around the
world, in the Caribbean, the Atlantic, the
Mediterranean and the. Pacific, from. Puerto
Rico and Rio de Janeiro, to Greenock and
CorfU, and Subic Bay and Yokosuka. But the
Navy has not· argued that it is essential to
have a fourth, b1Jllon-dollar carrier in order
to "show the flag". Far-flung foreign ports
could continue to be Visited in the 1980's
Wlthan ll-carrierforce that included three
nuc1ea.r-powered carriers.

If more carriers are needed in time of war,
their numbers can be increased quite rapidly.
The U.S. entered the second World War with
only seven attack carriers, but there were 98
carriel's on active service in the war's closing
months. Again, there were only seven attack
carriel's on active duty when the Korean War
broke-out, but there were 16 by the time the
war ended. There is however no certainty
that carriers would be in great demand in the
event of another war. In peacetime, the num
ber of carriers maintained in active service
has tended to diminish. That Is what is hap
penlrtg now. The U.S. had 25 carriers in active
service in 1962. It has 16 at present, 14 of
them attack carriers., At the start of the
1980's, there will be 12 attack carriers, if a
fourth, nuclear-powered carrier is built in
time to be commissioned in 1980, and 11
attack carriers if it is not.

To repeat: At $1 billion, the CVN-70 will
be the most expensive ship ever bUilt, and
this excludeS all consideration of the far
greater cost of the nuclear-powered carrier's
aircraft and escort ships.

The CVN-70's mission is described as "to
support and operate aircraft to engage In
attacks on targets afloat and ashore which
threaten our use of the sea." But this task
can usually be done better by land-based
tactical air power, whose capability the car
riers duplicate or overlap and thus add a large
unnecessary amount to the cost of U.S. con
ventional forces, which account for 75% of
the budget.

And the missions carriers seem best fitted
for can be carried out by the carrier task
forces already in existence or, in 1981, with-
out the CVN-70. -

U.S. AND SOVIET CARRIER STRENGTHS IN 1973

United Stales U.S.S.R.

eggs in this one, most fragUe and expensive
basket?" This is a simple statement, put in
simple language, but it Is not simpllstic. It
seems a sensible point of view.

HEARINGS ON "AMERICAN FAMI
LIES: TRENDS AND PRESSURES"
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this

week the Subcommittee on Children and
Youth, which I chair, has been holdinng
overview hearings on "American Fam
ilies: Trends and Pressures."

During these hearings we have received
extremely valuable testimony from a va
riety of individuals and groups concern
ing the needs of families and children in
America, the extent to which govern
mental policies are helping or hur~ing

families, and what kinds of support sys
tems should be available.

In order that these recommendations
be available. to the Congress and to the
public, I ask unanimous consent that
the prepared statements of the witnesses
who appeared at the first day of our hear
ings be printed in the RECORD.

There beingtlo objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR WALTER F.

MONDALE, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
CHILDREN AND YOUTH

Today the Subcommittee on Children and
Youth opens three days of hearings on the
trends and pressures affecting American
families.

Our hearings are based on a very simple
belief: Nothing is more important to a child
than a healthy famUy.

During my nine years in the Senate. I
have probably devoted more of my time to
work with the problems of children than to
any other issue. I have seen many ways in
which pUblic and private programs have
helped chlldren ... and many other ways
in which they can and should help them.
But as good as some of our public and private
institutions can, be ... and we have some
excellent schools and foster homes, for ex
ample.... it has become increasingly clear to
me that there is just no substitute for a
healthy family _.. nothing else that can give
a chUd as much love, support, confldence,
motivation or feelings of self-worth and self
respect.

Yet, it Is also clear that we tend to take
famllles for granted . . . seldom recognize
the pressures they are under ... often give
too little consideration to the role they can
play in the prevention and solution of chil
dren's problems ... and frequently ignore the
implications of changes like the recent in
crease of one parent familles.

The 1970 White House Conference on Chil
dren called this 'a national neglect of chil
dren and those primarily engaged in their
care--America's parents.' And we are paying
a high price for this neglect:

Teenage alcohollsm and drug abuse are
growing problems;

Suicide among young people is increasing
geometrically to the point where it is now
the second ranking cause of.death for Amer
icans between the ages of 15 and 24;

Jm'enlle dellnquency is becoming so wide
spread that according to predictions one out
of every 9 youngsters w111 have been to juve
nile court by the time he reaches age 18.

And now we are discovering how pervasive
this problem of child abuse is-a sickening
sign that something is seriously wrong.

If we expect to deal successfully with these
problems we must begin paying more atten
tion to the needs of familles. And we must
start by asking to what extent government

pollcies are helping or hurting famllies, and
what kinds of support services should be
available.

These hearings are desigr:ed to encourage
exactiy that kind of re-examination: they
seek to explore how government pOlicies in
areas such as work, institutionalization, mo
bUity, taxes, welfare and housing influence
the llves of American famUles. Through the
hearings, we hope to flnd answers to some of
the following questions:

How does unemployment affect family
stability? Do part-time or flexible work op
portunities enhance the llves of families
and chUdren? Should children and youth be
prOVided with more work opportunities, and
more opportunities to observe and partici
pate in the work experiences of their parents
and other adults?

To what extent has family dissolution been
caused by unnecessary institutionalization of
chUdren; premature removal of chlldren
from their famlJies for placement in foster
care; unnecessary Incarceration of juvenile
offenders; and requirements of hospital
treatment for lIlness In order to quallfy for
insurance benefits? Do we provide enough
alternatives such as day care, homemaker
services, community based corrections pro
grams or outpatient medical coverage? To
what extent do these offer more promising
results for chlldren and familles?

How does mobility-particularly forced
mobility-affect famllles? Are there ways to
deal more successfully with whatever prob·
lcms result from mobility decisions?

How do welfare pollcies affect familles and
chlldren? Do they provide a disincentive
to stable famllies?

What is the Impact of the tax system on
familles and chlldren? Does it contain in
centives or disincentives for family stabil
ity? Does it prOVide adequate deductIons
for the cost of raising children?

What has been the Impact of urban re
newal on families and children? What has
been the impact of publlc housing regula
tions that require families to move once they
earn above a certain income? Do zoning
practices unnecessarily restrict the location
of community based programs such as nurs
ing homes in residential areas?

The task of considering the impact of pol
icies on families and children will not be
easy. Values, jobs, life-styles and needs vary
Widely. To envision a single model family
or a single way to raise children would do
great damage to the pluralism and diversity
that makes our country strong; would be
beyond the legitimate concerns of govern
mcnt; and could produce at least as seri
ous problems as Ignoring altogether the im
pact of poBcies on familles.

Our goals wlll be to identify and seck
changes in arbitrary policies that place
hardships on families with children; to de
velop policies that prOVide alternative ways
of strengthening families; and to determine
how we can provide the options and choices
that famllles need to do their best job.

I! we can make some progress toward these
goals, and help make the question of how
governmental pollcies affect famllies a larger
part of the decision-making process, I be
lieve we will have taken an important step
toward increasing justice and opportunity
for the children and youth of our nation.

STATEMENT OF MR. VINCENT P. BARABBA,
DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your invitation
to appear before this Committee, to' provide
you with Information on recent changes In
the composition and characteristics of Ameri
can families.

The family has been described as an in
stitution that is essential to the perpetuation
of society, as a demographic institution with
the prime function of assuring biological and
social continUity. The functioning of families
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underlies the dynamiCS of population, as tlie
numbers of births and deaths and the vol
ume of migration emerge out of family dy
namics. Statistical data collected by the Bu
reau of the Census in decennial censuses and
current population surveys provide some es
sential information on recent changes and
the current status of American families.

The "typical" family undergoes numerous
substantial changes during the cycle of mar
ried life, from marriage through childbear
ing, children leaving home, and the eventual
dissolution of marrlage~wlththe death of one
spouse. The typical family itself has changed
greatly over the past 20 years because mar
riage Is now occurring about a year later, cou
ples are having approximately one less child,
and more couples are surviving jointly for a
longer time after their children marry. Many
more unmarried persons, especially young
people and the elderly, have been establish
ing or continuing to maintain separate living
arrangements apart from relatives.

Types Of families.-The Bureau of the Cen
sus defines a family as a group of two or lnOre
related persons who live together in a house
or apartment. Most families include a married
couple who maintain a household, and two
out of every three of the couples have chil
dren or other relatives sharing. their living
quarters. Statistics on families tlltlS defined
are available for dates back to 1940. Ever
since 1940, close to 85 percent of all families
were of the "husband-wife" type.

ThUS, in 1940 about 27.0 million of the 32.2
million familles were of this type, and in 1973
the corresponding figures were 46.3 million
husband-wife famllies out of the total of 54.4
million families.

Although the number of families with a
female head has constituted only about 10 to
12 percent of the families since 1940, these
families are of special Interest in the context
of the problems of children and youth, alid
their numbers have been Increasing rapidly
during the last few years. During the 1960's
these families increased twice as much as
tlley had increased during the 1950·s. In fact,
during the 1960's they Increased by a million
(from 4.5 to 5.6 mllllon), and by 1973 they
had increased another mlllion (to 6.6 mil
lion). The Increase has been concentrated
largely among families of divorced or sepa
rated women. Among white families in 1973,
only 10 percent had a woman as the head,
whereas among Negro families, 35 percent of
the heads were women. ThUS, the problem
of female heads of famllies is disproportion
ately a problem of Negro families. I1Ioreover,
divorced women are twice as numerous as
separated women among white female heads
of families, whereas the situation is the re
verse among Negro female heads.

The substantial increase in the number of
families with a female head is related to many
factors, Including the sharply upward trend
in separation and divorce during the 1960"s
and early 1970's, the rapid rise In female em
ployment during the 1960's, the absence of
many husbands from the home for service in
the Armed Forces, and the continued increase
in unwed motherhood.

Along with the increase in famllles with a
female head has come an increase during
the 1960's and 1970's from 8 percent to 14
percent in the proportion of persons under
18 years of age who were living with their
mother only. This Inevitably has meant that
the proportion of young children living with
both parents has been declining. Among
Negro children under 18 years of age in 1973,
the proportion living with both parents was
only 52 percent, whereas 38 percent were
living with their mother only, and 10 per
cent lived apart from their mother. Among
whites, 87 percent were liVing with both
parents. The sharp decline in the birth rate
since 1960 has brought a corresponding de
crease in the proportion of all children in the
home who are of preschool age nne'. an in-

crease in the proportion who are of school
age. The older children are of an age which
makes it easier for the mother to care for
them while she works in order to maintain a
separate home for herself and the children.

Size of family.-Two Interpretations can
be given to the "average size of family": (1)
the average number of children a woman
bears during her lifetime and (2) the aver
age number of family members who live to
gether In a household including parents, chil
dren, and other relatives. According to' the
~first interpretation. the average number of
children per family among the children who
were growing up around 1900 was four (about
4.3). By 1940 the average had dropped all the
way down w two children (about 2.3), but
by 1960 It had risen again to three children
(about 3.3). The decline in fertility during
the 1960's and early 1970's has once again
lowered the average number of children to
two per woman (approximately 2.4). These
numbers Include all children born alive dur
Ing the woman's reproductive period, inclUd
ing any who may have SUbsequently died or
left home.

The second Interpretation of the size of
family cannot be traced back to 1900. How
ever, in 1940 the average ~umber of persons
related to each other and living together as
one household was 3.8 persons. This figure
declined by 1950 to 3.5 as the consequence
of changes that occurred during the years of
World War II and the Immediately following
period. By 1960 It had risell slightly to 3.7
as a consequence of the baby boom and re
mainedat about that level throughout the
1960's. However, the effect of the declining
birth rate in recent years has caused the
average size of family, In this second sense, to
fall once again by 1973 to 3.5 persons (3.48).
Thus, the average number of famlly members
has fluctuated since 1940 within the rather
narrow range of 3,5 to 3.8 persons.

Ages and relationships of family ?nem
bers.-A,n important consideration ~In fam
ily analysis is the distribution of members ~

between three age groups: the dependent
young members, members In the main pro
ductive age range, commonly accepted as 18
to 64 years old, and the elderly. In 1973, the
average number of members per famlly was
3.5, of whom 1.3 were in the young group,
2.0 were in the Intermediate group, and 0.3
were In the elderly group. Actually, about
four out of every ten familles either had not
yet had any children or their children had
all reached 18 years of age. Therefore, if the
focus Is limited to those famliles with some
children under 18, they had a larger number
In the home, on the average, 2.2 children.
About three-tenths of the chlldren under
18 were under 6 years of age-preschool age
and the remainder were 6 to 17-school age.

As youths mature they generally leave their
parental home to attend college, to obtain
employment, and/or to marry. The median
age at (first) ma_riage Is now 23 years for
men and 21 years for women. This Is nearly
one year older than the corresponding ages
In the mid-1950's. Since men are usually older
than women at marriage, they usually leave
home at a slightly older age. Yet for both
sexes combined, approximately one-fourth of
the children 15 to 19 years of age have left
home, and a large majority of those who have
left home must be 18 or 19 years old. Only
one-tenth of the chlldren living with their
parents are over 20 years of age, and the ma
jority of them are 20 to 24 years old. Besides
the family head, his wife (if any), and their
children (If any), there are sometimes other
relatives sharing the home. These other rela
tives constitute only 8.7 mllllon, or less than
five percent, of the 182 mlilion famlly mem
bers In the United States at the time of the
1970 census. Of the other relatives, 2.5 were
grandchildren of the family head, 2.3 million
were parents of the head or wife, 2.1 mlllion
were brothers or sisters of the head or wife,

one-half million were sons- or daughters-In
law of the head, and the remaining 1.3 milllon
were uncles or aunts, cousins, etc.

HOiLseholds with and without families.
The term "household" is used by the Bureau
of the Census to mean the entire number of
persons who occupy a house or apartment
that constitutes separate living quarters.
Most households have a famlly as the core
members, but they may include partners,
lodgers, or resident employees, and, again,
they may consist of one person liVing alone.
With the aging of the popUlation, the ex
pansion of social security benefits, and the
increasing avallabillty of housing, the num
ber of elderly persons who maintain a house
hold after all of their relatives have left the
home has Increased quite rapidly' in. recent
decades. Moreover, an Increasing number of
young unmarried persons have been main
taining a home apart from relatives. Con
sequently, the number of these "primary In
dividuals" with no relatives sharing their liv
ing quarters has Increased from 10 perceilt of
all household heads in 1940 to 20 percent in
1973.

Because the ra te of household increase has
exceeded the rate of popUlation growth since
1940, the average size of household has de
clined. In 1940 the average size of household
was 3.7 persons; by 1960 It was 3.3, and by
1973 It was only 3.0 persons. This decline re
flects the net effect of changes in the birth
rate and the decrease In doubling up of mar
ried couples with their relatives as· well as
the large increase in the number of one-per
son households among both the young and
the elderly.

Particularly impressive has been the rapid
rate of increase over the past decade In the
number of young adults who have been main
taining their own households apart from rela
tives. TIle number of women under 35 years
old liVing thus increased by one-fourth in
the .1950's, and then the number doubled in
the decade of ,the 1960's and Increased ':I.n
additional 40 percent since 1970. Meanwhlle,
the number of men under 35 years old main
taining an apartment. or house apart from
relatives has more than doubled each of the
past two decades and increased 60 percent
more since 1970. The recent rapid growth of
apartment dwelling on the part of young
"unmarrieds" has occurred at a time when
college enrollment has been rising but college
dormitory dwelling has decreased; and when
more and more young people have been post
poning marriage until after they have had a
few years of work experience away from their
parental home. The total number of these
persons under 35 In 1972 who maintained a
household apart from relatives was 2.8 mil
lion, three out of four of whom have never
married.

The young family head of today Is better
educated, the median number of years of
school completed by adults being 12.3 years
In 1973 as compared to 9.3 years In 1950. The
wife's task as a homemaker, with smaller
families and modern appliances, is easier, an(1
she has more education to prepare her to be
a more stimulating parent and to help her
to accept greater responslbillties outside the
home.

Jl-ligration.-Most of the people who change
their residences move as family groups or In
connection with the formation or dissolu
tion of a famlly. Every year about 20. per
cent of the popUlation moves to a different
residence. However, from 1948 to 1971, there
has been little change in the pattern or per
cent of persons who report having moved in
the preceding year, except for some recent
decline In local movement. With minor
fluctuations, of the 20 percent of the popu
lation who move to a different house, about
12 percent moved within the same county,
3 percent moved to a different county in the
same State, and 3 percent moved between
States.
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Moreover. the percent of the total popula

tion born In, the State where they currently
live has remained relatively stable since 1850.
For the country as a Whole. this percentage
has fiuctuated between a low of 64 In 1860
to a high of 70 in 1940. Since 1940 there has
been a sUght but steady decrease of about
::l percent per decade to 65 percent In 1970.

The likelihood of moving Is related to age.
Typically, peak mobility rates occur among
persons In their early twentles--the age
when children normally have left or are leav
ing their parental homes and are in the
process of finding employment, marrying,
and setting up households of their own. Be
tween March 1970 and March 1971, the resi
dential mob1l1ty rate for persons 22 to 24
years old was 44 percent (48 percent If movers
from abroad are Included). After this peak Is
reached. IfiOblllty rates generally decline with
increasing age. Persons who first married dur
ing the year had. as might be expected, an
extremely high residential moblllty rate of
83 percent.

Blacks have a higher residential inoblllty
rate than whites. The residential mobility
rate was 2G percent for blacks and 18 for
Whites between 1970 and 1971. The higher
mobll1ty rate reported by blacks, however.
was due to breater local moblllty, that Is,
movement within counties; 17 percent of the
black population moved within the same
county, but only 11 percent of whites made
such moves. The migration rate, or movement
between counties. was 7 percent for Whites
and 4 percent for blacks. Whites had higher
rates of migration to other counties within
States and between States.

Among men there Is a clear relationship
between employment, status and moblllty
status. Both the local mobility rate and mi
gration rate are higher for unemployed men
than for employed ,men. Similarly, of men
who were employed in 1970, both. rates were
higher for men who worked less than 50 weeks
In 1970 than for men who worked 50 weeks
or more.

Migration Is also related to a person's class
of work and occupation. The wage and salary
workers are about twice as likely to move
within a year as the self-employed workers,
19 percent and, 10 percent, respectively. Self
employed farmers are among the least mobile
and wage and salary farm workers are among
the most mobile.

Fam1l1es in which the wife works are more
likely to undertake short-distance moving
and slightly less likely to undertake long-diS
tance migration than families in which the
wife does not work. The wife's employment
has a greater effect In raising the family's lo
cal moblllty rates than In lowering migration
rates. The migration of husbands interferes
substantially with their wives' career develop
ment and in this way contributes to explain
ing why women earn less than men at the
same age, occupation, and educational leve!.

Education also has a consistent effect on
the migration rates of men. Among men 25
years old and over, those who had completed
four or more years of college had higher
migration rates than those who had com
pleted only high school. Men who were high
school graduates, in turn, had higher migra
tion rates than men who had completed
only elementary schools. On the other hand,
men who were not high school graduates
were more likely than better-educated men
to make moves within the local community.

Married couples without young children
are more geographically mobile than those
with such children. Among husband-wife
couples with children, ages of children ex
ercise a consistent mObll1ty differential;
within fam1l1es clllss11ied by age of the head,
f"UIll:1es with children under 6 years old
0:11y are the most mobUe both within and
between counties. followed by those with
l::oth chUdren under 6 and 6 to 17 years old.
and followed in turn by famll1es with chil
dren 6 to 17 years old Only. Female family

heads with children are generally more geo
graphical1y mobile than male family heads
(wife present) at the same age and with the
same number and ages of children present.

Frequent moving Impedes progress in
school for children whose parents are not
college graduates. For ch1ldren of college
graduates frequent moving does not seem
to hinder normal progress through the school
system. Thus, children who have made
several interstate moves are less likely to be
behind In school than less mobile children
simply because frequent Interstate migra
tion Is most likely to characterize well-edu
cated parents and well-educated parents tend
to have children who do well in school. The
predominance of the well-educated among
long-distance movers and among those who
settle In new residential developments may
offer a partial explanation of the fact that
growing communities tend to have children
of above average scholastic ability.

Urban and rural residence of families.
The exodus of rural population to the cities
has been largely a movement from farms to
nonfarm areas over the last several decades.
Farm families constituted one-third of all
families In 1900, one-fifth in 1940, and only
one-twentieth in 1970. However, there has
been no absolute change of significance be
tween 1940 and 1970 In the number of rural
famllles--Including the rural-nonfarm as
well as the rural-farm families. In 1940,
there were 14 m1llion rural families and In
1970 there were also 14 million rural fam
Ilies. Thus, all of the Increase in families
between 1940 and 1970 has occurred in urban
areas.

Employment Of family members.-An Im
portant recent trend that has influenced the
pattern of American famlly life has been
an increasing number of multiple-worker
families. In 1962, there were 16.1 million hus.
band-wife families In which both the head
and at least one other family member were
in the labor force. This constituted 45 per
cent of all husband-wife faml11es in which
the family head was working. By 1972, this
proportion had increased to 55 percent and
the number had grown to 21.3 million
families.

The primary contribution to this increase
In mUltiple-worker families has been the
growth in labor force partiCipation among
married women. For example, In 1950 less
than one-fourth of the wives in the United
States were In the labor force and for those
women with chlldren under 6 years of age
the labor force rate was only about 12 per
cent. However, In 1972 over 40 percent of all
wives were in the labor force, and even
1l.1l10ng those with children under 6 years
old 30 percent participated in the labor force.

Several developments have contributed to
making work in the marketplace more pos
sible and more acceptable for many women.
The expansion In employment opportunities
for women Is probably the most important
factor leading to their increased labor force
·partlcipatlon. One relevant development has
been the growth in the service sector of the
economy In general. Another has been the
expansion In such fields as teaching and
clerical work and also in retail trade (with
its fiexlble hours and opportunities for part
time employment--characteristics Important
to married women, especially those with chil
dren). Also, there have been more opportu
nities to work as trained nurses and in other
health fields which have been traditional en
claves for female employment. S<;llmportant,
In fact, have new openings in the service and
white collar industries been to women that
virtually all the increase in female employ
ment between 1960 and 1971 was In one or
the other of these two sectors, continuing
patterns established between 1947 and 1960.

Other developments that have encouraged
\';omen to enter the labor force include in
creases in the earning potential of women
res\llting from better education; changes In

attitudes about women participating In the
labor force In general and In certain oc
cupations In particular; efforts through legal
and social means toward greater equality of
opportunity for women in the labor force;
and declines In the fertility rate.

Income Of family members.-A particu
larly valuable socioeconomic indicator in the
United States is the average amount of
money income received by families. The dif
ferent levels of income receIved by the vari
ous segments of the U.S. popUlation can
best be represented by median family In
come-a dollar value which divides the dis
tribution of Income received into two equal
groups--haif of the famllles having incomes
below the median and the other half haVing
income above it. The Bureau of the Census
has published family income statistics an
nually from the Current Population Survey
since 1947 and In reports of the decennial
censuses since 1950. During the last two
decades (1952-1972), median family money
income In the United States has nearly tri
pled and even after accounting for the ef
fects of infiation over this period, it ha.s still
doubled, resulting In higher levels and
standards of living for the American family.

One of the main reasons for this overall In
crease In family Income Is the fact that
more and more wives are going to work to
supplement the family income and thereby
taking advantage of Increasing opportunities
to achieve more comfortable levels of liVing.

In March of 1973 nearly 41 percent of the
wives In husband-wife families were in the
labor force, whereas twenty years earlier In
March 1953 only 26 percent of the wives were
working. The median income in 1952 for hus
band-wife families with the wife In the labor
force ($4,900) was about 29 percent higher
than the median Income of families with
the wife not In the labor force ($3,810), but
between 1952 and 1972, this difference has
widened in both absolute and relative terms.
The median Income of the husband-Wife
family with the wife In the labor force
($13,900) was 32 percent greater than that of
the family with a nonworking wife ($10.560).
Statistics from the Special Labor Force Re
port Series published by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics for the years 1958 through 1970
support the observation that the wife's con
tribution to family income has climbed
steadily In recent years. These data show that
in 1958 the wife's earnings accounted for
about 20 percent of total family Income, but
by 1970 her earnings accounted for 27
percent.

Although the Bureau has not produced
any statistics on the contributions of family
members other than the head or wife to
family income, data have been published
annually since 1948 on the distribution of
family income by the number of earners In
the family-InCluding the head, Wife, and
other relatiVes with earnings. In 1948, only
10 percent of all famlIies reported three or
more earners but the corresponding propor
tion in 1972 had risen to 15 percent. In 1948
the median Income of families With three or
more incomes ($5,210) was 80 percent higher
than that of families with one earner
($2,900), but by 1972 the median Income of
families with three or more earners ($17,930)
was 89 percent greater than that of families
with one earner ($9,490). ThUS, the propor·
tion of total family Income that was con
tributed by additional earners has risen
somewhat over the last twenty-four years.

This, then, Isa. brief summary of what
our statistics tell us about the American
family. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wm be
happy to answer any questions.

AMERICAN FAMlLIES: TRENDS AND Ptu!:SSURES

(Opening statement by Dr. Edward Zigler)
I would like to thank you for the oppor

tunity of testifying before this committee.
I, as a long-time admirer of your efforts on
behalf of children and youth. feel that your
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activities are especially critical at this par
ticular juncture in our nation's history of
social concern inasmuch as the consensus
among astute observers of our social mUieu
is that we have entered a fallow period in
regard to any meaningful new initiatives
on behalf of children and families. There
seems to be a moratorium on any large
and bold efforts to solve the problems plagu
ing many of our families. But for the fact
that a few older programs, some of de
batable value, are still in operation, the
current attitude toward the crisis of the
American family is one of benign neglect.
This apathy, which has even overwhelmed
once forceful advocates for children and
families, can be traced to a number of
causes.

In recent years, we have seen tile two
initiatives most critical for determining the
quality of famlly life fall to become law:
the Administration's Welfare Reform Plan
and the Child Development Act of 1970. The
considerable amount of effort and energy
expended on these two pieces of legiSlation
appears to have made people weary and to
have given rise to a "what's-the-use?" at
titude. In addition, a scholarly, but never
theless questionable, literature has developed
asserting that chlldren's destinies reside in
their genes, that admired preschool pro
grams such as Head Start are failures, that
variations in the quality of schooling make
no real difference, and that a variety of rec
ommended intervention efforts would prob
ably be fallures if implemented. This undue
pessimism of the early seventies is greatly
.at odds with the optimism of the sixties,
but, nevertheless, has falIen on receptive
ears as it can so readlly be adopted as the
intel1ectual rationale for the apathy which
seems to have infected so many of our de
cision and opinion-makers. The hearings
which you will conduct here on the Ameri
can family will serve as an antidote to the
nihlllsm that I have been describing.

Whatever the attitudes or actions of de
cision-makers may be, the lives of Ameri
ca's families go on. In many Instances, these
families know exactly to what unreasonable
pressures they are being subjected and which
problems must be solved if their lives are to
become more satisfying. The problem is as
equally obvious to the family whose bread
winner works full time and whose salary
Is stili below the poverty level as It Is to the
more affluent family Which, because of In
flation, Is no longer able to meet its ex
penses. The working mother who cannot find
satisfactory child care arrangements for her
children at a fee she can afford to pay knows
exactly what the problem Is. No further
analyses are necessary to ilIuminate the
problems of Indian famlIles whose children
are sent to distant boarding schools or of
families with severely retarded chlldren
whose only recourse is to institutionalize
them in settings known for the dehumani
zation of their residents.

In other Instances, many families experi
ence a sense of malaise or a lack of self-ae
tualization due to forces too subtle or too
huge for them to fully comprehend. What
must be noted here Is that the famlly is but
one institution In a complex ecological sys
tem consisting of a variety of other institu
tions. The family is In many ways unique
since It lies at the intersect of all of tIle other
institutions in our society and Is tllerefore
continually influenced by the policies being
pursued by such institutions as government,
industry, schools, and the media. When the
government concerns itself with the move
ment of cars from place to place and up
roots neighborhoods in the process, this has
Impact on American families. When indus
tries pursue a policy of moving their per
sonnel every three or four years, or when
they convert to a four-day work week, this has
impact on American famUies. Whe:l schools
decide to treat parents as llOstlle outsiders
0,. when they determine that day care for

sehool age children is not within their legiti
mate charge, this atrects American families.
And When the media inundate our young
and our not-so-young with the message that
smelling good is the essence of social success
and that families should be JUdged by the
amount of things they possess, this, too,
affects the American family.

I am In agreement that the American
family Is the foundation stone of our great
nation. However, I am also aware that how
well a foundation stone does its job is deter
mined by the soundness of the material of
which It is comprised and by the pressures
to which it is subjected. I agree with many
others who feel that a varlty of historical,
economic, and social factors as well as cur
rent pressures make family life. in America
more difficult today than it once was. I refer
here to the decline of tile extended family,
to the extremely Important phenomenon
of the ever-Increasing numbers of working
mothers, to the Increased mobility which
has come to characterize the American peo
ple, and to those types of urbanization and
suburbanlzatlon that tend to isolate Amer
Ican families one from another. All of these
phenome11a have taken away supports that
families once relied upon. The wisdom of
grandparents, aunts, and uncles Is no longer
readily avail. ble to young faml1les. The
children of working mothers are Without an
essential nurturant figure for many hours
of the day. The life of a mobile family is
burdened with discontinuity and upheaval.
Our communities are likewise in a contin
uous state of flux, so that families once able
to rely on the immediate neighborhood for
assistance In child rearing or crisis interven
tion find that they are no longer able to do so.

lf all of this sounds unrealistic, I would
invite any among you to ask yourselves if
you know the names of the children living
In homes three doors away from your own,
and if the adults in those homes know the
names of your children. Indeed, even within
families there has been a demarcation of
activities across age lines, so that parents no
longer Interact with their own children to
the degree that they once did. We find more
and more that children are socializing one
another, to their own detriment and to the
detriment of the quality of family life. The
materialistic emphasis in our society Is such
that a father thinks that he is doing more
for his family by obtaining a second job
than he does by devoting time to his own
children. Both long-standing male chau
vinism and current excesses of the women's
liberation movement have led to a devalua
tion of the role of the woman as·mother and
homemaker. We have deluded ourselves into
believing that women contribute little to
our nation's prOductivity by remaining with
in the home, although homemakers and
economists alike know better. Unfortunately,
such myths are translated into our social
policy; note, for example, the feature of HR
1 which required mothers of children as
young as three years of age to enter the
work force If they were to receive benefits.

What we need now Is not more rhetoric or
empty platitudes concerning the importance
of the American family but, rather, a close
examination of families as they exist in their
major current forms and a course of action
directed at enhancing their viablIlty. This is
so obvious that one immediately wonders
why no such effort has been systematicalIy
and continuously implemented by the fed
eral government. The answer is simple and
\mfortunate. Unlike other democracies,
America has never committed itself to a
coherent family policy. We have avoided
coming to grips with this problem by taking
refuge in the view that the American family
Is so sacrosanct that the government should
not meddle in its affairs. The fact of the
matter is that the policies of the govern
ment, as well as of all the other institutions
in the family's ecology, inject themselves
into the affairs of families every day. These

effects, asa totality, thereby constitute a na
tional family policy by default, and it is my
View that these effects are as often destruc
tive as they are constructive to healthy fam
ily functioning.

Families are .the constituencies of the
elected members of both the executive and
legislative branches of our government and,
therefore, there is an attitude that families
are everybody's business. However, In social
policy making, when an institution Is every
body's business, it becomes essentially no
body's business. Who in government speaks
for families and advocates in their behalf on
the basis of sound analysis? The one agency
that could play such a leadership role In de
veloping an explicit family policy is the Office
of Child Development, prOViding that its
mandate were enlarged and that it were to
become both in name and in mission the
Office of Child and Family Development.
When I speak to you of a coherent social
policy, I am not raising the spectre of fam
Ily policies found in certain nations where
authoritarian governments massively invade
the everyday lives of the nation's families.
There is no one at any point on our nation's
political spectrum more opposed than I to
this sort of governmental Intrusion. When I
speak of a family poliCY, I am speaking of a
phenomenon not only in keeping with the
American ethos, but with the best values
and traditions of that ethos.

The construction of a family social polley
at the national level would have three facets.
First, it would Involve Identifying what
major problems interfere with sound family
functioning and determining what solutions
to these problems are available, assessing the
cost effectiveness of the various solutions
that are suggested, and assigning priorities
to the speclflc policies to be implemented.
Secondly, a family policy would entail the
continuous analyses of the Impact of other
governmental policies for their effects on
family life, so that any cost benefit analysiS
of these policies would include in Its equa
tions the factor of whether the policy In
question helps or hurts American families.
Finally, a national family policy would make
use of the regUlating, taxation, research, and
moral powers of the federal government in
order to persuade otIler Institutions to adopt
policies conducive to healthy family life.
Again, I wish to avoid tIle vision of the fed
eral government acting as Big Brother. What
I have In mind with respect to this third
facet are such possible activities as providing
tax credits to Industries that prOVide day
care, government-sponsored research to ex
amine the effects of the four-day work week
on family life or the value to both Industry
and families of tailoring the length of the
work day to coincide with the lengtIl of the
school day, and informational and technical
assistance to schools wlIIlng to do more to
strengthen family life.

I am aware that formal family policy con
struetlon will come slOWly to America and I
am certainly not here to present any highly
polished, final product. Rather, it is the pur
pose of my testimony to make this commit
tee, and through it, perhaps, the nation,
aware that we have no such poliCy and that
we are operating instead with the afore
mentioned family policy by default. Your
hearings wlII be successful if they do indeed
produce lin awareness on the part of the
American people that the federal establish
ment seems to be less concerned with formu
lating a well-articulated family policy than
with formulating an agriCUltural polley or a
military policy. Then, at least, a dialogue
could commence over exactly what role tIle
American people would like to have the gov
ernment pursue in regard to issues that
affect how well the family ~unctlons.

There has, of course, never been a dearth
of general suggestions as to what might be
done to improve the lives of children and
their families. Professionals, lay people, and
even federal bureaucrats regUlarly convene
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to make policy recommendations. Within the
past five years or so, we have all had access
to the del1beratlons and recommendations of
the Presidential Task Force of 1967, chaired
by J. McVicker Hunt, the Goreham Commit
tee of 1967 which brought together persons
from federal agencies dealing with children,
the Joint Commission of Mental Health of
Children of 1969, and the White House Con
ference on Children of 1970. The Office of
Child Development wUl soon have avallable
the report of the Advisory Committee on
Child Development which was commissioned
by OCD through the National Academy of
Sciences and chaired by Harold Stevenson.
The recommendations made In these various
reports, though well thought out, have never
received adequate response from either the
executive or the legislative branches. One
reason for the minimal Impact of past re
ports Is that there Is something of the laun
dry list about them, With everything and
anything that might help families Included.
If each and every recommendation had been
acted upon positively, Amerlca's families
would Indeed be experiencing a modern
utopia. unfortunately, It Is much easier to
create paper utopias at conferences than It
Is to get a single piece of legislation with
some minimal, but nonetheless obvious,
benefits for famllles enacted Into law. The
fact of the matter Is that our committees
and commissions do not deal sufficiently with
the economic and political feasibility of the
many recommendations with which they
present us. Furthermore, the producers of
the plethora of recommendations that we
have all examined are not sufficiently aware
of the fact that social policy construction
essentially Involves establishing priorities
and selecting among alternatives. This Is, of
course, not to belittle the efforts to which I
have been alluding. As a body of work, this
collection of recommendations comprises a
conscience which the nation can employ
when dealing with the problems of chlldren
and their families. Furthermore, It repre
sents the raw materials that anyadmlnlstra
tion or legislative body can utilize In the
construction of a coherent national family
policy.

Perhaps as a result of my two years of
service In Washington, I am now so aware
of economic and political realities that I
cannot come before you to champion the
frequently heard recommendations for Im
proving family life, such as a guaranteed
annual Income of $6,000 for a family of
four, and universal developmental day care
avallable free to every family In America.
If such phenomena ever become realities, It
wlll probably be generations hence and
therefore of little use to American famllles
who need help now. I have much more
modest aspirations for the actions that
could be taken by this committee. I camiot
help but think of an Incident that occurred
when, as Director of the Office of Chlld De
velopment, I was Informing an audience of
the high quality of day care that was to be
provided In the President's Welfare Reform
Plan. A member of that audience asked why,
If OCD was so concerned about the quality
of day care, It was not doing more to im
prove the quality of day care already being
provided through Title IV of the SoclalSecu
rlty Act. Unfortunately, I had no very satis
fying answer to this query and therefore did
little more than waffle In the best, or prob
ably worst, bureaucratic tradition. The point
of this story Is that, While this may not be
the time for large new initiatives, It Is cer
tainly time for decision-makers to examine
extant social policies and practices impor
tant to fammes so that we might at least
correct those policies Which are. at one ex
treme, thoughtless and uneconomical, and,
at the other, Involve the government as a
co-conspirator In the abuse of children. It
also behooves us to examine existing social
policies for those features Which are so valu-

able as to demand their greater implementa
tion.

In dealing with current problems of the
American family, certainly a government re
sponsive to family needs must come to grips
with the Issue of day care for America's
working mothers. This Is a problem of Im
mense proportions and one for which a solu
tion Is not attainable overnight. Its magni
tude and difficulty of solution are so great
that It appears more politic to Ignore It than
to engage In efforts t1:'at would be helpfUl
to a relatively small percentage of families
needing day care. What the nation really
needs Is a 20-year plan for a child care system
that would Involve realistic Increments In
public and private funding as the develop
ment of facilities and personnel warrants.
Good quality day care was given the number
one priority at the last White House Confer
ence on Children. In a needs assessment
carried out to develop a state plan for chil
dren In Texas, 60% of those queried spon
taneously listed day care for their children
as their most pressing need. While I think
that the real solution of the day care prob
lem can only come from careful long-term
planning, there are several things that can
be done immediately to Improve the day care
situation In our nation.

Approximately a billion dollars was spent
In the last fiscal year by the federal govern
ment for child care, with the bulk of this
money going to two programs: Head Start,
administered by OeD, and the Title IV day
care program, administered by the Commu
nity Services Agency within SRS. It should
be noted that approximatelY one-third of
the Head Start monies Is being spent for
day care for working mothers. There has
been no real coordination between these two
sizable programs, and the rules. regulations,
and philosophy of each of the two programs
are at odds wIth those of the other. Were
these two programs combined and operated
by a single agency. some order as well as
new economies could be brought to the child
care effort which the federal government Is
already funding. Indeed, such a combined
program would finally give the nation at
least an embryonic national child care sys
tem prOViding parents With a variety of child
care services Including the all-Important
service of day care for working mothers. Such
a unified system could be held responsible
for ensuring the quality of child care that
Is necessary If children are not to be harmed
by programs mounted and funded by the
federal government. I think that Head start
has been sensitive to the quality Issue while
the Title IV program has not.

When we think of day care, we often think
of centers serving 30 or more children. This
accounts for only a small percentage of the
day care funded through Title IV. A much
larger percentage of these funds Is paid by
local welfare agencies to unlicensed family
day care homes which typically serve six
or fewer children. Some of these homes are
good, but others are ghastly and, thUS, we
are witnessing federal funds being spent to
place children In circumstances detrimental
to their development. If combining the Title
IV and Head Start programs Into an orga
nized and unified child care system strikes
you as a too demanding task, then I would
suggest to the Committee members that they
at least direct their attention to the problem
of Implementing and enforcing some mini
mum standards for every kind of day care
that Is subsidized by federal funds. Such a
set of enforceable and realistic standards
was developed under my direction at OCD
and, after a close analysis by others within
HEW, was approved by the former Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, The
Honorable El1Iot Richardson. These stand
ards were then sent to the Office of Manage
ment and BUdget over a year ago and, to the
best of my knowledge have never again sur
faced. Until such standards are promulgated

and enforced, children will continue to ex
perience the horrors documented In the
CounCil of Jewish Women's report, Windows
on Day Care. Even within the present frame
work, day care can be Improved and made
more available. Family day care can be of
good quality and should continue over the
years to be an Important component of the
total day care picture. It Is necessary to
provide day care mothers with training and
general support by those eqUipped to give it.
We have available to us common-senslcal
and practical models of how to do this. One
good example of this Is the Pacific Oaks
model In which family day care homes are
tied Into a network with a central training
and technical support facility.

The present day care picture also suffers
from a serious lopsidedness In which concern
Is almost totally limited to the preschool
age child. The fact of the matter Is that two
thirds of the children In this nation who
require day care are of school age and need
adult superviSion before and after school
and during vacations. Because of our slow
ness in developing day care models for school
age children and inducing schools and other
Institutions to employ such models, we are
now witnessing the national tragedy of over
a million latch-key children, cared for by
no one, with probably an equal number be
ing cared for by siblings who are themselves
too young to assume such responsibilities.
The human cost of this situation to families
and to the nation as a whole Is great in
deed. \Vhile there Is an escalating concern
over rising juvenile delinquency figures. few
have forcefUlly pointed out the relationship
between the growing phenomenon of young
children socializing one another and the rise
of delinquency. If this nation Is Interested
in preventing the delinquency rather than
punishing it, a major component of such an
attempt would be an expanded school-age
day care program.

Another child care problem that can and
should be dealt with Immediately Is that of
the need for personnel. Our nation simply
does not have an adequate cadre of appro
priately trained Individuals to care for even
the present number of children In our child
care systems. The development of such a
cadre should have top priority and should
consist In large part of personnel whose
salaries can be met without making day care
costs astronomical. OCD moved forcefUlly
Into this area by creating a new child care
profession in America, namely, the Child
Development Associate. The national Imple
mentation of the Child Development As
sociate concept Is now in the hands of a
consortium consisting of major early child
hood education associations and associa
tions representing a variety of consumer and
child advocacy groups. A key feature of this
new thrust is that accreditation and certi
fication would occur through demonstrated
competency rather than on completion of
academic programs. However, If this program
Is ever to produce child care workers in suf
ficient quantity, It will require the infusion
of some new federal money, probably In the
neighborhood of 10 to 20 million dollars.
This is a relatively small amount of money
when one thinks of the annual billion dol
lars being spent. much of which Is buying
poor day care primarily because well-trained
people who can be employed at a reasonable
cost are simply not available. While funding
to the aDA program has, to my knowledge.
been a feature of two bllls, neither have been
passed Into law.

Let me now turn my attention to other
problems facing children and families that
are of such magnitude that they constitute
a national disgrace. The foster care system In
this nation Is In need of a major overhaul.
Often, the failure of this system can be traced
to lack of money. In other Instances, the
problem rests on our commitment to ques
tionable procedures and our failure to utllize
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the know-how readily a.t our dlsposa.l. We
find children taken from their homes because
no homemaker services were ava.llable to aid
the family through relatively short periods
of crisis or stress. Such mother's helpers are
readily available in nations such as Sweden
and England, and it may be noted that this
service is 13 times more available In England
than it Is in the United States. When chil
dren are placed Into the foster care system,
it is not unusual for them to be lost in Its
maze, being transferred from sxial worker
to social worker, from family to family, with
out ever experiencing the stability, affection,
and sense of belonging so necessary for nor
mal development. In many cases, foster chil
dren are never returned to their biological
famllies and, In view of the cost to the state
of raising a child to maturity, estimated to be
between $40,000 and $60,000, one might ask
why such children are not permitted to be
adopted by families who can provide them
with the emotional environment they so
badly need. The answer resides in controver
sial policies of 0\:1' state social welfare agen
cies. For Instance, In New York, a foster child
cannot be placed for adoption if the biologi
cal parents do so much as send one post card
per year to the child.

What is tragic about this state of affairs is
that much of it can be avoided. I would refer
you to a demonstration project funded by
OCD's Children's Bureau and conducted in
NashVille, Tennessee. This project, ImTolvlng
comprehensive emergency services for chil
dren, is now beginning Its third year. As a
result of Its activities, whereas 322 children
were placed in children's Institutions In 1969,
only 22 had to be so placed in 1972. In 1069,
almost 200 of these children were less than six
years of age. During the past six months of
this program, not a single child under six
was Institutionalized. The Nashville program
is an excellent one and there Is no reason
that It cannot be Implemented In every
community In America.

This nation must do all It can to help
children out of Institutions. It has become
all too apparent that the typical large Institu
tion, be It a state hospital for the emotionally
disturbed, ll. school for delinquent boys, or a
state school for the retarded, is destructive
to the lives of chlldrcn and a source of despair
for these children's families. This situation
was made abundantly clear In the Impressive
documentary entitled, "This Child Is Labeled
X," While we should do all we can to avoid
institutionalizing children and to remove
from institutions children who do not belong
there, some children absolutely require Insti
tutionalization.

Given my own 15 years of professional
activity In this field, I am partiCUlarly con
cerned with the l1ves of Institutionalized
retarded children. The Wlliowbrooks, the
Rosewoods, the state schools of Alabama, are
all too representative of what our Institution
alized retarded children experience. This
committee Is to be commended for the light
it has shed and the action It has taken re
garding the problem of parental abuse of
children. However, if our nation Is concerned
about child abuse, it must take immediate
action on the legalized abuse of children In
our state institutions. These Institutions in
variably l'eceive federal funds which makes
the national Government a co-conspirator In
the abuse to which these children are sub
jected. A national effort Involving the co
operation of the federal and state govern
ments should be Immediately begun to cor
rect the national disgrace of our treatment
of Institutionalized children. My own re
search as well as the experience of the Scan
dinavian countries indicates that humane
Institutionalization constructive to the
child's development Is possible if we would
simply commit ourselves to such a policy.
Given the numbers Involved, I would give
first priority to the problem of institution
alized retarded children.

Finally, I would propose a much expanded
effort related to education for parenthood.
A small program has already been initiated
by OCD and the Office of Education which
makes avallable to schools and youth orga
nizations model courses in parenthood pre
pared for an adolescent audience. An im
portant feature of this program is that It
allows adolescents to work with younger
children In Head Start and day care centers
as part of the curriculum. We must con
vince schools and other institutions that
they must provide Increased support for
family life. Teaching young people about
the most Important role they will ever as
sume, namely, parenthood, Is one such ef
fort. Others should also be undertaken.
Schools could become Involved with fami
lies long before children reach school age.
They can provide needed Information to
mothers beginning with pregnancy and be
come a meeting center In which mothers
and fathers can learn from one another by
exchanging knowledge concerning cognitive
and emotional development that can be most
helpfUl to young parents In their child rear
Ing tasks. Model programs of this type are
already underway In the Brookline, Massa
chusetts, and Little Rock, Arkansas, school
systems. Child support centers need not be
confined to schools; a number of effective
non-school models are also available need
Ing only greater Implementation. I am think
Ing here especially of the Parent and Chlld
Centcl'a administered by the Office of Chlld
Development and certain more experimental
programs being conducted at the University
of Florida, University of Illinois, and Syra
CUEe University. I also see great prOlnise In
the experimental Child and Family Resource
Program recently initiated by the Office of
Child Development. This program has created
centers which provide a wide array of
needed services to children and their fami
lies.

Let me conclude by saying that It is my
conviction that we can spend the money
that we already have at our disposal more
effectively. We certainly' know how to do
much more than we are presently doing.
Frequently, relatively small expenditures will
result In the correction of many practices
which currently are detrimental to family
life. Perhaps we cannot reasonably expect
at this point major new commitments, but
we can and should demand the rejection
of apathy and negativism and expect a re
newed commitment to the proposition that
families are Indeed Important and that it
Is the federal government's role to reduce the
stresses and to meet the problems confront
Ing families. Such a renewed commitment
would at least constitute a. first step In
developing a real family policy for America.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT COLES, M.D.
Since 1960 I have been working with a

range of American families: rural black
families of the South; white famllies from
the region's small towns and cities; migrant
farm workers' families; Appalachian fami-

. lies; white and black working class families
who live in our Northern and mid-Western
cities, or to their near suburbS, so-called
"streetcar suburbs"; Chicano and Indian
families out west; Eskimo families in Alaska.
I have also visited the very well-to-do fami
lies Whose lives intersect with these people
the plantation owners, farm owners, factory
owners who hire and fire, Issue orders and
expect compliance. As a child pSYChiatrist,
my partiCUlar interest has been the children
of these families: how do boys and girls grow
up under the swiftly changing circumstances
of our time-a momentary crisis In this na
tion's hIstory? But no one can speak with
children long without coming Into contact
with their parents and grandparents, their
grown-up next door neighbors. So, the three
volumes of Ohildren 0/ Orisis I have to this
date written (Volume I: A study 0/ Oourage

and Fear: Volume n: MigrantB,Slutrecrop
pers and MountaineerB: Volume m: The
South Goes North) give one observer's view
of how certain American families are manag
ing, often In the face of severe stress; I
hope to complete the series with two more
volumes: Volume IV: Ohicanos, Eskimos,
Indians: and Volume V to chronicle the way
children grow up who belong to families from
the upper middle class world.

Rather obviously one can single-mindedly
study the difficulties certain children have,
the economic forces that exert themselves on
certain workers, the pressures certain
mothers have to deal with as they try to
get a good education or proper medical care
for their children. But In each instance there
Is something larger at stake-workers or
housewives or children belong to families,
and what is experienced by one person In a
family soon enough affects others who be
long to that family. We tend to think of a
child with problem A, a man who Is going
through dilemma B, a woman who faces
struggle C; In fact, It is entire families
which rather quickly have to respond to the
various impasses or quandries particular in
dividuals have to deal with. Perhaps the only
thing I can do before this subcommittee Is
Indicate some of the pressing issues I have
witnessed American families facing In recent
years-often with little or no help from
others.

To start, tl:>ere are famllies headed by
fathers who can't find work. Today many
claim to be tired of hearing about the poor
or picture them hopelessly their own worst
enemies: lazy, Indifferent, wasteful, given to
bad habits. Yet, I think of Kentucky or West
Virginia counties I have worked in, where one
meets In town after town, and up hollow
after hollow, tall, sturdy, decent and honor
able men, yeomen descendents of people who
C!l.me to this country centuries ago, explored
It and helped build It-and those men arc
idle not by choice or out of personal Inade
quacy or wrongdoing, but because there Is
no work. The same situation holds In other
counties In other regions of this nation
and the effect upon thousands of families is
the same: fearfulness, anxiety, sadness, a
sense of desperation and futility. A jobless
man's situation becomes a wife's mood, a
child's feeling about what is in store for
him or her, too-all of which is the purest
of common sense. Yet, I fear we sometimes
don't want to notice what is thoroughly ob
vious and evident.

Then, there are families where the father
works alright, and maybe the mother, too.
I think at this pohit I had best let a factory
worker speak: "Work: I have plenty of it
so much that It's my whole life. I work my
regUlar shift, then I work over-tlme-wheth
er I want to or not. Like I say to my wife:
It's a bind, because we need the money, Just
to keep our heads above the water, but It
means that I practically never get to see the
kids, except on Sunday, and then I'm so
tired I can barely do anything but sleep and
eat and get ready for the next week. My wife
is working too; she has to-or else we'd be
drowning in bUis. As it Is, with the two of
us working, we're still In trouble. The money
j~lSt pours out, as soon as it comes in: food
and the mortgage and clothes and the den
tist for the kids' teeth and the doctor for my
glrl-every week. My brother, he doesn't work
over-time, but the poor guy had to take a
second job on Saturday, or else he told me
he'd be borrowing from me. 'Don't try,' I told
him: I have none to lend anyone.

"I feel like a guy running hard just to
keep In the same position. And let me tell
you, It makes a difference at home: my wife
feels it, so do the kids, when you're living
like that. The other day I went with my
wife and daughter to the doctor's. He wanted
to see both of us. I had to call in 'sick'; you
don't get days off in my plant without a
month of red tape-only that two week vaca-
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tlon once a year. We went to the doctor's
office, and then we went over to the hos
pital and we met another doctor; he's a bone
specialist. Then I took my wife and daughter
to lunch. I decided to splurge--a restaurant
instead of the hospital cafeteria we're used
to. We were sitting there and I was trying
to have a good time and so was my wife, and
our girl. She was in seventh heaven. But
every once in a while my wife would look at
me and I'd look at her and we'd both look
back at the prices on the menu, and I'd swal
low so hard I was afraid I was choking.

"But we tried to be cheerful for the sake
of the kid, and I kept reminding myself that
I could always go and get an odd job on a
Sunday, if worse came to worse. So, we kept
talking and I told my daughter she could
have anything she wanted. But she is such
a good kid; she said, 'Daddy, just a ham
burger, and I hope it's not too expensive,' I
told her no, no. Then I sat there, and the
next thing, she and her mother went to the
ladies' room, and I was sipping my coffee
and Wishing it was a beer, and all of a sud
den I hear these guys behind me talking.
'l'hey're arguing, only they're laughing at
the same time: 'No, I'll take it,' one says,
and 'No, I'll take it,' another says, and fi
nally there's a third guy and he says, 'Look,
it'll all come out of the United States Treas
ury, so why should we argue over the check!'
For a second I didn't even know what they
were tl'l.1king about, but all of a sudden it
dawned on me: they're haVing their lunch
on me, that's what. They skim 01I all that
tax money from me every week, and who
has the time or money or know-how to get
back even a small amount for deductions?
Meanwhile, these guys are writing 01I their
lunch, and tomorrow they'll have another
'business' lunch, and God knows what else
they're writing olIo Can I write 01I the money
I spend taking my kid every week into the
hospital; the bus and subway both ways,
the lunch she has with her mother, or this
time with both of us? You can live off the
fat of the land in this country and the ordi
nary wage-earner, he's the one who pays
for it with his taxes. They have the oil
depletion allowance. We're so tired by Sun
day with work and over-time and odd jobs
now and then and my wife's work-weli
we'rp running out of oil ourselves!"

He lives in a neighborhood of working
class famllles west of Boston, and as I think
of the problems I have met up with that his
family and others like them face, I can only
contrast the attitude our society has toward
those f&mllles-as measured by laws passed,
money expended, institutions supported
with the eagerness we have shown to sup
port other elements in our society. There are
dyslexic children, one in ten of all our Chil
dren, plagued by a medical and educational
dl1llculty Which becomes for thousands of
families a prolonged and bewildering crisis:
what is wrong that my child, apparently so
intelligent, can't read, and what can I do-
to whom can I turn? To Whom, indeed? How
many cities or towns have the doctors and
teachers who know how to diagnose and
come to terms with this widespread diffi
CUlty? (Again, it alIects whole famllles, not
just the child.) There are runaway children
and youth-liVing symbols of troubled fami
lies. A horrible story in Texas crosses our tele
vision screens, and for a moment we are
appalled; something ought to have been
done I But what-and by whom? What are the
parents of runaways to do, to whom are they
to go, and with what hope of getting the
kind of help they need? The police say it is
not their problem. Teachers have their own
field to plow. Doctors are too busy or too ex
pensive or too few in number-and on and
on. Then there are "battered children" whose
bruises, Infilcted by parenta, unfortunately
make up only the more apparent evidence of
family disorder. Or the plight of families
that have a retarded child, an emotionally

distressed child, a child plagued by severe
or chronic 111ness, a child who is blind or
deaf. Do we need yet additional studies to
document the inadequate facilities or pro
fessional help or the overwhelming financial
burden such children or their parents, such
families have to sustain?

Nor only are the poor or working-class peo
ple up against hard-to-solve family problems.
In the course of my work in the Southwest I
talked with a man who manages a factory
just outside of Albuquerque. He was proud of
his company's policies toward Spanish speak
ing people--and it was on that account that
'1 was seeing him: to find out how some of
the Chicano people I knew were getting along
at work. "They're doing fine," he told me.
"We have some problems, but mostly it's
fine," A while later he gave the conversation
a dramatic shift: "I wish someone would
worry about my family. Everyone worries
about the minorities. My wife says she's sick
and tired of hearing it: the minorities this
and the minorities that. Everyone here wor
ries about MeXican-Americans or Indians.
Back East it was the blacks. Life is no picnic.
I think someone ought to go study us. Look
at my family-first I was in the army, moved
about from base to base; then I got out, and
I started working my way up in the company.
It's been one move, then another. My chil
dren know how to smile and tell everyone
they love it, they just love it, because they
see the country, the Whole world. But I hear
them giving to the city we are in the name of
the ci ty we were in, and I hear them tell1ng
their mother that they miss so-and-so,and
somebody else-and I stop and ask myself:
for what, that's right, for what is all this
mOVing about? To rise, to make more and
more money? That's fine-but there comes a
time when you begin adding up the costs, and
you get a sick feeling in your stomach: you're
paying for 'success' with your family'S blood'
You mentioned those migrant workers a
while back; well, we're migrant workers, too.
I'm not asking for anyone's pity, mind you.
I love my work. I'd do it again, if I had a
choice. I just want to go on the record: no
one has a complete monopoly on problems '"

One can only agree. One can only warn, too,
against the danger of quiCkly conceived
"solutions," however generous and well-in
tentioned. The family, poor or middle-class
or exceedingly well-to-do, stands In the midst
of dozens of "forces," private and pUblic,
neighborhood or emanating from far off
Washington, D.C. Laws alIect families; cus
toms do; and needless to say, economic cycles.
Then, there are social upheavals, wars, court
decisions: a boy goes to war, abortion is de
clared legal, mortgage rates spiral upward,
a company lays off workers, a new tax law
goes into elIect, school desegregation begins
or a new bussing program to ensure it
starts-those are Just some of the more ob
vious "events" which for milllons become
intimate family matters. I would hope that
American families get close and sustained
scrutiny from this committee and elsewhere.
Many of the familles I visit are for one rea
son or another in some difficulty; but for the
most part they are working hard, or trying
to, each member in his or her own way. Often
they are isolated from other fam1l1es. Orten
they have small or no contact with school::,
never mind the other institutions which af
fect them-a city hall, a medical center, a
tax or transportation or comm\,ll1ication "au
thority". To call upon the worker I quoted
earlier: "Who asks us anytbing? Do they
really go out to us, try to let ,IS know in ad
vance what they're thinking af doing in the
schools, or about a road the)~re building, or
about the 'klnd of television our kids are go
ing to be looking at? You hear all the time
that people don't care, they're apathetic. But
it takes two: the companies and the govern
ment-.do they really want to get a lot of
people down their backs, speaking up with
their Ideas? I doubt it. It's easier just to go

ahead and start something, then take on the
few people who complain! Sure I'm tired, and
how many hours do I have left each day,
when I come ·home? But if there was some
thing really important going on-some meet
ing or program that affected my wife and
kids, that really meant something to us, I'd
try to find the time,"

HopefUlly without being presumptuous,
one is entitled to be a touch skeptical. Just
as some youths, whatever the government
suggests or offers or prompts-through a
Peace Corps or a Vista-show little interest
in idealistic social or political activities, so a
good number of families are quite insistent
that, wllatever their troubles, they and they
alone will come to terms with them. On the
other hand, there are many youth who do
indeed want to exert themselves on behalf
of others, but find no real opportunity to do
so; and there are many families who know
full well what they and others like them
need and might respond to: new and stimu
lating ties with schools, with hospitals, with
certain governmental agencies, with regula
tory agencies of various kinds-sanctioned
and encouraged rather than sporadically al
lowed in response to some crisis: a highway
to go through a neighborhood; an airport be
ing enlarged; a court order for desegregation;
a new curriculum, emphasizing sex education.

I want to be cautiOUS at this point. 'l'J-e
people in the fam1l1es I visit have no inter
est in being SUbjects of yet another "social
experiment"-with bureaucratic red tape, a
new army of "professionals," all too sure of
themselves, and maybe brazenly intrusive
when it comes to others. Enough rights of
enough citizens have been violated in this
country over the years without subjecting
families to well-intentioned laws which may,
finally, render them increasingly vulnerable
to the political power of the state. It be
hooves people like myself, anxious for vari
ous social changes, to remember that federal
authority, especially when directed at some
thing as Ultimately indiVidual, and one
hopes, private as a family must be carefUlly
wielded indeed. But equally important Is the
almost crying need one hears over and over
again for various kinds of help or direction
on the part of particular members of various
families. And there are the questions; over
and over they get repeated as one becomes a
regUlar visitor to homes: What is happening
to this country-with the ever rising del ill
quency in middle class neighborhoods, never
mind the ghetto? How can we deal with the
drug problem-as a family, and before a legal
problem develops? What do we want our
children to believe in-apart from winning
or succeeding or getting ahead? What should
they learn in school, apart from "reading,
writing, arithmetic"? Who can one turn to
in this enormously complll'ated and increas
ingly impersonal society? Those are the ac
tual questions of parents I have known, and
there are others: why do I have to move, j:lst
when I have settled in? Why do I have to
move, just because I'm making a little more
money, and they say I don't belong here, in
the "project"? Why do I have to move
because it's "company policy", they say. just
like they used to say, when I was in the armY,
"because Uncle Sam says so!" Why do I ha,'e
to stay away from my husband, in order to
get welfare money; I mean. he can't find a
job, and I have children to feed, and Isn't it
a job, taking care of children, bringing them
up, so why do they come here.• the welfare
people, and make me feel like two cents. and
my kids, too? Why do they tell me one thing
about my child, then another, call him "sick"
or a "severe dellnquent", then take him away,
then bring him back: I mean, Why don't they
sit down and try to teach me, so I can help
my boy and help the rest of the family, and
not always be appearing in court with him?

Perhaps some of those questions are plain
tive or self-pitying. Perhaps there is little the
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federal government can do to supply answers
to tllem. Yet, It Is the federal government
which writes tax laws, earmarks funds for
schools, courts, hospitals, housing projects.
It is the federal government which helps
build roads and airports, which licenses
television stations, sends men from milltary
post to milltary post, infiuences in all sorts
of ways various business and economic pol
icies. And it is the federal government,
throllgh what it does or does not do, which
affects family life in America initimately:
by a failure to help through tax legislation
the worker I quoted from, whose wife makes
a weekly trip with their daughter to a doc
tor's office and then a hospital, the govern
ment Is making a judgment about this as
pect of family life in America. I hope this
subcommittee will spend a good deal of time
listening to various American families and
to those who work with them and try to be
of help to them-and eventually, perhaps,
find itself in a position to make some judg
ments of Its own about how more Anlerican
families might live what they feel to be less
harassed, calmer and surer lives.

TESTIMONY OF Da. JAMES J. O'TOOLE

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcom
mittee: This morning I should like to make
a few brief remarks that are a dlstlllation of
the report on Work in America and this last
summer's Aspen workshops on Education,
Work and the Quality of Life. For the rec
ord, I would like to submit documents from
these two projects as extensions of my re
nlarks.

I shall confine my comments here to some
of the national labor and welfare policies
with which you are concerned, and particu
larly to how these policies relate to family
life in America. My testimony is in three
parts. First, I shall present some evidence
about what work means to the life of an In
dividual. Specifically, I wlll focus on the ef
fects on family structure of either the lack
of work or of work that offers insufficient
financial, soch.l or personal benefits. Sec
ondly, I shall present an lllustrative frame
work with which one might view the im
pact on the entire generational spectrum of
Americans of the way we allocate work op
portunities. Finally, I shall present an argu
ment for a reformulation of national work
and welfare policies In order to strengthen
family ties among the poor.

I. WORK AND FAMILY STABILITY

Work is a word that Is overworked by poli
ticians.news commentators, educators, clergy
and pal·ents. That we use it Indiscriminately
and incorrectly in common speech is of little
consequence to the subcommittee, but that
we define work narrowly and carelessly In the
creation of federal policies and programs
should be of prime importance to these In
vestigative hearings, In almost all federal
programs, work is equated with paid em
ployment. Using housework as an example,
we can see the harmful social, economic and
psychological consequences of the current
definition. A housewife, by this definition,
does not work. But, ironically, if her services
are l'eplaced by a housekeeper, a cook, or a
babysitter, these replacements are defined as
workers because their salaries contribute to
the Gross National Product.

It is clearly an Inconsistency to say that a
woman who cares for her own children Is
not working, but If she takes a job looking
after the children of another woman, she Is
working. The economic consequences for
mothers and their children of this logical
inconsistency are seen in the eligibility re
quirements for federal programs in welfare,
Clllld care and social security, to name only
a significant few. In social and psychological
terms, this equation ot work and money has
produced a synonymity of "pay" and "worth."
Accordingly, work that Is not paid is not

considered to be as valuable as paid work.
One wonders what the effects of this den
igration of unpaid work are on the current,
apparent unWillingness of some mothers and
fathers to devote time to the proper care
and upbringing of their children. As a soci
ety, we may have dangerously downgraded
the most important work a human can per
form.

For the sake of our children-and the fu
ture of our society-an alternative definition
of work might, therefore, serve as a better
guide to policy makers In the Congress and
in federal agencies. The Work in America
task force suggested that, for official pur
poses, work should be considered as "any
activity that produces something of value
for other people:' This Is more than a se
mantic quibble; we shall see the operative
importance of a redefinition of work when
we come to our discussion of welfare policies.

Now that I have offered that It is useful to
view work as an activity that produces some
thing of value for other people, I would like
to call attention to the things that work
produces for the worker himself. The first
personal function of work Is economic. We
work to provide food, clothing, and shelter.
There are also several less obvious psychologi
cal purposes or functions of work:

1. Work contributes to self-esteem
Through the mastery of a task one builds a
sense of pride in one's self. The job telis the
worker that he has something of value to
contribute to society. The work place, then,
is the major focus of personal evaluation.

2. Work is also the most significant source
of personal identity-We Identify who we are
through our jobs. We say, "I am a college pro
fessor" or "I am a housewife" when someone
ask, "who are you?" A consequence of this
work-connected identification is that welfare
recipients and the retired become nobodies.

3. Work is a prime way for individuals to
Impose order, control or structure on their
world. From this perspective, we see that the
opposite of work Is not free time or leisure;
it is being victimized by disorder or chaos.

In short, work offers the Individual self
sufficiency, status, identity, self-esteem and
a sense of order and meaning. Consequently,
if the opportunity to work is absent, or if the
nature of work Is not sufficiently rewarding,
severe repercussions are likely to be experi
enced by the individual worker and his or
her family. To document this relationship, I
should like to refer to findings from several
major studies of family life and employment:

1. Loss of work has been found to produce
chronic disorganization In the lives of par
ents and children. Among the long-term
unemployed, attitudes toward the future and
towards the home and community, have been
shown to deteriorate. Family life loses Its
meaning and vitality for these Individuals.

2. The children of long-term unemployed
and marglnaily employed workers uniformly
show poorer school grades.

3. Dii'spite the popUlar notion that unem·
ployed people fill their free time with in
tensified sexual actiVities, studies show that
the undermined egos of former breadwinners
lead to diminished libidos

4. The physical and mental health of the
unemployed tends to deteriorate. For ex
ample, there Is a clear correlation between
unemployment and the onset of schizophre
nia.

5. There is a demonstrable relationship be
tween a family breadwinner's work experi
ence and family stablllty. Sociologist Frank
Furstenberg reviewed 46 separate studies of
work experience for the Work in America
project and concluded that "economic" un
certainty brought on by unemployment and
marginal employment is a principal reason
why family relations deteriorate:'

6. Sociologists have attributed the Wgh
rate of illegitimacy among poor people to
the occupational uncertainty of men. Lee

Rainwater found expectant mothers rejecting
marriage if their sexual partners were un
employed or had poor occunatfonal prospects.

7. Manpower economist Michael Piore has
developed a Dual Labor Market Theory that
helps to explain the relationship between
the nature of employment and the ability
to sustain a nuclear family. He describes a
secondary labor market that Is distinguished
by low wages, poor working conditions, con·
siderable variability in employment, little
security, harsh and arbitrary discipline and
little opportunity for upward moblllty. poor
people are" drawn to this market because
they do not have the social or sklll char
acteristics required for employment in the
primary market. What is significant for these
hearings is that Piore has shown that the
secondary market does not meet the social
and economic requirements of those who
wish to establish a stable family.

8. Anthropologist Elllot Liebow has found
a relationship between the frequency and
nature of employment of men on the one
hand, and their willlngness to form stable,
nuclear families, with the mothers of their
children on the other. Liebow's landmark re
search among ghetto dwellers in the District
of Columbia offers the most poignant evi
dence we have of the correlation between
mother-headed famllles and the underem
ployment and unemployment of street
corner men.

9. My OW11 research in Watts in Los Angeles
and among the non-white population of
Cape Town, South Africa reveals a striking
similarity in family structure In these two
geographically distant communities. In both
Watts and Cape Town, there is a high per
centage of mother-centered famllies found
among the poorest people. In both com
munities, mother-centered families are more
frequent when the father is chronically un
employed, employed irregularly or employed
In a job that wlll not permit him the social
and economic dignity and security needed to
assume the breadwinner's role in his family.

10. Divorce and separation rates for the
poor are not greatly different than the rates
for the middle class. Significantly, however,
the remarriage rate among the poor Is con
siderably lower than' among the middle
class. Poor women, once they have been the
victims of an unsatisfactory marital experi
ence, tend to be unwllling to repeat the ex
perience with another high-risk mate. For
this reason, and not looser morals, statistics
for mother-headed households are higher
among the poor. Unemployed or underem
ployed men simply are not seen as good
remarriage material.

In summary, the evidence is overwhelm
ingthat unemployment and underemploy
ment among breadwinners Is the primary
factor leading to continued marital instabil
ity among the poor. The absence of work, or
work that fails to fulfill the function of
economic security, self-esteem, Identity and
a sense of mastery over the chaos of one's
environment, wlll not provide the stable
basis required to build a lasting famlllal
relationship.

11. ACCESS TO WORK

Although the work and family problems
of the disadvantaged deserve the lion's share
of our attention because these problems are
so terribly damaging to human development,
it is stlll worth a moment to analyze the way
we allocate access to work across our entire
popUlation-if only to put the problems of
the poor in sharper focus. This not terribly
sophisticated perspective, lllustrated on the
chart I have posted, serves to point up differ
ences In sex, race and generational access
to work and helps us to identify some of the
possible effects these differences might have
on family life. In looking at the chart, we
should keep in mind that most of the major
pieces ot federal social legislation either are
responsible for the divisions and problems
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that we find here, or they were designed to
support existing divisions.

I should like to make three preumlnary
points about the uses of the chart. First, the
way In which our society is now structured
promotes a particular canonical path through
life for its individual members. The ways in
which we are supposed to attach meaning to
life, to develop opportunities, and to gen
erate our senses of societal purpose derive
their sanction from the architecture of our
culture.

Second, certain of our social structures do
not do very well what they are meant to do.
What I wish to emphasize here Is that even
the estabUshed and approved ways of liVing
are d11llcult to come by.

Third, probably no one passes successfully
through life along the prescribed canonical
path. There is nevertheless the likelihood
that. those of .us who do not proceed down
the mainstream do so with a Uvely awareness
of the tension between our own choices and
the path which is supposed to be encouraged.
Although few approach the norm, it is the
norm against which people measure them
selves.

The chart helps us to visualize the canoni
cal path that begins with an infancy of two
or three years, during which the family is the
controlllng· presence. As In tradition·al so
cieties, the family Is the basic unit which
embraces Uvlng, working, and learning. There
follows a period of childhood, when peer
groups, the school, and, especially recently,
the various media compete in Influence with
the family. During the period of youth
which is more and more being prolonged-it
is the Institution of education that becomes a
controlling presence: today, the structure of
our society prescribes that youth means
schooling, mostly formal. Here, too, but grow
ing less common, may be located some first
passes at trial employment.

Freed from the educational Institution,
the new adult embarks abruptly on his
career. His work occupies most of his time,
and it is sharply set off from his two other
prime concerns: leisure (the whole nexus of
entertainment, social and civic and recrea
tional actiVities, and whatever amount of
continuing education he decides to engage
in), and, most importantly, family. And at
the end of his working Ufe--which is more
being shortened-the adult enters a period
of retirement. Free time, either voluntary,
enforced, or some combination of the two,
becomes the key motif. His dependence In
creases as he becomes older, and finally he
may be placed in an institution at the ap
proach of death. Viewed in this manner, life
becomes a kind of maintenance path along
which we are expected to sUde irreversibly.

For which groups is society not prepared
to ease the passage along the linear progres
sion? An obvious group-suggested by the
fact that we use the masculine pronoun when
we describe the canonical path-is women.
In spite of our equalitarian motives, girls and
boys do not receive the same kind of sociaU
zatlon and education. Nor, perhaps, should
they. Nevertheless, girls' expectations of life
are different because they are taught to
stake different claims on life. sex stereotypes
and the role which they play in encouraging
widely divergent Ufe choices have only re
cently begun to be understood. On the whole,
it is still very much the case that the careers
which girls are supposed to pursue are meant
to be secondary to the careera.that men do
pursue. John will grow up to be a lawyer, Jill
his secretary.

And the labors in the home and with their
children. that adult women engage in are
not "really" work, because they are not re
warded financially, as I have said. And a
lifetime of housework does not prOVide eligl
bl11ty for retirement.

Disadvantaged minorities, too, are not well

served by the canonical path. They receive
inferior educations, and they experience dif
ficulty In entering and staying in the work
world. At the end, they often find themselves
without adequate retirement funds. Other
outgroups-the insane, t:le chronically 111,
the involuntarily unemployed-spend their
Uves in warehouses designed to contain them.
Adulthood, for them, Is not a period of earn
ing which follows education. It is not a period
in which work supports family and leisure
activities.

What this chart helps us to do, then, is to
identify certain problems associated (a) with
the ways we divide the time of our Jives, (b)
with the ways we prOVide access to institu
tions like work and the family that validate
our legitimacy as contributing members of
society and (c) with the ways our national
programs and pOUcies support the current
structure. Let us further examine four of the
problems.

1. THE SEGMENTATION OF LIVES

As I have said, most working Americans
follow a monolithic path through life in
which education is synonymous with youth,
work with adUlthood, and retirement with
old age. several problems result from dividing
life Into these discrete, age-graded functions:

Work, "the badge of adulthood," is the only
fully legitimate activity of maturity. There
is "something wrong" with someone who is
not working: the adult non-worker is con
sidered to have and to be a social problem.
Women who take care of their children, the
unemployed and the underemployed, the
dropout, the elderly-none have full "work
ing identities." They suffer both economically
and psychologically from their second-class
status, and so are excluded from some of so
ciety's rewards. If one were to place a trans
parent overlay on our chart that listed the
major federal programs and the age groups
they were designed to serve, we would flnd
that the programs encouraged this segmenta
tion of lives and did little to help the groups
excluded from the mainstream. For example,
almost all of our educational expenditures
go to the age group between six and twenty
six. Our approaeh to the excluded is to build
warehouses--jalls, mental institutions, youth
and age ghettos-rather than to integrate
people Into the community through prOVid
Ing them with jobs.

Family activities are segregated from other
actiVities. In the middle years of Ilfe, par
ticularly, the worker is separated from his
family for many hours during the day. Often,
workers must choose between their jobs and
their families-and many men (and. now. in
creasingly, many women) choose to sacrifice
their families for their jobs. Indeed, it is not
overstating the case to say that many chil
dren today are raised by one parent only
during crucial stages of growing up, the
fathers of these children are too occupied
with career matters to take an active or
significant role in their upbringing.

2. THE SEGREGATION OF GENERATIONS

Education, the activity of youth, OCcurs
at schools, which become youth ghettos.
Work, the actiVity of adUlthood, is performed
in. slmllarly age-segregated institutions.
Retirement, the activity of the aged, occurs
increasingly In "leisure communities" cut
off from the rest of the world, both
spiritually and physically. As a result the
segregation of generations becomes a corol
lary to the segmentation of lives.

Young people seldom, if ever, see adults
at work. As James Coleman and Urie Bron
fenbrenner have noted, this leaves youth
improperly socialized to the work world and
prolongs their adolescence. Such problems
as campus unrest and drug cultures may
result from this age segregation.

Cut off from older generations, from
aspe?ts of the essential guides of experience,
tradItion. and history, young people face a

special diffiCUlty In coping with Important
value questions in our rapidly changing
society.

3. ACCESS TO WORK

One of the clearest social problems in the
society is the scarcity of jobs due to the
national choice of low inflation over low
unemployment. But this scarcity does not
run evenly across the demographic groups
of society; indeed, for middle-aged white
males the problem is minimal. To keep the
problem at bay for this group, we have kept
young people out of the labor market until
they are older and retired workers at an
earlier age. To create employment for
middle-aged women in answer to recent
demands, we have increasingly excluded the
young, the old, and 111lnority men from the
workforce.

4. INSTITUTIONAL FLEXIBILITY

Most jobs are organized in an authori
tarian fashion built upon the ethic of con
formity and obedience learned in the
schools. They follow a model of set and
simpll1ied tasks, rigid schedules, and tight
discipline and control. This has significant
consequences for family life. Shift work,
for exampie, has been shown to have a
devastating effect on marital stability. More
important, perhaps, research shows that
adults who work in authoritarian settings
impart a sense of inadequacy to their chil
dren. These children tend to adapt poorly to
change and to have trouble succeeding In
school.

Most of us work from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. for
fifty weeks a year. These forms apparently
suit many individuals. Increasingly, how
ever, workers-particularly the young-are
demanding greater fleXibility on their jobs:
In scheduling, in educational opportunity,
In clothing, in personal autonomy and in
job design. From the point of view of family
life, it has been suggested that we need
more half time jobs so that mothers and
fathers can each have a paying job and can
each spend half a day with their children.
Alternatively, If one parent wishes to devote
himself or herself full-time to child care
while the other works half-time jobs will
offer the opportunity for work during school
hours when the child grows up.

I have offered here only a partial catalogue
of problems related to family and working
life. As a society, we can organize the blocks
of time on the chart in any way we see fit.
What appear to be natural divisions are
actually the artifacts of one particular
society. For example, the length of ado
lescence is as arbitrary as what we eat for
breakfast. It comes as a surprise to many
Americans that adolescence dces not exist
In many cultures. But I assure you that that
is as true as the fact that not all peoples eat
eggs and bacon for breakfast.

But that we can change these blocks of
time around at will does not argue that we
should. Indeed, great questions of personal
values and individual freedom are involved
in meeting any of the problems that I have
outlined. Given the myriad alternatives be
fore us, and the lack of consensus in favor
of anyone alternative, I would argue that
we should concentrate our national efforts
on eliminating the gravest injustices of our
society In this area, rather than scatterln'"
our resources and energies on problems that
are real, but cause little pain and suffering.
For this reason, I offer you only one polley
suggestion: you should write legislation that
would provide work for those who want it.
m. A FEDERAL WORK AND WELFARE STRATEGY

The conclusions pf Work in America on
the question Of ·welfare illustrate-if noth
Ing else--the unreqUited role of the intel
lectual in national policymaking. Almost
every researcher who has studied the problem
of family disorganization In the ghetto has
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come to the same conclusion: The causal
factor Is most probably the lower-class fath
er's Inab1Uty to get and to hold the kind of
employment needed for a stable family life.
The solution to the "welfare mess" then 15
to prOVide good, steady jobs In order that the
men who are the fathers of welfare chlldren
can have the same marriage and remarriage
opportunities as middle-class men, and so
that poor woman can have the same kind of
reduced economic risks In marrying and re
marrying as middle-class women have.

Although many of these studies have been
prepared specificallY for our national lead
ers. welfare proposals and programs stlll ig
nore the relationship between the underem
ployment and the unemployment rates of
ghetto men on one hand. and the numbers
of women and chlldren on welfare on the
other. Even the latest welfare proposals un
fortunately offer only punitive measures de
signed to force welfare mothers (not the
fathers of welfare children) to work. This ap
proach contradicts much of what we know
about work and welfare: 1) we don't have
to force people to work-almost all people
will choose to work because of its economic,
social, and psychological rewards; 2) welfare
mothers are already working-they are tak
ing care of their children; 3) to forcibly re
move the mother from a home where the
father Is already absent is to invite further
costs to society In dellnquency. crime. drug
abuse, and remedial education; and 4) the
lower-class ethic calls for the man to sup
port his wife and children-and any other
arrangement Is cause for the disintegration
of the family bond.

Because of these facts. Work in America
called for Increased employment opportuni
ties for the fathers of children who are on
welfare (men who probably are not on the
welfare rolls themselves) as the long-range
solution to the "welfare mess." In effect. we
offered an indirect, macro-economic solu
tion instead of a direct, transfer payment so
lution contingent upon mothers taking jobs
in the secondary labor market.

In conclusion. I urge this subcommittee to
create a federal work and welfare strategy
that will aim at creating jobs foral! who
want to work. There Is plenty of work that
needs to be done in our nation, we need only
create the jobs to do it.

In Work in America we suggested that the
Jobs can be created in the private sector, that
they can be good jobs, and that antl-In
fia tionary measures can be taken at the same
time.

The existence of a Job will be sufficient
in most cases to get people to work-the
importance of work to life obviates the need
for compulsion. There will remain some for
whom the availabllity of work is not
enough-they wlll need training. Again, mo
tivation not coercion should be sufficient to
bring people into training programs. Final
ly. there will remain those who cannot work
(for physical reasons) and those who choose
to care for their young instead of takIng
jobs, and these people will require mainte
nance assistance. This three-pronged fed
eral work strategy establlshes the primacy
of employment pollcles and leaves income
maintenance as a truly residual category
a fallback for famlly support.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

I wish to acknOWledge the contributions
of Work In America task force members
William Herman, Harold Richman and Elliot
Llebow to the chapter on "Federal Work
Strategies" that follows. Liebow is the pri
mary author of the last section on "Work
and Welfare." The excerpt Is from Work in
America M.I.T. Press. Cambridge, 1973.

The chapters on education and work are
from a draft of a report on a series of work
shops held thIs summer at the Aspen In
stitute, Aspen, Colorado. I wish to acknowl
edge the contributions of 1\lartin Kaplan,

John Sunderland and W1lliam Harrison to
the report. The workshops were sponsored by
the Aspen Institute, the Educational Test
ing Service. the Institute for Educational
Development and the Academy for Contem
porary Problems.

Further documentation will soon be avail
able in the form of a collection of papers
commissioned by the Work in America task
force. This book (James O'Toole, ed. Work
and the Quality Of Life, M.I.T. Press, Cam
bridge 1974) will contain the fonawing rele
vant selections on work and welfare: Frank
Furstenberg "Work Experience and Family
Life," Lee Rainwater "Work, Well-Being and
Family Life," Thomas Thomas "Work and
Welfare."

CENTER FOR APPLIED RESEARCH
IN THE APOSTOLATE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President. we
are all aware of the extraordinary chal
lenge facing our Nation's cities as they
strive to provide quality educational op
portunities for all our children, espe
cially children from poor and minority
families. One of the resources which we
possess to help face this challenge is the
private and largely Catholic parochial
school system which provides a wealth of
educational resources to our urban com
munities. As is increasingly evident this
private system is undergoing a severe
crisis, arising in large measure from
financial factors. Under the pressure of
events and circumstances and motivated
by the desire to replan their activities so
as to better serve our communities. many
diocesan school systems have turned to
research and planning to find answers to
the challenges before them.

A leading institution in this effort to
reshape the thinking of both church and
community about the future role of paro
chial schools in our urban centers is the
Washington-based Center for Applied
Research in the Apostolate--cARA, the
highly professional, and independent
national Catholic "think tank." One ob
server has written that despite its short
7-year history, CARA is now "by far the
most influential leader in the field of
religious consulting services," certainly
a high tribute to the vision of its
founders.
To assist dioceses to come to grips with

the many-sided nature of the education
al problems facing them, CARA has de
veloped a unique plan for diocesan ac
tion built around a total self-stUdy proc
ess. Under this process a diocese does not
set out merely to examine. for instance.
the problems involved in maintaining its
schools, which is only a part of its objec
tives. On the contrary, through the use
of evaluation, reflection, and planning,
an attempt is made to explore the total
objectives of the diocese' here and now.
This means not just examining the paro
chial schools but every activity of a dio
cese that brings its work into the lives
of people. This could include general and
religious education, CYO. adult educa
tion, campus ministry. the liturgy,
preaching. the media-religious and sec
ular-family life and so forth.

A total self-study process of this kind
is both a creative and a demanding ex
perience. It involves much pulling and
haUling until all opinions. not just the
strongest ones, can be heard. It must be

anongomg movement Which does hot;
stop when the first reports are finally in.
The process should continue over time to
help the diocese continuously adjust its
course of action to the shifting chal
lenges before it. If developed with skill,
this process can prove to be a healing in
strument whereby the different elements
and components in a diocese learn to
consider their own goals and needs in
terms of the total diocese.

Research on the schools is built into
this process. But so is research on all as
pects of the diooesan educational pro
gram. Nothing is to be viewed in isola
tion.

Most importantly, this process does
not involve the imposition of a precon
ceived "master plan." Nor does it entail
outside experts or consulting firms tell
ing a diocese what everyone already
knows. All segments of the diocese are
invited to stUdy, explore, and plan the
educational rr,ission together. This
process,which, of course, benefits from
guidance by consultants and research
expertise, springs up from the life .of the
diocese itself. .

Using this self-study ar;proach CARA
has recently guided a 2-year self-study
of the archdiocese of Washington, per
haps the largest and longest project of
its kind in U.S. church history. Thedio
cese and the parochial school system
are now engaged in planning their edu
cational future on the basis of this mas
sive project. If there are answers to help
ing concerned Americans find their way
to resolving such. challenges as those
facing the Nation's private schools, one'
key instrument to' assess these 'will be
through' research and planning like that
done by CARA. The center does not pre
tend that its work offers any panacea but
its work is proving extremely helpful to
both chw·ch· and community as we face
up to one of the greatest challenges be
fore us-the education of tomorrow's
Americans. I congratUlate his Emin
cence Patricl{ Cardinal O'Boyle. the
Washington Archdiocese and CARA for
their vision In developing this project
which offers such substantial benefits
not merely to one denomination but to
the entire population of the Metropoli
tan Washington area. No doubt other
mertopolitan regions of the country will
also find news of this project to be of
serious interest and concern.

This unique study-the longest and
largest of its kind-is merely one of
CARA's many-sided activities. both in
the United states and overseas. Mr.
President, I believe that in an era when
many voices want us to decide great
public and private issues by emotion
rather than reason, it is extremely im'"
portant that we have in our private
sector research organizations like CARA
which seek to provide practical yet hard
and objective information on which
decisions can be reached.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the first issue of the CARA
report be printed in the RECORD. This
offers E. brief B-year history of CARA and
describes not· only the center's Wash
ington project but its broad-gaged poli
cies and programs.

There being no objection, the article


