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AMERICAN FAMILIES
Introduction

Los Angeles families are, of course, American families. They face
many of the same problems and share many of the characteristics of
families throughout the nation. An overview of the experiences and
concerns of American families is a useful backdrop to a study focused
more exclusively on Los Angeles.

If one were to attach a topical theme to the 1980s, ““The Decade of the
Changing Family” would certainly fit. Research and dialogue concern-
ing this transformation have occurred in all quarters. The decade was
ushered in with a ““White House Conference on Families.” The family
has been studied by public opinion pollsters such as George Gallup and
Louis Harris. Administrators have conducted national conferences try-
ing to understand demographic trends.! Ethnic organizations have
examined ways to address their communities’ problems by strengthen-
ing families.?

The family, as an American institution, has been caught in a political
tug-of-war — with both major parties pulling strenuously from each
end. In the politics of the family, participants seem to be either advo-
cates or critics. The approach of this report, however, is based on the
proposition that effective problem-solving is enhanced by recognizing
what is happening in the real world. The national studies reviewed by
the Task Force help to establish this factual context of reality.

White House Conference on Families

Official America has lost touch with family America.
... Where government is helpful to families, let it be
strengthened. Where government is harmful to families,
let it he changed.

— President Jimmy Carter
White House Conference on Families
Baltimore, Maryland
June 5,1980

In January1979, President Jimmy Carter announced the formation of
the White House Conference on Families — a two-year process involving
three regional conferences attended by more than 2,000 delegates
representing every state in the nation. The Conference culminated its
work in October, 1980, by publishing its Report to “The President,
Congress and Families of the Nation.”3

The main purpose of the White House Conference was to examine the
strengths of American families, the difficulties they face, and the ways
in which family life is affected by public policies and private institu-
tions.* The delegates to the regional conferences discussed and debated
issues and proposals reflecting six different themes.5

Family Strengths and Supports. Families are the oldest, most
fundamental human institution. Families serve as a source of strength
and support for their members and our society.

Diversity of Families. American families are pluralistic in nature.
Any discussion of issues must reflect an understanding and respeect of

cultural, ethnic and religious differences as well as differences in
structure and lifestyles.

The Changing Realities of Family Life. American society is
dynamic, constantly changing. The roles and structure of families and
individual family members are growing, adapting and evolving in new
and different ways.

The Impact of Public and Private Institutional Policies. The
policies of government and major private institutions have profound
effects on families. Increasing sensitivity to the needs of families is
required, as well as ongoing action and research on the specific nature of
the impact of public and private institutional policies.

The Impact of Discrimination. Mar:f' families are exposed to
discrimination. This affects individual family members as well as the
family unit as a whole.

Families with Special Needs. The needs of families with disabled
members, single-parent families, elderly families, and others with spe-
cial needs must be examined as important parts of the whole.

The delegates came from every state and U.S. territory and from
nearly every walk of life. Almost 1,600 of the delegates were chosen at the
state i’eve], 310 were appointed at large, 55 were state coordinators and
40 were members of a National Advisory Committee. State delegates
were nominated through both peer and gubernatorial selection. Over
100,000 persons participated in the process of selecting state delegates.

The delegates met in Baltimore, Minneapolis, and Los Angeles to
discuss and produce a comprehensive set of recommendations. These
regional conferences sifted through 5,000 state recommendations, testi-
mony from seven national hearings, and the results of a Gallup Poll
conducted specifically for the Con?erence.

Thirty-four recommendations were adopted by a majority of dele-

Eates at all three conferences. Fifteen recommendations were adopted

y a majority of delegates at two conferences. Another 23 recommenda-
tions were adopted by a majority of delegates at one conference.

The final working session of delegates occurred in August 1980, when
about 115 members of the National Task Force met in Washington, D.C.,
to summarize Conference recommendations and to identify strategies
for their implementation. The Task Force consisted of an elected repre-
sentative of each of the 55 state and territorial delegations, 22 appointed
delegates, and the 40 members of the National Advisory Committee.

The multitude of issues represented by the adopted recommenda-
tions are not dissimilar to those addressed in this report. It has become
clear, however, that while the national model may provide leadership and
direction, a local approach to issue identification and problem-solving
is also necessary in order to achieve effective results.

Some Recommendations Adopted by
All Three Conferences
Subject Percent Approved
Employment:
* implement flextime, better leave policies ~ 92.7%
* combat employment discrimination 83.0%




Some Recommendations Adopted by
All Three Conferences, continued

Subject Percent Approved

Alcohol and Drug Abuse:
* more education and media initiatives 92.7%
to prevent substance abuse
- Taxation:
* eliminate marriage tax penalty; 92.1%
revise inheritance taxes
* encourage home care of elderly 92.0%
and disailed persons
Family Impact Analysis:
* a call for systematic analysis of 90.4%
all laws, regulations, and rules
for their impact on families
Disabled:
* efforts to increase public sensitivity 90.1%
toward the disables
* enforce existing laws designed to 89.8%
assist disabled persons
Homemakers:
* more equitable treatment of full-time 87.4%
homemakers (social security changes,
displaced homemakers, etc.)

Family Violence:
* su})port family violence prevention 82.0%
eftorts and services
Child Care:
* promote more child care choices 79.0%
* increased child care funding 76.6%
Education:
* increased family life education 74.8%
Housing:
* more tax incentives for housing 78.3%
* increased housing subsidies 72.8%
* improved fair housing laws 69.7%
Teenage Pregnancy:
* increase efforts to prevent and 11.9%
deal with adolescent pregnancy
Media:
* reduce violence, sex, stereotypes 83.4%

Some of the proposals not adopted by a majority of delegates at all
three conferences are also noteworthy.

Thirteen states made recommendations on how the family should be
defined. West Virginia proposed: ‘A family consists of a person or glrou
of persons who are related by blood, marriage, adoption, or egnli
custody.” Arkansas, Oklahoma, Washington, and Iowa recommended:
“Government should not redefine the legal term of family to include
homosexual marriage.” California, the District of Columbia, and Mary-
land proposed legal recognition of nontraditional family forms.

The regional conference held in Maryland adopted a resolution by a
slim, one-vote margain (292 to 291) calling for instxtution of government
policies to preserve the basic lelgal rights of all family members, without
discrimination on the basis of sex, race, ethnic origin, creed, socio-

economic status, age, disability, diversity of family type and size, sexual
preference or biological ties. This so-called “alternative” family pro.

osal did not secure majority votes at the other two regional con-
erences.

. Regional differences also precluded national agreement on a defini-
tion of ““family” and some other more controversial topics.

Gallup Poll: “American Families — 1980”

Any belief that Americans do not place top prierity on

the family and family life is completely refute«f by results

of this survey. The ﬁndingsthre resent a ringing endorse-
e

ment of the importance o amily in American life.
— Dr. George Gallup, Jr.
Gallup Organization

In1980, the Gallup Organization conducted in-person interviews with
1,500 adults in more than 300 locations across the nation. It was then the
most comprehensive survey ever directed at families.6 The Gallup
survey was commissioned by the White House Conference on Families
and was funded by outside sources.”

The surveg showed that nine out of ten persons questioned were either
very satisfied or mostly satisfied with their family life. A clear majority
— 61 percent — heﬁeved their families were the most important
element in their lives.

A majority of respondents supported:s

better job benefits (flextime, family sick leave, etc.)
direct government funding of day care centers

tax cre%iits to businesses providing child care

sex education in the schools

public school courses on alcokol and drug abuse

tax credits for families with disabled members

in-home health services for the elderly

more consideration for families in tax and housing laws
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A solid majority — 609 — cited alcohol and drug abuse among the
three things they thought were most harmful to family life. Forty
percent cited a decline in religious and moral values; 29% placed
poverty in this category.

The recommendations ultimately adopted by the three White House
Conferences quite closely matched the results of the Gallup survey?

Data from the Census Bureau

The results of the 1980 census dispelled the stereotype of the Ameri-
can family as a monolithic social institution. Instead, the census figures
revealed substantial changes in family living during the 1970s.1° They
also disclosed national patterns in marriage, birth, and household
composition.

Single-Parent Households.! The number of minors living with
only one parent has increased sharply, from 1.9% of the nation’
households in 1970 to 19.7% in 1980, mainly because of higher rates of
divorce, separation, and adolescent pregnancy. Of children under 18



livinﬁ with only one parent, 92% lived with their mothers, who were
usually divorced or separated. The number of children living with a
single father represented only 1.79% of all children.

One-Person Households.’2 The number of one-person house-
holds increased by 649, from10.9 million in 1970 to 17.8 million in 1980.
About 23% of the nations households in 1980 consisted of just one
person. Reasons for the increase in people living alone included:
delayed marriage age, a rise in Americans’ affluence, and a reduced
tendency for single, older persons to move in with their families. Of
those living alone, most were female — 11 million women compared to
6.8 million men. The women tended to be widowed or elderly, while the
men tended to be young and never married. The number of divorced
persons living alone more than doubled during the 1970s, to 3.4 million.

Unmarried Couples.! The significant increase in the number of
unmarried couples living together — from 523,000 in 1970 to 156
million in 1980 — was attributed to a change of behavior among the
young and a greater societal acceptance of new living arrangements.
More recent census figures show that as of 1986 there are more than 2.2
million unmarried-couple households and that about 4.1% of all
cohabiting couples in the nation are unwed.

Divorce and Marriage. The age at which people marry con-
tinued to rise. The median age at first marriage for women rose from
20.8 years to 22.1 years during the 1970s, while the age for men rose from
23.2 to 24.6. Divorce continued to increase. The ratio of divorced

ersons per 1,000 married persons living with spouses more than dou-
led — l}r’om 47 per 1,000 in 1970 to 100 per 1,000 in 1980.

Out-of-Wedlock Births.!s Out-of-wedlock births increased 50%
between 1970 and 1980. In 1970, 10.7% of all births were to unwed
mothers. In 1980, the figure had jumped to 17% of all births. Statistics
showed marked differences along racial and ethnic lines.

Average Household Size.16 As of July1,1986, the typical American
household included only 2.67 people. The average was 2.76 in1980. The
average American household included 5.04 people in 1880, 4.93 in 1890,
4.76 at the turn of the century, slipping drastically to 3.33 by 1964. The
major reason cited for this decline in household size is the fact that
America is agiig. About 75% of the drop in housekold size is in the
under-18 age group.

Statistics from the Bureau of Justice

Last year,1in 4 American households experienced a rape,
robbery, assault, burglary, or theft. Although this finding
reflects the high levj of crime in the United States, it is
well below the almost 1in 3 households touched by crime a
decade ago.
— Steven R. Schlesinger

Director,

U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics

June, 1987

One of the most important concerns of families and households
throughout the nation is the problem of crime. A National Crime Survey
is conducted annually by the United States Department of Justice,

Bureau of Justice Statistics. Each i'ear since 1980, the Bureau has
published a bulletin entitled “Households Touched by Crime.”

In 1986, households with high incomes, households in urban areas,
and Black households were more vulnerable to crime in general than
others, although low-income households were more vulnerable to crimes
of high concern.’® During 1986, 27% of Black households, 28% of
households with incomes over $25,000, and 29% of urban households
were touched by crime.

Regional differences are apparent. Households in the West were the
most vulnerable (309). Those in the Northeast were the least vulnerable
(19%). About 25% of households in the Midwest and South were touched
by crime in 1986.

A higher percentage of Black households than White or other minor-
ity race households (Asians, Pacific Islanders, and Native Americans)
were touched by crime in1986. Other minority race households were less
vulnerable than Black households to the crime of burglary.

Latino households were also particularly vulnérable to crime in 1986,
especially robbery, burglary, household theft, and motor vehicle theft.

The Bureau attributed the overall decrease in crime in the past
decade to demograEMc shifts: fewer people per household and house-
hold moves from urban to suburban and rural locations.

Philip Morris Family Survey:
American Families in 1987

The major finding of this first Phillip Morris Family
Survey is that the American family is heaﬁhy and resilient.
Eight out of 10 American families feel things are goin
we%l for them. Family bonds run deep; the vast maljorit 0
marriages are thriving, The basic outlook for the family is
bright, although there are some disturbing signs of trou-
ble. One in five American families shows real signs of
despair. Particularly affected are families headed by sin-
gle women, divorced parents, and other minorities, Their
problems are primarily economic, which often is the cause
of family break-ups and other dislocations.
— Hamish Maxwell

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer

Philip Morris Companies Inc.

Aprif 1987

The first Philip Morris Family Survey was conducted for Philip
Morris Companies Inc. by Louis Harris and Associates Inc, during
February and March, 1987. Over 3,000 members of families were inter-
viewed by telephone. This cross-section consisted of individuals 18 years
of age and older and family units of two or more people related by bYood,
marriage, or adoption or living together as a couple.

An overwhelming 91% of those families surveyed.indicated that if
things were different for them and they did not have a family, they would
miss their family *“very much” or “quite a lot.”

However, a significant 20% of the families were not satisfied with
important aspects of their lives. Dissatisfaction was heavily concen-
trated in families of unskilled blue-collar and white-collar workers and



low-income families, a great many of whom are Black and Latino.

“The major impact upon satisfaction in family life, without any
doubt, is economic status,” remarked Louis Harris, who conducted the
research for the survey. *“In other words, money doesn’t necessarily buy
family happiness, but it makes it a great deal more possible to find it.”

A sizeable number of families headed by single women (37%) were
dissatisfied with their housing conditions, as were many of those under
30 years old (33%), many Black families (33%), and a considerable
number of Latino families (28%)

Among those dissatisfied with their ability to pay for essentials were
46 percent of single female, 42 percent of Black, and 32 percent of
Latino households.

Although an overall majority of parents hope their children will lead a
lifestyle much like their own (65% to 33%), there are identifiable
groups who do not. Half or more of Blacks, single women, and families
eflﬂgng less than $15,000 per year want a better lifestyle for their
children.

A 65% majority of all families stated that with proper day care
centers, preschool programs, and housekeepers, both parents can work
outside the home. The same percentage of families feel that a mother
should not have to stay home and raise children.

The survey revealed that a bare majority (50% to 47%) are satisfied
with the po{itical leadership in the United States. A majority are
dissatisfied with the economic outlook for the country (54% to 44%). A
55% to 40% majority expressed dissatisfaction with the kind of world
their children wifl inherit,

The survey also presented the following factual profile of various
“prototype” families.20

Married Couples. More than two-thirds (769%) of family units
consist of people who are married. Of these, 58% have been married
only once, while 18% were previously married.

Dual-Career Couples. Both spouses work in 45% of family units.
These families are concentrated in the 21 to 49 age group. Tﬂey are
likely to be dissatisfied with their jobs and homes. Even making more
money, they do not feel they have the time to develop a satisﬁlctory
lifestyle.

Unmarried Couples. Unmarried couples comprise 6% of family
units. These couples tend to live in cities and suburbs, are generally in
the 21 to 29 age froup {63%), and are found in higher percentages
among Blacks and Latinos than among Whites. In most live-in situa-
tionsﬁ)oth partners tend to work (67%) and they have between two and
three children who are under 6 years old.

Families Headed by Single Females. Families headed by single
females account for 119 of all family units. They tend to be located in
cities. Twenty-one percent are Black and 7% Latino. Of these families,
43% are at or below the poverty level and are dissatisfied with their
economic conditions, housing, and jobs; 43% are divorced or separated;
51% have children 12 to 16 years of age; 43% have children aged 6 to 11.

Pavents’ Concerns for Their Children. Parents with children
under 18 years of age living in their household, when asked to choose

from a list of concerns that most worried them about their children,
ranked the illicit use of drugs as their first concern (58%), use of alcohol
as the second concern (22%) and sexual promiscuity as the third
greatest area of concern. (14%).

Most parents would first turn to other family members for heIF in
managing to raise children (629%). Next in order they would seek help
from their minister, priest or rabbi (26%) or their child’s teacher (24%).

Families and American Politics

I am indebted to Nicholas Eberstat for the observation
that “liberals” emphasize social policy but are criticized
for ignoring values. *“Conservatives” emphasize value in
the outcomes for children but seem threatened by the idea
of social policy. Surely each group is seeing part of the
truth amf can find common ground in accepting one
another’ perceptions.

— Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan
In Family and Nation
(Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1986)

As the only person in United States history to serve in four successive
administrations (Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and Ford), Daniel Patrick
Moynihan possesses unique credentials to give an overview of family

olicy in the United States government during that period. Moynihan
Eelieves that governments can’t avoid influencing family relationships.
America’ choice is whether its policies ““will be purposeful, intended
policies, or residual, derivative, in a sense concealed ones,” he explains
m his recent book, Family and Nation. ’

Liberals and conservatives, Democrats and Republicans are now all
laying claim to “family issues™ in American politics. Republicans have
ta{(en the “pro-family* approach for years; a recent policy paper drawn
up by the Democratic Partys Policy Commission, under Jle auspices of
the party’ national committee, puts ‘“‘strengthening the family> at the
top of its list of priorities.2! Calling her bill “pro family and a
challenge to Republicans,22 Democratic Congresswoman Patricia
Schroeder of Colorado co-sponsored a proposal that would require
employers to give workers 18 weeks of unpaid leave to take care of a
newborn baby, a newly adopted baby, or a seriously ill child or parent.
The tug-of-war over the “family” goes on.

Some conservatives are not taking kindly to liberals joining the pro-
family bandwagon. Alan Carlson, the president ofJ the Rockford
Institute, a thini tank oriented to social conservatism, has expressed
concern that liberals, by linking pro-family concerns with feminist
concerns may achieve some goals that are precisely opposed to the
conservative agenda.23

About a year ago, the liberal/conservative fight over “the family”
erupted when a proposed White House family report was released to t{xe
press before receiving President Reagan's imprimatur.24 The report was
the brainchild of then- Undersecretary of Education Gary Bauer. Bauer
is now the President’ chief domestic policy advisor.

The report was the product of the Working Group on the Family, made
up of top-level members of President Reagan’ administrative bureau-
cracy, including five White House aides and representatives from



several federal agencies and departments: Education, Health and
Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, Justice, Interior, Labor, Treasury,
ACTION, and Office of Management and Budget.

The report applauded the recent Supreme Court decision upholding
Georgia’ authority to criminalize certain forms of consenting adult
behavior, even in the privacy of the bedroom. It also charged that the
“fabric of family life has been frayed by the abrasive experiments of two
liberal decades™ and urged cutting off welfare benefits to unwed
mothers under age 21 who do not live with their parents.

The report urged the President to direct all federal agencies to file
statements showing not only how their proposed policies would improve
economic conditions but also to what extent those policies keep families
“intact.” Bauer called this recommendation possibly the most impor-
tant in the report, adding that it “‘would institutionalize family concern
in the public policy-making process and, indeed, that is a very impor-
tant thing to do.”25

Congressman Augustus Hawkins (D-Calif.) criticized the report’ lack
of research, calling it, “simply an endorsement of the conservative
agenda of the Heritage Foundation.”’26

The editorial board of the Los Angeles Times responded swiftly to
the report, comparing Bauers 7-month project and its recommenda-
tions with suggestions made by the nation’s Roman Catholic bishops ina
pastoral letter — six years in tfle making — entitled “Economic Justice
for All.’27 The editorial praised the bishop’ report “with its commit-
ment to the poor” and criticized much of the Bauer report for ““pursu-
ing with ideological zeal a new attack on the fabric of the safety net that
has been constructed for the nation’ disadvantaged.” The editorial did
support Bauer’s proposal calling for the issuance by federal agencies of
family impact statements when new policies are created.

The editor of the Atlanta Constitution criticized both the Bauer
report’s recommendation that states repeal their no-fault divorce laws
and its proposal to scrap tax credits that working women may claim for
child care costs.28

So far, President Reagan specifically has endorsed only that portion
of the Bauer report which recommends that federal agencies file family
impact reports when they adopt new regulations or programs. His
engorsemenl came in the form of an executive order requiring the
federal officials to assess all federal programs, including we are,ious-
ing, and education, for their impact on families.2?

Anthropology of Changing Families

If we define the nuclear family as a working husband,
housekeeping wife, and two children, and ask how many
Americans actually still live in this type of family, the
answer is astonishing: 7 percent of the total United States
population.
— Alvin Toffler
Author, The Third Wave
(1980)

There was a time when extended families, often consisting of three or
four generations of blood relatives living with others in the same

household, were a dominant family form in America. Alvin Toffler refers
to this historical period as “The First Wave.”30

At the turn of the century, most children in America were raised in
nuclear families. Nuclear families consisted of households with two or
more children and two parents — a stay- at-home mother and a go-to-
work father — who remained together throughout their lives. This
domestic arrangement was well adapted to the needs of Americay
industrial manufacturing economy, creating an ample supply of male
factory workers.3! Toffler refers to the period when the nuclear family
was the social norm as ““The Second Wave.”

Today, the industrial manufacturing economy has been transformed
to an industrial information-and-service economy that has employed
nearly two-thirds of the workforce.32 In addition, America’ famii’ies
have shifted away from the two- parent, multi-child, male-wage-earner
family, and toward alternative forms of domestic and sexual arrange-
ments.33 Toffler refers to the diversification of American family rela-
tionships as the beginning of “The Third Wave.”

“Serial monogamy™ now is competing with lifelong same-partner
monogamy as a marital norm for American couples. Whether one-out-
of-three marriages ends in divorce as some experts claim3+ or whether
only one-in-eight marriages dissolve, as other contend,3s “till death do
us part” does not carry the same weight as it once did as a marital
commitment. In any event, it seems that about one-fifth of all marriages
are now remarriages.36

Further, more and more children are being raised in the fastest.
owing family form in America — 80% more common in the 1980s
than in1960s — the one-parent, usually female-headed family.37

A central feature of the traditional nuclear family pattern was the
stay-at-home mother. Today, even when a child lives with both parents,
neither of them is likely to be a fulltime homemaker. Dual-career
families account for 45% of family households in America.38 The
number of working mothers with children under18 rose drastically from
10% in 1940, to 30% in 1960, to 55% in 1980.3° In addition to divorce
and a corresponding number of single-parent households, economic
pressures on 518 “dwindling middle class™ are cited as reasons for more
parents entering the workforce. As one economist put it, many two-
parent households need a second income ““just to preserve their eco-
nomic status, not to improve it.”40

Addressing the ongoing changes in form experienced by American
families over the past few decades, and referring to families of the 21st
Century as “The Third Wave” families, Alvin Toffler has written:

Behind all of this confusion and turmoil, a new third
wave family system is coalescing based on a diversity of
family forms and more varied individual roles. This
demassification of the family opens many new personal
options, Third wave civilization will not try to stuff every-
one willy-nilly into a single family form. For this reason,
the emerging family system could free each of us to find
his or her own niche, to select or create a family style
attuned to individual needs. But before anyone can per-
form a celebratory dance, the agonies of transition must
be dealt with. Caught in the crackup of the old with the
new system not yet in place, millions find the high level of



diversity bewildering rather than helpful. Instead of bein,
liberated, they suffer from overchoice, and are wounded,
embittered, plunged into a sorrow and loneliness inten-
sified by the multiplicity of their choices and options. To
make the new diversity work for us instead of against us,
we will need to make many changes on many levels at once,
from morality and taxes to employment practices.4!

As a whole, Americans have not yet developed the ethic of tolerance
for diversity that a demassified society both requires and engenders.
Having been taught that one kind of family is “normal” and others are
suspect or deviant, vast numbers of Americans remain intolerant of the
new variety of family styles. The more rapidly Americans can adopt an
attitude of tolerance for diversity in ligsty es, the sooner America%
lawmakers and administrators can bridge the gap between policies
based solely on old models and present facts. The future of America’
families depends on these transitions in attitudes and policies.

Again, the first step is education, that is, providing the informational
context in which acEnowledgment of the reality of the diversity of
families is possible. That process of education is the ernest objective of
this report.

AMERICAN FAMILIES:
RECOMMENDATIONS

L The Task Force recommends that a White House Conference on
Families be convened by the next President of the United States. The
procedures employed, both in selecting delegates and in conducting the
conference, should be similar to those used during the 1980 White
House Conference on Families. The conference should be announced in
1990, with three regional conferences conducted in the summer of 1991
Along with findings and recommendations, a final report should incor-
porate pertinent family and household demographics that emerge from
the 1990 Census. The report should be issued to tﬁe President, Congress,
and the American people by December 199), thus providing a sound
factual basis for policies and programs affecting American families
during this century’ remaining decade.

2. The Task Force recommends that a National Conference on
Family Diversity be held in Los Angeles in 1990, hosted by the City of
Los Angeles. The Mayor and the City Council should invite the National
Conference of Mayors and the National League of Cities to co-sponsor
the conference. The conference would provide an opportunity for chief
executives, administrators, and lawmakers from cities across the nation
to share ideas and develop strategies — from a municipal perspective —
in a responsible effort to meet the challenges posed by ever-changing
family demographics and concerns.

3. The Task Force recommends that the United States Conference
of Mayors sponsor a “Family Diversity Forum™ at its next annual
meeting. The Conference should encourage mayors across the country
to convene family diversity task forces to study changing family demo-
'frraphics and to make recommendations to local government on ways to
help improve the quality of life for families in their own jurisdictions.

4. The Task Force recommends that the National League of Cities
sponsor a “Family Diversity Forum” at its next annual meeting. The
League should encourage participating cities to develop mechanisms to
review changing family trends and issues.
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CALIFORNIA FAMILIES
Introduction

California families share characteristics with other American fami.
lies, although Californians are a more diverse lot than Americans are
nationally.

Traditionally, family law has been a matter of state, rather than
federal or municipal, regulation.! Therefore, many decisions affecting
Los Angeles families are political and are made in Sacramento.

Los Angeles families are also part of a larger network of California
families whose domestic concerns are primarily governed by state
policies and programs. Therefore, a review of information on family
issues from a statewide perspective is crucial to the study of Los Angeles
families.

Throughout the 1980s, Californians have been examining changing
family demographics, definitions, and issues. The California Task Force
on Families, organized under the auspices of the states Health and
Welfare Agency, issued a report to the Western Regional White House
Conference on Families in April, 1980.2 The Californiz Census Data
Center reviewed 1980 census information from a statewide perspective.3
Friends of Families, a coalition of northern California religious, labor,
political, and service-oriented organizations, founded by Oakland
Councilman Wilson Riles, Jr., issued a *Bill of Rights for Families™ in
1982, The Governor’s Commission on Personal Privacy studied family
relationships in California and issued its report in December, 1982.4 The
states Employment Development Department analyzed socio-economic
trends in California.s

The California Legislature also turned its attention to family issues.
In April, 1987, the state Assembly held hearings on ““The Changin
Family.”¢ The state Senate initiated a number of family-orienteﬁ
research projects and released its findings in a series of reports pub-
lished in 1987.7

The subject of family diversity is the common denominator of these
state studies and reports. They reveal that to tap a most valuable
resource, the state must recognize, embrace, and nurture the rich
diversity of its people and their most basic institution, the family,

California Task Force on Families

It should be the policy of the government and all private
institutions to accept diversity as a source of strength in
family life which must be considered in planning policy
and programs.
— California Task Force on Families
Report, April, 1980

The California Task Force on Families was convened in 1979 as a part
of the White House Conference on Families. After holding 12 public
hearings throughout the state and after reviewing materials submitted
by local committees, the state task force published a report to which
nearly 2,000 Californians contributed.

The report identified as important areas of concern to California
families. Its general goals are consistent with the mandate of the Task

Force on Family Diversity: identifying ways to improve the quality of life
for Los Angeles families. Local lawmakers and administrators should be
aware of tﬁese goals and should keep them in mind when adopting
ordinances, passing resolutions, or determining how to implement
programs affecting families living in the City of Los Angeles.

GOALS OF THE STATE TASK FORCE
ON FAMILIES

Pluralism: Encourage cultural, ethnic, linguistic, and
religious pluralism for the purpose of opposing discrimination
and racism.

Public Policy: Require a “family impact analysis” prior to
implementation of new laws, regulations, or programs.

Housing: Ensure affordable and safe housing; stop discrimi-
nation because of age, location, disability, sexual orientation, or
family size.

Recreation: Tmprove and develop local recreational facili-
ties.

Taxation: Create a pro-family federal tax structure by
providing credits for dependent care, e.g., care of children,
elderly, and disabled.

Employment: Encourage public and private employers to
develop assistance programs for unemployed; adopt flexible
work schedules.

Violence: Develop more prevention, intervention, and treat-
ment programs, and services such as child care, respite care, etc.

Schools: Improve family life education programs; revise
social science curricula to accurately reflect Siversity and his-
toric contributions of ethnic minorities, women, gays, and other
Eroups who have been negatively portrayed or e?iminated from

istoric documentation.

Health: Ensure mental health services are available to all
families in stress; ensure adequate health care for all, regardless
of location, language, ethnic backgound or income; have more
sensitive alcohol and drug prevention and treatment programs.

Foster Care: Discourage separation of families; encourage
reunification of families; arrange permanent placement in other
situations,

Immigration: Ensure that immi%ration policies stress efforts
toward family reunification, making family unity the number one
priorty.

Media: Encourage media to more effectively assist families
in making consumer decisions; encourage more responsible pro-
gramming, ie., programming that accurately portrays etlgnic
and social groups, and contributes toward integration, and
respect for social diversity.




State Census Trend Analysis

There was a spectacular decline in the importance of the
traditional family unit (couples with children) since 1950,
dropping from 54% of all households to 28% in 1980.
— Socio-Economic Trends in California
Employment Development Department
Report, 1986

Census data can provide policy shapers with valuable information
about family life in California. Sometimes, of course, census figures tell
the obvious. Other times, however, they reveal subtle and distinct
changes which have profound implications on public policy decisions.

Information compiled by the Census Data Center of the Southern
California Association of Governments conveys the following facts
about California families as they were constituted in 1980.9

One-Person Households. People living alone made u[) 24.6% of
all California households. This was in contrast to the national average of
22.7% of all households.

Single-Parent Families. In California, 22.3% of families with
children were maintained by a single parent, second only to New York as
highest state in the nation on this score. The national average was 19.1%.

Education Level. Almost 75% of Californians over the age of 25
were high school graduates, ranking California 10th highest in the
nation. About 20% of California adults had four years of college or
more.

Language at Home. A language other than English was spoken in
nearly one-fourth of California households. This contrasts with the
national average of 10%.

Housing. In California, more than 55% of housing units were
owner-occupied. The national figure was 64.4% owner-occupied. Hous-
ing units are slightly newer and slightly smaller than in the rest of the
nation.

Families of Color.1% The number of California’ racial and ethnic
minorities has been steadily growing. From 1940 to 1980, Latino, Asian,
Black and other ethnic groups have grown from 10% to 32% of the
states population. Over 15% of California’ population in 1980 was
foreign born. Among the different groups, Latinos had the smallest
decline in the “traditional” family unit (couples with children), while
Blacks had the hliﬂxest decline. In1980, 47% of all Latino housekolds in
the state were still “traditional” families. Only 22% of Black house-
holds consisted of “traditional” families. In 1980, the total income for
ethnic families was $24,400 for Asian families, §18,220 for Black fami-
lies, ll8118,670 for Latino families — compared with $26,720 for Anglo
families.

Seniors.! In the past three decades, the relative size of California%
elderly population (65 years and older) nearly doubled from 5.6% in
1950 to 10.1% in 1980, while the percentage of children (0 to 15 years)
declined from 32.2% in 1950 to 23.8% in 1980. Whites (non-Spanish
surname) had the highest percentage of elderly and Latinos had the
lowest percentage of elderly and theiighest percentage of youths.

Employment Trends.!? The rate of participation in the California
labor force for persons 16-years-and-older increased from 55% in 1940
to 64% in 1980. The major reason for this growth was the movement of
women into the labor force. The labor force participation rate (LFPR)
swelled from 28% in 1940 to 52% in 1980. This shift was most pro-
nounced for Latino females whose LFPR surged from 22% in 1940 to
52% in 1980. The increase for Black females was much smaller since
they have traditionally had a high LFPR in previous decades (40% in
1940 and 1950). The LFPR for prime-age (25 to 64 year-old) males
declined about 5% overall, but the decline for prime-age Black males
dropped about 15%, from 93% to 78%, indicating a significant with-
drawal from the labor market.

Throughout the past four decades, prime-age Black males suffered
nearly three times the unemployment rate encountered by their White
counterparts.

Self-employment declined over the past four decades, dropping in
general from 16.8% t0 9.5%.

From 1940 to 1980, about seven out of every ten employed persons
were in the private sector, although government employment peaked at
17% in 1970. Sectoral employment patterns varied considerably among
ethnic groups. Latinos were disproportionately concentrated in the
private sector, while Blacks were (Esproporlionately located in the
government sector.

Construction and agricultural jobs sharply declined in the past four
decades in California, although the largest shift in the distribution of
jobs was from manufacturing to services other than personal services.

Poverty. In 1980, over 11% of California families lived in poverty13s
The groups with the hi?hest poverty rates were the Black and Latino
female-headed households. ¢ The largest growth during the 1970s in
a?solute numbers of Californians in poverty came from Latino cou-
ples.1s

Marital Status.! More California men and women tended to
remain unmarried than men and women in the rest of the nation.
Nationally, more than 60% of men over 15 years old are married and
30% single. In California, 56% are married, 32.5% are single, 9%
divorced or separated, and 2% widowers. Among women over the age of
15, 54.8% in !.Ee nation are married, and 23% single. Among California
women, 52.9% are married and 23.5% are single, 9% divorced or
separated, and 2% are widowed.

Household Relationships.1? The state had 8,629,866 households
in 1980. The majority of them (55%) contained a married couple.
Unmarried couples made up about 7% of California households. Over
22% of households with chaldren were maintained by a single parent.
Nationally, there were only 19.19% single-parent households.

State Legislative Hearings

Healthy individuals, healthy families, and healthy rela-
tionships are inherently beneficial and crucial to a healthy
society, and are our most precious and valuable natural
resources. The well-being of the State of California
depends greatly upon the healthiness and success of its



families, and the State of California values the family,
marriage, and healthl}y human relationships.
— California Legislature
Statutes of 1986, Chapter 1365
Approved by Governor,
Sept. 29,1986

Acknowledging the diversity of California families, the state Legisla-
ture has declare(f that each family is unique and complex and that the
state should not attempt to make families uniform.18

Building on this premise, the California State Assembly held hear-
ings recently, looking into changing family structures, changing family
populations, and changing family economics.)® Topics addressed at
these hearings includeﬁ?l lﬁe two-paycheck family, families headed by
unmarried teens, extended families, the “graying of California,” the
emergence of a multicultural population, labor market trends, and
dependent care.

The testimony at the hearings reflects a growing awareness that
California families are experiencing tremendous social and economic
changes.

Dual-Wage Earner Families.2® The biggest change in family
structure over the past 30 years is the increase in two-paycheck families.
This has been caused by more mothers entering the workforce. In1987,
62% of mothers with children under 18 held jobs outside the home,
compared with 45%, 10 years ago and 28% in 1950. Mothers with
chi](s)ren under three years-old now are the fastest growing segment of
the workforce. Today’ families are relying on two paychecks to main-
tain, rather than to improve, their standard of living. Many two-
paycheck families complain of stress because of the double strain of
working and parenting with inadequate social supports.

In 1986, 50% of all married-couple households in the state had two
wage earners.2! It is predicted that by 1995, that figure will rise to
66%.22

Single-Parent Families.23 The number of families headed by a
single parent — 90% of them are headed by women — has doubled in
the past decade. In these households, the struggle is one of survival.

of all female-headed households live below the poverty line today.

Teenage Mothers.24 California has the second highest teen preg-
nancy rate in the nation, and most teens who give birth are unmarried.
Forty percent of all female high school dropouts leave school because
they are pregnant. This, of course, reduces their income potential.

Seniors.25 By the year 2000, increased life expectancy will mean
that about 15% of Cal.i}:)rnians will be seniors. It is anticipated that the
number of seniors over 85 years-old will increase by 81% Ey the turn of
the century.

Ethnic Diversity. By the centurys close, Asians, Blacks and Lati-
nos will form the majority of California’s population.26 More than 75%
of the states population growth in the next seven years will come from
racial and ethnic minorities, primarily Latinos and Asians.2?

Legislative Task Forces

Both major political parties have proposed legislation aimed at a
myriad of family related issues. Assemblyman Tom Bates, taking the
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lead for Assembly Democrats, introduced a 10-bill package to ease
family problems. One of the bills would create an Office of Family and
Work to assist the private sector in developing employment policies —
like child care, flex-time options, parentaf leave — to help employees
balance work and family oEligations. Other Bates’ bills would: provide
child care to low-income parents participatinflin job training; give a 4%
cost of living increase to state subsidized child care programs; provide
economic development funding to counties with high unemployment
rates to increase the job prospects for GAIN participants who have
children; require new or renovated public buildings with 700 or more
employees to include child care facilities; establish pilot projects to
train parentshow to teach their children to read and how to teach their
children to learn computer skills; give student assistance to persons
training to become child care workers; step up enforcement against
delinquent child support obligations; and help homeless families by
allowing counties to increase deed recording fees to fund housing and
job-related services to the homeless.28

On child care issues, Assembly Republicans have proposed legisla-
tion to reduce the cost of insurance at day care centers, lower the
student-teacher ratio requirements for state-subsidized child care, help
fund training for day care providers, and give tax credits to employers
who build on-site day care centers.29

Task Force on Family Equity. In the past two years, the Califor-
nia State Senate has also concentrated on family issues. A Senate Task
Force on Family Ettitywas formed in 1986.30 The Task Force found *“an
alarming relationship between the economic consequences of divorce
and the feminization of poverty — the growing number of women and
children living below the poverty line in single-parent female-headed
households.*s! This phenomenon is particularly significant in Califor-
nia which has the Eighest number of single-parent female-headed
households of any state in the nation.32

The Senate Task Force found that divorced women and their children
suffer a drastic decline in their standard of living in the first year after a
divorce — an average decline of 73% — wEile divorced men are
economically better off then they were during the marriage. The stan-
dard of ]ivinilof divorced men rises an average of 42% in the first year
following a divorce.33 This disparity continues over time. One study

showed that even seven years after divorce, the financial positions of ex-
husbands is strikingly better than that of ex-wives.3¢

This post-divorce household income disparity between ex-husbands
and ex-wives was explained by the Senate Task Force.35 In two-paycheck
families, the wife outside income typically amounts to only 44% of the
hushands earnings. Thus, the hushand’s departure leaves a precipitous
drop in income available to the wife. Additional reasons were cited for
the post-divorce income gap: () courts rarely award spousal support —
only 17% of women in California are awarded spousal support; (2) child
support usually falls largely on the mother, while the father is allowed to
retain the major portion of his income for himself; and (3) only 50% of
custodial mo!iers due support actually receive full payments. The Task
Force also found that the system of dividing community property in
California often produces unequal results.

After nine months of discussing the results of empirical research, the
Senate Task Force on Family Equity produced 23 legislative proposals to
help post-divorce families cope with the plethora of problems they face.
The package includes proposals that would: (1) defer the sale of family



homes so children and the custodial parent would not be immediately
uprooted in order to divide community property; (2) force self-employed
parents who are delinquent in child support payments to establish
security deposits equal to 12 months of child support; (3) take into
consideration the value of career enhancements through education and
training when setting child support and alimony payments; and (4)
require judges to consider a history of child or spousal abuse when
determining custody. Some of the proposed reforms are opposed by
fathers’ rights advocates.36

Also in 1987, the state Senate received a report recommending more
than 15 ways to improve California’ divorce mediation program.
According to the report, more than 33% of the current generation of
children will experience a parental divorce before they reach the age of
18.37

Senate Office of Research. During 1987, the Senate Office of
Research released findings regarding family income.38 The economic
facts are revealing. In the past 10 years, California% families have
become poorer overall. While the poorer families have lost ground, the
richest families have prospered. The real income of the poorest of
California’ families feﬁ 9% in the past ten years, while the real income
of the richest fanfilies rose 14% between 1977 and 1986. Although the top
40% of California families have continued to increase their prosperity
since 1977, the other 60% have either suffered a loss of prosperity or
barely stayed even. Female employment and the increasing amount of
work {:y women was cited as the main reason why family income did not
fall more than it did between 1977 and 1986.

Senate researchers compared economic prosperity along racial and
ethnic lines.39 Black families have not fared well. Black families in the
bottom 60% of the economy have seen their real purchasing power fall
by about 5% between 1977 and 1985. Latino families virtually have
remained economically the same. Latino families in the lower 60% of
the economy have gained a slim 1% in purchasing power since 1977.
Anglo families fared much better. Although the number of Anglo
families has remained constant since 1977, in 1985 there were 7,000
fewer Anglo families in the bottom 209 of the economy and 6,000 more
Anglo families in the top economic quintile than in 1977. Asian and
Native American families in California had a percentage loss in middle-
class status, and had larger increases in tEe percent of their poor

families than of their wealthy families.

Proposed Commission on the Family. Citing the dramatic
changes that have taken place in family structures, demographics, and
income and poverty levels in California, Senator Diane Watson has
proposed that the State of California establish a 15-member California
Commission on the Family.40 The two-year commission would study the
dynamics of family structure in California and provide the Legislature
with recommendations for incorporating findings into policy develop-
ment. The recommendations would address the proper role of govern-
ment in providing services to families and suggest ways to better
coordinate programs that serve families.

Assemblyman Bates has summed up the California family situation:#
“We’ve got to face the reality — families and their needs have changed.
The family policies of our state are stuck in the 50s. Now it% time to
move into the 80s and 90s.”

Joint Select Task Force on the Changing Family. The commit

ment of Assemblyman Bates and Senator Watson to improve family life
in California has been recognized by the state Legislature. These two
leaders were selected to co-cﬁz-;rza newly created Joint Select Task Force
on the Changing Family The new tasf:' force in comprised of 6 state
legislators and 20 public members.42 It will study family trends and
issues and file a report with the Legislature by the end of 1988 recom-
mending steps that can be taken to bring public policy into line with the
reality of contemporary family life in California as it is now and as it will
be in the 1990s and beyond.

CALIFORNIA FAMILIES:
RECOMMENDATIONS

5. The Task Force recommends that the Legislature Joint Select
Task Force on the Changing Family review this report and its recommen-
dations prior to issuing its own report to the Legislature in November,
1988.

6. The Task Force recommends that the Legislative Policy State-
ments of the City of Los Angeles be amended. Since 90% of single-
parent families are headed by women, it would be appropriate for the
citys “Policy Statement on Women’ Issues™ to include a section
addressing the needs of single-parent families. The Commission on the
gtatus of Women could assist the city in implementing this recommen-

ation.

7. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles City Commis-
sion on the Status of Women review the Final Report of the California
State Senate Task Force on Family Equity, and the legislative proposals
arising out of that report. Based on this !ata. the Women's Commission
may wish to propose additional legislative policy statements involving
judicial education, community property, cll.i.rd support, spousal support,
and mediation.

8. The Task Force recommends that the California League of Cities
sponsor a *“‘Family Diversity Forum™ at its next annual meeting and
encourage its members and participants to create appro(rriate mecha-
nis(;ns in their own jurisdictions to study changing family demographics
and issues.
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FAMILIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Like other areas of the country, Los Angeles County resi-
dents have experienced changes in household and famil
composition which have lead to greater diversity in sociaE
economic, and personal needs. But diversity also brings
social and economic challenges as the different groups
strive to live and work together.
— State of the County:
Los Angeles 1987
United Way, Inc.

On a population basis, Los Angeles County is larger than many states
in this nation. Nearly one-third of all California residents live in Los
Angeles County As 0f 1986, the county total population was estimated
to be 8.3 million persons.2

Although the City of Los Angeles is only one of 84 cities in the count
Los Angeles city residents account for about 37% of the county’s over:
population.3

County government has a significant impact on Los Angeles city
families. When it comes to administering family-related programs —
especially those dealing with family law, health, and welfare — county
Fovqi'inment has almost exclusive jurisdiction over the lives of city
amilies.

The Superior Court is operated with state and county funds and
personnel. Therefore, county agencies and officials, not city, are
involved in juvenile dependency cases, marital dissolutions, conciliation
of family disputes, child custody, visitation, foster care, and adoption.

Although the ci:’y is authorized by law to establish a city health
department and adopt local health ordinances, it has not done so.
Instead, the city defers to the County Board of Supervisors to pass local
health laws and to the County Department of Health to enforce those
laws within the City of Los Angeles.

When it comes to welfare benefits and programs, it is again the
county and the state — not the city — that govern and administer.

A study of families in the City of Los Angeles, therefore, must include
some examination of county demographics, problems, and governmen-
tal agencies.

County Populations and Trends

The county has added 5.7 million residents since 1930. By the year
2000, the countys population is expected to grow by another one
million. These population increases primarily have resulted from a high
number of births, rather than a surge of inmigration. Between 1985 and
1986, for example, the population rose even though 14,000 more people
moved out of Los Angeles County than moved into the county. Even with
births, however, had it not been for substantial inmigration by ethnic
minorities, the net effect of out-migration by Anglos would have been a
decrease in the county’ populatien.

Ethnic Diversity. Los Angeles County is increasing in its ethnic
diversity. In 1980, just over half of the county population was Anglo
(White, non-Latino) In 1986, Anglos comprised about 46% of the
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county’s population, with Latinos at 32%, Blacks at 13%, and Asians at
9%.

The Latino and Asian segments have more than doubled in the past
30 years, primarily due to 'ﬁher birth rates and inmigration trends.
Latino births are outpacing those of all other ethnic segments of the
population. In 1984, for example, 44.8% of all births were to Latinos,
30.7% to Anglos, and 14.4% to Blacks.

Thirty-one percent of county families speak only a non-English
languaﬁf at home. This compares with 23% in California and 10%
nationally.

Household Composition. By 1989, the county will have approx-
imately 3.2 million households. In 1980, 27.3% of the county’ house-
holds consisted of persons living alone.5 This figure will increase to
29% by 1989. Among married couples, two-earner households increased
from 26% in 1960 to 47% in 1986.

Marital Status. Thirty-five percent of county residents over 15 years-
old are single (never married).¢ This compares with a national figure of
30%. Nearly 53% of county residents over 15 years-old are married.
About 12% are divorced or widowed.

Housing Trends in the County

Home ownership in the county is declining. In 1980, 49% of housing
units were owner occupied. In 1989, owner-occupied units will decrease
to 45% of the housing stock. The median sale price of existing single-
family detached homes jumped from $113,421in1982 to $128,799 in1986.
Median rents more than doubled in the county between 1970 and 1980.

It is predicted that the number of homeless families will grow as the
cost of shelter moves beyond the means of a greater number of lower-
income families.

Presently, some of the existing housing is inadequate. For example,
more than 53,000 housing units have either no bathroom or only 2
bath. Thus, families in those units lack adequate bathing facilities.?

Transportation Issues in the County

Streets and highways in the county are getting more congested.
Traffic congestion is affected by housing and employment factors.
Eighty-six percent of employees get to work by car8 The growing
number of two-paycheck married households no doubt comril%::es to
growing traffic problems. Also, more workers are driving more miles to
and from work. This trend is related to out-migration triggered by those
seeking more affordable housing, which is more readily available in
suburban and rural areas of the county. The resulting increase in traffic
congestion will generate continued need for new transportation modes
and stronger incentives for business-sponsored car pool systems.

Thankfully, alcohol-related traffic accidents have been decreasing in
the county. Legal and public relations campaigns against drinking and
driving appear to be working. Unfortunately, motor vehicle accidents
areds ill the leading cause of death for county youths between ages 10
and19.



Trends in County Schools

The county has 82 school districts within its boundaries. School
enrollment in public kindergarten increased by 12% between 1981 and
1986. Increases in county ﬁ?rth rates and immigration patterns are
expected to preduce population growth at all grade levels. Naturally,
changes in county demographics, as well as increased diversity in family
structures and family problems, affect the county’s schools in many
ways.

Adult Education. The major population increases in the count
between 1980 and 2000 will occur in the 35 to 50 age groups. The growiﬂ
of the mid-life population requires that a broader array of adult, voca-
tional, and continuing education options be offered.

Multicultural Needs. The student population in the county’s
schools is becoming increasingly diverse. Anglo representation declined
five percent between the 19811982 school year and the 1985-1986 school
year. Black representation also declined during that same period. These
trends were offset by increases in Latino and Asian enrollment.

Such changes have created a demand for more ethnically responsive
education materials and teaching modes. So-called “world view* mate-
rials can enhance students’ appreciation of social and economic oppor-
tunities generated by the growing interdependency of nations. A
broader range of intercultural materials can stress the richness of a
multicultural environment.

A growing and ethnically diverse school-age population also requires
more variety in the composition of staff. Students need positive “role
models” witix whom they can identify. Especially at the higﬂ school level,
there is a need for more diversity among high school counselors who
serve as role models for racial, ethnic, and sexual minority students.

One in five public school students needs bilingual education. This is
evidenced by the number of limited or non- English-proficient students
in the county$ schools.

The large number of immigrants requires more teachers and more
classes in “English as a Second Language,” especially in the primary
grades and in adult education.

School Dropouts. Dropout rates in the county’s schools are high.
Possibly 409 of the area youth do not complete high school. Drug abuse
and teenage pregnancy contribute to the dropout rate.

A greater emphasis on programs designed to prevent pregnancy and
drug abuse could help alleviate the dropout problem.

Employment Trends in the County

Los Angeles County is the largest employment area in California.
The number of persons employed in the county will rise from 3.9 million
in1980 to a staggering 4.8 mi{lion in 2000. Most workers in the county
are employed in service occupations, such as insurance, accounting and
education. Manufacturing has the second highest number of jobs.

The county has experienced a growth in businesses owned by women
and minorities in recent years. Female entrepreneur businesses jumped
200% between 1977 and 1982. During the same period, Latino-owned

14

businesses grew by 75%, Black-owned businesses by 509, and busi-
nesses owned by Asians and other minorities grew over 100%.

Unemployment and job benefits are two of the major employment
issues affecting county families.

Minority Unemployment. Unemployment rates for Blacks and
Latinos are higher than for Anglos living in the county. Blacks histor-
ically have the highest unemployment rate and Black youth presently
have the highest rate of any group.

Emplolyee Benefits. The increases in single-parent families, two-
paycheck families, and older and middle-age workers require changes
m employee benefit programs, especially since an increasing portion of
emu;l)loyee compensation now is paid indirectly in the form of benefits
rather than in direct wages.

The demographic changes in the workforce call for the adoption of
more flexible work schedules, increased child care services, and
expanded employee assistance programs (e.g., drug rehabilitation
assistance, family conflict resolution, mid-life erisis counseling, etc.)

County Commissions and Family Issues

On an on?ing basis, several county commissions conduct research,
hold public hearings, issue reports, and make recommendations con-
cerning issues affecting county families.

Human Relations Commission

The countys Human Relations Commission consists of 15 members
appointed by the Board of Supervisors. It has an annual budget of
approximately $900,000. The commission conducts community pro-
grams which assist civic, religious, business, governmental and profes-
sional groups in resolving human relations problems. It provides
conflict resolution services when specific inter-group tension surfaces.
It sponsors conferences and leadership training programs. The com-
mission also engages in research and conducts puiliic hearings on
human relations topics, disseminating reports to interested groups and
individuals.

The following are excerpts from reports issued by the commission in
recent years.

Immigrants.® Los Angeles County is the home of 1.6 million for-
eign-born persons, according to 1980 census figures. No other county in
the nation has such a large immigrant population.

The ethnic diversity v:reatedul;_z'l immigration has been accompanied
by intergroup tension and conflict, sometimes manifesting itself in
discrimination, vandalism and violence.

The commission found that: () hostile attitudes toward immigrants
and refugees were widespread among the general public; (2) employ-
ment discrimination is a major problem for immigrants and refugees;
(3) workplace raids by the INS have resulted in discriminatory treatment
of many Latinos and Asians who are American citizens; and (4) many
immigrants are denied equal access to health care.

Gays and Lesbians.10 It has been estimated that about 10% of the
general population has a sexual orientation which is predominantly



homosexual. This means that about 800,000 gays and lesbians live in
Los Angeles County.

Regarding the county’ gay and lesbian population, the commission
has found that: Q) scientists believe that sexual orientation is established
early in life; (2) there is no significant difference in the incidence of anti-
social behavior between homosexuals and heterosexuals; (3) many
religious and secular institutions have been reluctant to acknowledge
the common humanity of lesbians and gay men; (4) anti-gay bigotry 1s
often reinforced by insensitive and stereotypical depiction of gays in the
media; (5) living in an atmosphere of prejudice puts considerable stress
on gays and lesbians; (6) employment discrimination against gays is
perceived to be widespread; (7) an historically tense reFalionship has
existed between the gay community and law enforcement; and (8) the
an and leshian community is alarmed by the increase in anti-gay

arassment and violence.

Housing Discrimination.! The denial of housing rights to indi.
viduals and families in Los Angeles County is an unfortunate reality in
the 1980s. The commission reported that four of the Los Angeles City
Rair Housing Councils received 1,662 complaints of discrimination
during 1984. The councils estimate that these complaints were merely
the “tip of the iceberg,” representing less than 25% of the actual
incidents of discrimination on the areas they served.

On the subject of housing discrimination, the commission found that:
(1) Los Angeles is the first major metropolitan area to be a true multi-
ethnic, multiracial society; (2) by 1999, most individuals living in the
county will not be able to afford a home; (3) affordable rental housing is
declining at a significant rate; (4) the problem of deteriorating and
inadequate housing is prevalent in many racially and economically
segregated communities; (5) competition for the limited resources of
housing can exacerbate intergroup stress and conflict; (6) housing dis-
crimination has a pronounced and disparate effect on Blacks, female-
headed households, immigrants and refugees, the disabled, the eco-
nomically disadvantaged, and families with children; and (7) a limited
political and financial priority is often put on fair housing efforts
despite the fact that racial segregation is one of the countys most
persistent racial problems.

Hate Crimes.!? In 1980, the commission began gathering data,
investigating, responding to, and reporting on incidents of racially and
religiously motivated vandalism and violence.

The commission found a decrease in such violence during 1983 and
1984, with a leveling off in 1985. However, hate crimes started increasin
in 1986 and this trend has continued as residences, businesses, an
houses of worship became targets.

In mid1987, the commission announced that it now will monitor
incidents of anti-gay violence in the county.

Discomfort with demogralgfllic changes, ongoing intergroup or neigh-
borhood tensions, and youthful mischief-making all contribute to the
problem of violence against minorities.

The commission has found that: () residences were the target of
75.8% of racial violence and the most frequent target (44.2%) of
religious incidents; (2) racial attacks during 1986 showed a pattern of
repeat attacks and a propensity for interracial families as targets; (3)
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about 36% of racially motivated incidents occurred within the City of
Los Angeles; and (4) about 57% of the religiously motivated violence
happened in the City of Los Angeles.

Women’s Commission

The Los Angeles County Commission on the Status of Women pro-
vided the Task Force on Family Diversity with specific suggestions
regarding the problems of older women, particularly their needs for pay
equity, divorce law reform, respite care, affordable housing, and access
to health care.)s These and other issues affecting women are discussed
in more detail in other sections of this report.

Many of the equity concerns brought to the attention of the Task
Force by the county Women’s Commission have been echoed in a report
recently issued by the Congressional Caucus for Women Issues on the
status of women 1n 1987-88.14

Commission on Disabilities

The countys Commission on Disabilities was established by county
ordinance and is comprised of 16 members who represent various areas
of disability The Commission advises the Board of Supervisors on
issues dealing with disability.

A representative of the Commission on Disabilities testified at public
hearings conducted by the Task Force on Family Diversity!s A major
concern raised during this testimony involved needed improvements in
public transportation — and what the City of Los Angeles should do to
improve the situation for persons with disabilities. These issues are
addressed in detail in the sections of this report which focus on families
with disabled members.

Commission on AIDS

Soon after it became apparent that acquired immune deficiency
syndrome (AIDS) was a health crisis that would affect the Los Angeles
area for many years, a joint City-County Task Force on AIDS was
convened by Mayor Tom Bradley and Supervisor Ed Edelman. The Task
Force on AIDS served for several years, until the Board of Supervisors
established a formal County Commission on AIDS. The 18-member
Commission on AIDS held its first meeting in August, 1987.

Facts About AIDS:

The following factual backdrop underscores the challenge
facing the Commission.

Cause of AIDS. AIDS is caused by a viral infection that
breaks down the body’s natural immune protections, leaving it
vulnerable to virulent diseases normally resisted or repulsed by a
healthy immune system.’6 The agent of transmission is HIV or
Human Immunodeficiency Virus.1?

Transmission of the Virus. The medical evidence regard-
ing transmission of the virus is conclusive that the infection is
spread by sexual conduct with infected persons, exposure to
contaminated blood or blood products through transfusion (shar-
ing of hypodermic needles or by contaminated bloed transfu-




Facts About AIDS: continued

sions) and by perinatal transmission, and that there is no known
risk by other means. In other words, the AIDS virus is not
transmitted by casual contact.’s

Clinical Reactions to Infection. Persons whose bodies
carry the virus fall into a spectrum of clinical reactions, from
totally asymptomatic (the largest percentage), to mild or severe
illnesses consisting of non-specific symptoms (AIDS-related com-
plex or ARC), to major and deadly opportunistic diseases
(AIDS)19

In discussing AIDS, therefore, it is important to distinguish
between those who are merely infected (HIV antibody positive),
those who have moderately serious associated illnesses (ARC),
and those who have developed fatal opportunistic diseases
(AIDS)

Early estimates had predicted that about twenty-five percent
of persons who are HIV antibody positive may ultimately develop
the full-blown disease of AIDS. More recent projections estimate
much higher rates. The incubation perios from infection to
development of AIDS is believed to vary from three to seven
years.20

Incidence and Mortality Rate. The Commission on AIDS
has been confronted with statistics gathered by the County
Health Department and alarming projections by medical scien-
tists.2!

HIV Antibody-Positive Persons. It has been estimated
that between 135,000 and 150,000 persons in Los Angeles County
have been infected by the AIDS virus.22 Approximately 30% of
these antibody positive persons will ultimately develop full-blown
AIDS, probably within the next seven years.

Persons With AIDS. More than 4,700 cases of full-blown
AIDS have been reported and confirmed in Los Angeles County
since 1981 The overwhelming majority of these are adult cases.
The mortality percentage of these full-blown AIDS cases has
been over 60%.

Projections. It has been estimated that about 130 cases of
full-blown AIDS will be confirmed in Los Angeles County each
month, By 1991, experts anticipate there will have been 31,000
confirmed cases of Full-blown AIDS in the county.

The Effects of AIDS on Families:

ATDS is having its effect on thousands of Los Angeles families. Each
person who tests HIV antibody pesitive but has no observable symp-
toms, who has developed ARC, and who has full-blown AIDS, has family
relationships. Since the average age of infected persons is in the 30s,
most of their parents are probably still living. Statistically, somewhere
between 30% and 50% of infected persons live with a spouse or
lifemate. Most have at least one sibling. Thus, even if 90% of those
infected with the HIV virus in Los Angeles County are homosexual or
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bisexual?3, close family relationships provide a m}?hty multiplier of
those affected by the disease, and most of those affected thereby are
heterosexual.

Little research has been done on the effect of AIDS on family
relationships. Those articles that have been published on the subject
indicate that AIDS takes a psychological toll on spouses, lifemates, and
other immediate family members.2¢ One local person with AIDS sum-
marized the plight of family members who serve as primary care-
givers:25

AIDS is perceived as altering the life of one person. This is

not the whole truth. As the patient becomes slowly depen-

dent upon someone else, finally needilﬁl help a]I day, all

week, tfne disease slowly destroys the quality of life for two

Eeople. The caregiver of the AIDS patient 1s also held
ostage by the disease.

According to Jaak Hamilton, a Los Angeles therapist specializing in
AIDS and family relationships, most AIDS patients feel the need to seek
acceptance and love from their families. Hamilton says there is a
continuum of responses from parents, from those who absolutely cut off
their child, to those whose lives go through an entire metamorphasis in
order to provide continuous support.2s Afthough some families respond
with anger and rejection, Hamilton says, this is not the typical
reponse:27

I have found that about 90% of these families put aside
whatever biases or fears or prejudices they have because
the love they have for the af?ected adult child transcends
all other feelings. And almost always they are there to hold
a hand, massage a foot, cry and say: “I love you.”

Ethnic minority families bear a major brunt of the trauma caused by
the AIDS crisis since a disproportionate number of minorities have
AIDS.28 Although Blacks and Latinos constitute 19 percent of the
United States population, they comprise 38% of all reported AIDS cases
in the country, and 80% of all children with AIDS are Black or Hispanic.

Hospice and In-Home Care. At least a partial solution to some
significant problems experienced by persons with AIDS and their
families seems to lie in dramatically increased funding for in-home
services, respite care for primary caregivers, and hospices.2? Last year
the Board of Supervisors acted favorab?; ona recommendation from the
county’s new AIDS Commission, by directing the county health depart-
ment to expedite the implementation of a hospice and home-care
program for persons with AIDS and ARC.3¢ The Task Force on Family
Diversity commends the Los Angeles AIDS Hospice Committee, the
County ATDS Commission, and the Board of Supervisors for working
together to expedite the development of hospice and home-care ser-
vices.

The LaRouche Initiative. Persons with AIDS, medical
researchers, service providers, educators and policy makers are already
working overtime in the fight against AIDS. They do not need the
distraction and resource drain caused by factually unjustifiable ini-
tiatives, such as that supported by Lyndon LaRouche. Such initiatives
offer public identification and/or isolation of infected personms, thus
depriving personal privacy and dignity, and providing tuel — if not
legal sanction — to employment, housing, and other forms of discrimi-



nation. The discrimination, in turn, is not helpful but is actually
harmful to the campaign to control the spread of the disease and to find
a cure for those already infected.

FAMILIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY:
RECOMMENDATIONS

9. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles County Board
of Supervisors establish a County Task Force on Family Diversity to
study the problems experienced by contemporary families in the county
and to recommend ways in which family-related county programs can
better serve the needs of Los Angeles families. A two-year task force of
this nature could synthesize information available from county agencies
and commissions, hold public hearings, solicit advice from profes-
sionals in public and private sector agencies serving local families, and

issue a comprehensive report to assist the Board of Supervisors and .

county derartmems meet the challenges posed by changing family
demographics and family structures.

10. The Task Force recommends that the Los Angeles County
Commission on AIDS continually study the impact of AIDS on family
relationships for the purpose of recommending ways in which public
and private sector agencies could better assist spouses, lifemates, par-
ents, siblings, and other immediate family members of people with
AIDS in coping with the myriad of problems caused by the disease.
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