Current Population Reports Speciai Studies Series P-23, No. 165

Work and Family

Patterns of
American Women

The Family Life Cycle: 1985
Maternity Leave Arrangements: 1961-85

U.S. Department of Commerce
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

CENSUS

v




Acknowledgments

The papers presented in this report were written by staff members of the Population
Division: Martin O’Connell, Chief, Fertility Statistics Branch; Arthur J. Norton, Assistant
Division Chief, Social and Demographic Statistics Programs; and Louisa F. Miller, Marriage
and Family Statistics Branch. Gerda K. Mudd, Edith L. Reeves, Terry A. Lugaila, and
Peggy A. Armstrong of the Marriage and Family Statistics Branch provided clerical and
statistical assistance.

Data collection for the Current Population Survey and the Survey of Income and Program
Participation was conducted by Bureau of the Census interviewers, under the overall
direction of Stanley D. Matchett, Chief, Field Division.

Tracy Pruitt, Elaine Hock, and Vicki Huggins of Statistical Methods Division conducted the
sampling review.

The staff of Administrative and Publications Services Division, Walter C. Odom, Chief,
provided publication planning, composition, and printing planning and procurement.



Current Population Reports Special Studles Series P-23, No. 165

Work and Famﬁﬂy

Patterns of
American Women

The Family Life Cycle: 1985
Maternity Leave Arrangements: 1961-85

Issued March 1990

YN
&/

U.S. Department of Commerce
Robert A. Mosbacher, Secretary
Thomas J. Murrin, Deputy Secretary
Michael R. Darby, Under Secretary for
Economic Affairs

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
Barbara Everitt Bryant, Director



BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
Barbara Everitt Bryant, Director
C.L. Kincannon, Deputy Director
Wiililam P. Butz, Associate Director for
Demographic Programs
Roger A. Herriot, Senior Demographic and
Housing Analyst

POPULATION DIVISION
Paula J. Schneider, Chief

SUGGESTED CITATION
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-23, No. 165,
Work and Family Patterns of Amencan Women, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC, 1990.

For sale by Superintendent of Dx ts, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC 20402.




Preface

An implicit redefinition of the roies of women in U.S. soclety is among the most
important social and cultural transformations of the past several decades. There
is now a broader acceptance of the involvement of women in activities beyond
those of wife and mother and consequently, the array of options available to
American women is wider than ever before. Gains in post-secondary education
and in employment and earnings by women are assoclated with this broadening
social perspective about women. It is unclear what forces are most responsible
for these changes, although economic needs, technological improvements in
fertility control, and a drive toward seif actualiization in one’s chosen field of
concentration are all certainly contributors.

The papers in this report focus on some of the social, demographic, and
economic consequences of the expanding roles for women. Arthur Norton and
Louisa Miller in “The Family Life Cycle: 1985" show trends in the frequency and
timing of marriage, divorce, remarriage, and fertility across several generations
of women. Martin O’Connell in “Maternity Leave Arrangements: 1961-85"
presents research on factors associated with childbearing and iabor force

participation.
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even more striking when the younger
women eventually complete their
divorcing and remarrying; activities the
older group, on average, has
completed. The important point is that
the family life cycle increasingly
involves transitions associated with
divorce and remarriage and that a
statistical portrayal of the modern
family life cycle would be seriously
deficient without including these events
as explicit stages. Norton (1983), Hill
(1986), and Hohn (1987) are among the
researchers who have attempted to
adapt the FLC to accommodate some
of the important new events common
to modern families.

One way to present FLC measures so
that they reflect the current realities of
family living is to show data for several
family types. This paper offers
information on major FLC events for
different “family types” characterized
by the marriage and fertility histories of
women. Each family type’s FLC data
are represented by the median age of
women at various FLC stages. The
presumption is that the frequency and
timing of life course events for women
mirrors those of their families. Family
life cycle measures thus presented
indicate significant points of stress
and/or need during the lifetime of
families.

Data and Definitions

The data used for this paper were
collected in a marriage and fertility
history survey conducted by the Bureau
of the Census in 1985. The survey was
sponsored by the National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development
(NICHD) and was a supplement to the
June 1985 Current Population Survey
(CPS). The survey asked detailed
questions about the marriage and
fertility histories of women in a national
sample of approximately 60,000
households. Answers to the questions
provided the basis for calculating the
statistics on the frequency and timing
of marriage, divorce, remarriage, and
childbearing shown in tables A through
I. The 1985 survey is the latest in a

series of quinquennial surveys on
marriage and fertility done by the
Census Bureau with the sponsorship of
NICHD. Several studies of the family
life cycle have focused on data from
earlier surveys in this series (Norton,
1974; Spanier and Glick, 1980; Norton,
1980; Norton, 1983).

This paper examines the marriage and
fertility experiences of women born
between 1920 and 1954. For the most
part, the analysis concentrates on
mothers but some data are shown for
the marital histories of women who
have never borne a child. The tables
show data for 5-year birth cohorts of
women according to marriage history,
race and Hispanic origin, education,
and family income in order to provide a
basis for comparing FLC information
across demographic, social, and
economic strata.

The maximum number of FLC stages
shown in this paper is six: age of
women at 1) first marriage, 2) birth of
first child, 3) birth of last child, 4) sepa-
ration before divorce after first mar-
riage, 5) divorce after first marriage,
and 6) remarriage after divorce (for
women married twice). Notably missing
from this typology are the traditional
FLC stages indicating the age of a
woman when her last child left home
and at the death of her spouse. These
two stages have been omitted from this

Table A.

presentation for different reasons. In
the case of the “last-child-left-home”
stage, previous measures were based
on the assumption that the child left the
parental home when he or she married
for the first time. Recent trends toward
later age at marriage, the relative fluid-
ity of young adult living arrangements
as they move from and to their parents’
homes, increased formation of one-per-
son households among young adults,
and more extensive cohabitation involv-
ing young adults in nonfamily house-
holds have rendered that assumption
obsolete (U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1989). There is currently little empirical
evidence available to use as an alter-
nate measure.

Unquestionably one of the most
important demographic trends in recent
times is the increased longevity of both
men and women. For marriages that
survive to the death of a spouse, this
development means a much longer
post-childbearing interval shared by
couples. However, the “death-of-
a-spouse” stage has not been used in
this analysis because of the
concentration on women of relatively
young ages, the oldest being 65 in
1985. The age restriction was imposed
to give more emphasis to the impact of
social trends in marriage, separation,
divorce, and remarriage after divorce
on the family life cycle.

Ever-Married Mothers at Stages of the Famliy Life Cycle,

by Year of Birth: 1985

All ?
mo Birth cohort
Stage born
1920-| 1920-| 1925-| 1930-| 1935-| 1940-| 1945- 1950-
54 24 29 34 39 44 49 54
Total (in thousands) .. ..| 40581 4819 5181 4930 5199 6212 7118 7122
Median age at—
First mamiage. . .......... 20.4 210 20.7 20.2 19.9 203 205 20.3
Birth of first child . . ....... 223 233 227 220 215 21.9 224 224
Birthof lastchild . ........ 288 315 31.1 30.1 28.7 28.0 279 273
Years between age at—
First marriage and first birth. 19 23 20 18 1.6 16 1.9 21
First birth and last birth . . . . 6.5 8.2 8.4 8.1 7.2 6.1 5.5 49
Average number of children
perwoman.............. 2.89 3.18 3.38 3.45 3.27 2.82 244 220




Differences
Between Cohorts

Overall Trends

Tables A to D present data on the
timing of major transitions during the
life courses of several different family
types. Table A shows family life cycle
measures for the 40.6 million women
born between 1920 and 1954 who had
ever been married and borne a child by
the survey date. Comparing behavior
of the different 5-year age cohorts of
women from the oldest (those born
from 1920 to 1924) to the youngest
(those born from 1950 to 1954), the
data show a trend over time of an
increase in fertility followed by a decline
(as measured by the average number
of children ever born per woman). The
estimates of age at first marriage show
a decrease followed by an increase.
The shift toward lower fertility and later
age at marriage appears to have
occurred among women born in the
latter half of the 1930’s and the first
half of the 1940’s. Women born in the
1950-54 period were still in their early
thirties when the survey was taken and
had not yet completed their marriage
and childbearing experiences. Once
they have completed marriage and
childbearing, it seems likely that the
age at first marriage estimate for these

Table B.

women will increase as compared with
the previous cohort, while the average
number of children born by women in
this group will decrease slightly, as
women who begin their childbearing at
later ages generally complete their
reproductive lives with smaller families.

The age of ever-married women at the
birth of their first child varied across
cohorts in a similar fashion to age at
first marriage. However, the age of
women at the birth of their last child
has steadily decreased over time, as
family size has decreased for cohort
families since the late 1930’s.
Consequently, the younger cohorts
have spent increasingly fewer years
bearing children. Overall, one would
expect that women will follow, with
some degree of variation, the basic
patterns shown in table A, regardless of
family type.

. Mothers Stiii in Their

First Marriage

Table B shows FLC information for
once-married mothers who were still in
their first marriage at the time of the
survey. Age at first marriage for these
women decreased for successively
younger cohorts of women born
between 1920 and 1939 and increased
for each successive cohort born after

Once-Married, Currently Marriled Mothers at Stages of the
Famiiy Life Cycle, by Year of Birth: 1985

(Excludes separated women)
All ;
mo Birth cohort
Stage bom -
1920-| 1920-| 1925-| 1930-| 1935-| 1940-| 1945- 1950-
54 24 29 34 39 44 49 54
Total (in thousands) . ...| 25194 2645 3203 3118 3262 3795 4497 4674
Median age at—
First marriage. ........... 20.9 215 210 20.5 20.3 20.9 21.2 21.0
Birth of first child . . ....... 229 239 23.2 224 219 226 23.2 234
Birthof lastchild ......... 29.2 32.1 313 30.2 28.9 28.6 28.6 28.0
Years between age at— .
First marriage and first birth. 20 24 22 1.9 1.6 1.7 20 24
First birth and last birth . . . . 6.3 8.2 8.1 78 7.0 6.0 54 46
Average number of children
perwoman.............. 2.85 3.19 3.29 3.40 3.20 2.77 2.46 2.21

1939,2 the same trend as for all
ever-married mothers. A similar trend
exists regarding age of mothers at the
birth of their first child with the cohort of
women born between 1940 and 1944
serving as the turning point beginning a
trend toward later age at first birth. The
data also indicate the interval between
first marriage and first birth declined
across cohorts born before 1940 but
increased for those born in 1940 or
later. This increase for younger women
is consistent with the recent pattern of
delaying childbearing which may, in
turn, be related to timing concerns
associated with career and education
activities of young women. Age of
women at the birth of last child shows a
fairly steady decline across cohorts
from the oldest to the youngest women.

Among women born before 1940, the
average number of children ever born
fluctuated between 3.2 and 3.4 births
per woman. For women born in 1940
or later, the average number of children
ever born per woman declined from 2.8
for the 1940-44 cohort to 2.2 for the
1950-54 cohort. Overall, the data for
women born since 1940 indicate a now
familiar pattern of change in the
direction of later onset of childbearing,
fewer children, and earlier completion
of childbearing.

Mothers with
Maritai Disruptions

Tables C and D show FLC data for
women whose first marriage had ended
in divorce but who had not remarried
(table C) and for women who were in a
remarriage after ending a first marriage
in divorce (table D). These data show
that having had a divorce and being
remarried after divorce are behaviors
associated with distinct timing of FLC
measures. For example, mothers born
before 1940 who were divorced after

2 The median age at first marriage for
the 1950-54 birth cohort of mothers will
most probably rise further as more of the
birth cohort both marry for the first time
and have children for the first time.



Table C.

Once-Married, Currently Divorced Mothers at Stages of the
Family Life Cycle, by Year of Birth: 1985

All i
mo Birth cohort
Stage bomn
1920- | 1920-| 1925-| 1930-| 1935-| 1940-| 1945- 1950-
54 24 2 34 39 44 49 54
Total (in thousands) . . . . 3590 287 334 370 449 656 776 720
Median age at—
First mamiage. . .......... 20.4 219 215 21.2 20.2 20.1 20.0 19.8
Birth of firstchild . ........ 220 23.7 23.2 228 221 215 217 20.8
Birth of lastchild .. ....... 27.2 31.0 30.4 29.1 285 27.0 26.3 240
Separation before divorce 327 440 43.7 40.2 375 344 31.2 27.3
Divorce ................ 34.2 46.3 46.3 415 39.5 36.1 325 28.7
Years between age at—
First marriage and first birth. 16 1.8 17 1.6 19 14 1.7 1.0
First birth and last birth . . . . 5.2 73 7.2 6.3 6.4 5.5 46 3.2
Average number of children
perwoman.............. 2.65 3.04 3.23 3.17 3.14 272 233 1.93
Table D.
Twice-Married, Currently Married Mothers at Stages of the
Family Life Cycie, by Year of Birth: 1985
(Excludes separated women and women whose first marriage ended in widowhood)
Al Birth cohort
Stage born
1920-| 1920-| 1925-| 1930-| 1935-| 1940-| 1945- 1950-
54 24 29 34 39 44 49 54
Total (in thousands) . . . . 4485 311 374 512 588 787 957 957
Median age at—
First marriage. . .......... 19.0 19.1 18.9 18.6 188 19.2 193 19.0
Birth of first child . . ....... 208 219 21.7 20.4 204 20.6 20.8 21.0
Birth of lastchild . ........ 27.6 288 299 28.7 275 26.9 26.8 26.8
Separation before divorce . . 26.1 278 271 289 289 276 25.7 23.9
Divorce ................ 273 289 29.2 30.5 30.2 28.8 26.7 25.0
Remarriage ............. 30.9 354 345 35.1 349 33.3 30.1 28.1
Years between age at—
First marriage and first birth. 18 28 28 18 1.6 1.4 15 2.0
First birth and last birth . . . . 6.8 6.9 8.2 8.3 74 6.3 6.0 5.8
Average number of children
perwoman.............. 2.76 2.78 3.23 3.47 3.28 2.82 2.39 219

their first marriage and who had not
remarried generally had comparatively
older ages at first marriage than
twice-married mothers who had
divorced after their first marriage.
Mothers born in 1940 or later who
divorced after their first marriage but
did not remarry had a lower age at first
marriage than mothers in an intact first
marriage but a higher age at first
marriage than mothers who divorced

and remarried.® This pattern of
difference in age at first marriage for

3 For the 1940-44 birth cohort, the dit-
ference between the median age at first
marriage for once-married, currently married
mothers (20.9 years) and for once-married,
currently divorced mothers (20.1 years) is
significant at the 85-percent level of confi-
dence. The usual minimum level of confi-
dence accepted by the Bureau of the Cen-
sus is 90 percent.

the younger cohorts is consistent with
the findings reported by Norton and
Moorman (1987) indicating an inverse
relationship between age at first
marriage and likelihood of divorce.

Mothers in a remarriage (whose first
marriage had ended in divorce) had the
youngest age at first marriage of the
three marital history groups (family
types), as well as a considerably
younger age at separation before
divorce and age at divorce than women
who divorced but never remarried.
Thus, across family types, mothers
born between 1920 and 1954 who were
still in their first marriages generally had
the highest fertility.* Among younger
women (those born in 1940 or later), an
older age at first marriage characterizes
women still in their first marriage.s
Among the ever-divorced mothers,
early marriage and divorce characterize
women who divorce after first marriage
and subsequently remarry.

Women born in 1940 and later were still
in their thirties and early forties when
the survey was taken and had not
completed their marriage, divorce, and
childbearing careers. The ages at FLC
events shown for these women will
increase as these women finish
marrying, divorcing, remarrying, and
having children. It does not seem
likely, however, that the basic
comparative patterns across cohorts
and across family types will be altered.

Unlike the pattern for women of other
family types, women who divorced after
their first marriage but had not
remarried by the time of the survey
showed an across-cohort general
decline in both age at first marnage and
in age at the birth of first child. These
women also show declining fertility
(after the 1920-24 birth cohort) and
markedly declining age at divorce when

comparing cohorts from the oldest to

* The difference between the average
number of children ever born to mothers
still in their first marriages (2.85) and to
mothers in a remarriage after a divorce
(2.76) is significant at the 87-percent level
of confidenice. The usual minimum level of
confidence accepted by the Bureau of the
Census is 90 percent.

5 See footnote 3.



the youngest women. Not surprisingly,
since these women ended their only
marriage in divorce, they also have
lower overall fertility than women in
either of the other two family types.®

Women who remarried after their first
marriage ended in divorce (table D)
show little change in age at first
marriage across cohorts. Age at first
marriage occurred at around 19 years
for women regardless of their year of
birth. These women also had a
comparatively younger age at the onset
of childbearing especialiy for women
born starting in the 1930’s.” (There
seems to be a general positive
relationship between age at first
marriage and age at the beginning of
childbearing for women regardless of
year of birth or famiiy type such that the
direction of change if not the magnitude
is similar.)

The span of childbearing years (the
difference between the ages at birth of
first and last children) for women who
divorced and remarried was slightly
longer than that of women still in their
first marriage and considerably longer
than that of women who divorced but
did not remarry. The latter’s fertility
was probably truncated prematurely by
separation and divorce, while fertility for
women who divorced and remarried
was only interrupted by separation and
divorce. Fertility for women of each
family type followed the same general
pattern of across-cohort shifts from a
period of increasing fertility among the

¢ The difference between the average
number of children ever born to mothers
who were divorced after their first marriage
and had not remarried (2.65) and to moth-
ers in a remarriage after a divorce (2.76) is
significant at the 83-percent level of confi-
dence. The usual minimum level of confi-
dence accepted by the Bureau of the Cen-
sus is 90 percent.

7 Among mothers born between 1950
and 1954, there is no statistically significant
difference between the median age at first
birth for twice-married, currently married
mothers whose first marriage ended in a
divorce (21.0 years) and the comparable
median for once-married, currently divorced
mothers (20.8 years).

older cohorts to one of decline among
the younger cohorts.®

Differences shown in table D between
cohorts in ages at divorce and
remarriage indicate no significant
variation between the groups of women
born before 1940 but decreasing ages
at these events for women born in
1940 or later.

The data in tables A through D show
differences in FLC measures according
to birth cohort and famiiy type. Even
though there are ciear differences in
FLC measures according to family type,
there seem to be overriding patterns of
behavior among mothers in specific
birth cohorts (e.g., declines in fertility
among younger women as compared
with an increase in fertility among
successive cohorts born before 1935, a
decline in age at first marriage across
cohorts for mothers born before 1940,
and a subsequent increase in age at
first marriage across cohorts born in
1940 or later).® This suggests that all
women may respond in a general way
to the prevailing conditions unique to
historical time. To further pursue this
possibility the next section of the paper
presents. FLC information for selected
groups of women according to social
and economic characteristics as well as
according to birth cohort and family

type.

Characteristics of
Recent Cohorts

Many things can have an effect on the
timing and prevalence of family iife
cycle events. Earlier tables have
shown that the birth cohort to which a
woman belongs is related to the timing
of significant events in her life, and
indeed to the number of children she
has borne or will bear. Actual historical
events (e.g., the Great Depression and
World War l), the fashion of the times,
and other things that occur during the

® The apparent increase in the average
number of children born to once-married,
once-divorced mothers between the
1920-24 cohort and the 1925-29 cohort is
not statistically significant.

9 See footnote 2.

life courses of birth cohorts can lead to
different life-course trends among
different birth cohorts.

In addition to birth cohort effects,
demographic characteristics also have
effects on the timing of life-course
events and the average number of
children a cohort of women has borne
or will bear. Tables E-H deal with
demographic characteristics. Mothers
born between 1940 and 1944 are the
main focus of this section. These
women would have been roughiy
between 41 and 45 years old at the
time of the survey. They were old
enough to have completed their
childbearing and most of their marital
events, yet young enough to reflect
patterns of life—course behavior
currently present among young women.
In fact, it may be that the women of the
1940-44 birth cohort represent the
beginning of the modern era of
relatively low fertility, later age at
marriage, and high divorce rates.

Table E shows data for ever-married
mothers born between 1940 and 1944.
This is a very gross delineation since
most mothers (and most women for
that matter) marry at least once by the
time that they are 41 years old. In fact,
87.3 percent of all of the women born
between 1940 and 1944 had both
borne a child and been married by the
survey date.

Among ever-married mothers born
between 1940 and 1944, Blacks
married for the first time at a slightly
later age (20.9 years) than Whites (20.2
years)." The apparent difference
between the median age at first
marriage for Black mothers (20.9 years)
and for Hispanic mothers (20.2 years)
is not statistically significant." Black
mothers had a slightiy younger median
age at first birth (21.0 years) than their

White (21.9 years) or Hispanic (21.8

19 The difference between the median
ages at first marriage for Black (20.9 years)
and White (20.2 years) ever-married moth-
ers is significant at the 87-percent level of
confidence. The usual minimum level of
confidence accepted by the Bureau of the
Census is 90 percent.

! Persons of Hisparniic origin may be of
any race.



years) counterparts.'? This seeming
anomaly can be explained by the higher
proportion of Black children born before
first marriage (U.S. National Center for
Health Statistics, 1989 and earlier
years, and U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1986 and earlier years).

Ever-married White mothers born
between 1940 and 1944 had fewer
children on average (2.77) than either
their Black (3.22) or their Hispanic
(3.48) analogues. Fewer births are
assoclated with a shorter period of
chiidbearing, which is refiected in the
number of years between the median
age at first and last birth for these
groups. White mothers had thelr births
compressed into an intervai of 6.1
years, Black mothers spent about 7.2
years in childbearing, and Hispanic
mothers spread their births over a
period of 8.4 years."

Age at first marriage and age at first
birth are both positively related to
income and to educational attainment
(see table E). This is not surprising
since women often delay marriage and
childbearing until they have finished
their formal education. Further, since it
is well-documented that education and
income are positively correlated (U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1987), one
would expect that income would have
the same relationship to age at first
marriage and age at first birth that
education does. The average number
of children per mother is inversely

12 There is no statistically significant dif-
terence between the median ages at first
birth for White ever-married mothers (21.9
years) and for Hispanic ever-married moth-
ors (21.8 years). The difference between
Blacks (21.0 years) and Hispanics (21.8
years) is significant at the 84—percent level
of confidence. The usual minimum level of
confidence accepted by the Bureau of the
Census is 90 percent.

_ M There is no statistically significant dif-
terence between the average number of
births for ever-married Black mothers (3.22)
and ever-married Hispanic mothers (3.48).
Also, the difference between the length of
the periods of childbearing for Black (7.2
years) and Hispanic (8.4 years) mothers is
significant at the 87-percent level of confi-
dence. The usual minimum level of confi-
dence accepted by the Bureau of the Cen-
sus is 90 percent.

Table E.

Ever-Married Mothers Born From 1940 to 1944 at Stages of the Family Life
Cycie, by Selected Soclai and Economic Characteristics: 1985

Years
Median age at— between age at—
Average |
- All First
Characteristic mothers mar- First Mbgff
born First | Birth of | Birth of riage birth | children
1940-44 mar- first last | and first | and last per
(thous.) riage child child birth bith| woman
Race and Hispanic origin:
White. .................. 5376 20.2 21.9 28.0 1.7 6.1 .77
Black........ovviiiiinnn 656 20.9 21.0 28.2 0.1 7.2 3.22
Hispanic origin' . .......... 373 20.2 21.8 30.2 1.6 8.4 3.48
Family income:
Less than 8$10,000......... 738 108 208 204 10 78 3.49
$10,000 t0 810,000, ....... 1127 10.8 21.0 27.8 14 88 2,07
$20,000 to $20,009........ 1143 20.2 218 20.0 1.8 8.2 2.7¢
$30,000 t0 $30,099........ 1099 203 220 27.8 1.7 58 264
840,000 to $74,900........ 1445 20.6 224 27.9 1.8 5.5 2.62
875000 andover ......... 348 21.7 23.8 28.8 21 5.0 2.61
Years of school completed:
Less than 12years ....... 1165 18.7 19.9 28.1 1.2 8.2 354
12years ................ 2933 19.9 213 27.4 14 6.1 2.75
13-1Syears ............. 1135 20.8 226 28.2 18 5.6 2.63
16 yearsormore ......... 980 224 249 29.8 2.5 4.9 2.38
16years ............... 569 224 24.6 29.5 2.2 4.9 2.47
17 yearsormore ........ 411 224 25.3 30.3 29 5.0 2.25

Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race.

correlated to both income level and
education. Mothers with a family
incomne of less than $10,000 had an
average of 3.49 children per mother
while those with a family income of
$75,000 or more had an average of
only 2.61 children per mother. * A
similar relationship held for educational

attainment: mothers with less than a

4 Family income was transcribed from
information first obtained at the time a
household entered the Current Population
Survey and updated when it re-entered the
survey. For about one-quarter of the sam-
ple, the data are for the year ending June
30, while for the other quarters the data are
for the years ending March 31, April 30, and
May 31, respectively. Income is based on
the respondent’s estimate of total family
money income in broad, fixed income levels.
Previous research has shown that the use
of broad income levels to record money in-
come tends to reduce the rate of nonreport-
ing while increasing the likelihood that the
amounts reported will be significantly under-
stated as compared with results from more
detailed questions. The family income data
used in this paper have not been adjusted
for nonreporting of income.

high school diploma had an average of
3.54 children per mother while those
with at least 5 years of college had only
2.25 children on average.

Mothers Stili in Their
First Marriage

The pattern of the life-course events of
mothers born between 1940 and 1944
who married once and were still
married to (and living with) their original
husbands at the survey date closely
mirrors the pattern for ever-married
mothers from the same birth cohort
(see tables E and F). The only notable
difference is the tendency for the
median ages at first marriage, first birth,
and last birth to be slightly older for the
once-married, currently married
mothers.

Some differences among demographic
groups are noted in the likelihood that
ever-married mothers will be married to
and living with their first husbands on
the survey date. White and Hispanic
mothers are more likely to be living with
their first spouse (63.1 percent and



Table F.

Once-Married, Currently Married Mothers Born From
1940 to 1944 at Stages of the Family Life Cycie, by Seiected Social and

Economic Characteristics: 1985

(Excludes separated women)
Years
Median age at— between age at—
All First Avefﬁ
rs
Characteristio mothers mar- First nam of
bomn First | Birth of | Birth of riage birth | children
1940-44 mar- first last | and first | and last per
(thous.) riage child child birth birth| woman
Race and Hi i n:
White. .... OPM " W ..... 3301 208 226 20,8 1.8 5.9 274
BIAOK, vt vt 274 220 214 20.7 -0.8 73 3.01
Hispanio origin'. . ......... 222 208 21.7 30.2 1.2 8.8 3.48
Famlly inoome:
Less than $10,000......... 204 203 208 209 0.8 (K] 3.87
$10,000 to $10,809........ 517 20.0 2168 2068 1.6 70 204
$20,000 to $20,009........ 801 206 224 28.6 1.8 8.2 278
$30,000 to $39,099. ....... 800 20.7 225 28.0 1.8 5.5 .M
$40,000 to $74,909........ 1128 21.0 23.0 28.4 2.0 5.4 2.61
$75,000 and over ......... 261 22.2 244 290.8 22 5.4 2.70
Years of school completed:
Less than 12years........ 627 19.0 20.0 28.1 1.0 8.1 3.50
12years ................ 1845 20.2 218 277 1.6 5.9 272
13-15years.............. 660 214 23.3 288 1.9 5.5 2.56
16 yearsormore ......... 663 228 25.7 30.7 2.9 5.0 2.40
16years................ 385 22.7 25.5 30.5 28 5.0 2.47
17 yearsormore ........ 277 231 26.2 31.0 3.1 48 2.30

Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race.

59.5 percent, respectively) than Black
mothers (41.8 percent).’”> Women in
high income families are also more
likely to be living with their first spouse.
Only 27.6 percent of ever-married
mothers in families with incomes of
under $10,000 were still living with their
first spouses at the survey date,
compared with 75.0 percent of those
women in families with incomes of
$75,000 or more.

The relationship between educational
attainment and the likelihood of an
ever-married mother still being in her
first marriage (and living with her
spouse) is not as straightforward. Only
53.8 percent of ever-married mothers
who completed less than 12 years of

5 There is no statistically significant dif-
ference between the proportion of White
ever-married mothers still living with their
first husbands (63.1 percent) and the com-
parable proportion for Hispanic ever-married
mothers (59.5 percent).

school were still married to and living
with their first husbands, while 67.7
percent of those with 16 or more years
of school completed were still living
with their first spouses. However, a
consistent positive relationship does
not exist. There is a fall in the
proportion still in their first marriage
among those with 13 to 15 years of
school completed.

Mothers With
Marital Disruptions

Although the differences are not
statistically significant, table G shows
that once-married, currently divorced
mothers born between 1940 and 1944
appear to have slightly fewer children
on average than ever-married mothers
(of which they are a subset) born during
the same period. What is most
interesting is how few ever-married
mothers got divorced and never got
remarried (by the survey date)—only

10.6 percent.'® This proportion varies
significantly by certain demographic
characteristics. Black ever-married
mothers are more likely (19.4 percent)
than White (9.5 percent) or Hispanic
(9.9 percent) ever-married mothers to
be once-married and currently divorced
at the survey date."”

Poorer ever-married mothers are also
more likely to be once-married,
currently divorced than their wealthier
counterparts. For exampie, 23.4
percent of those with family incomes of
less than $10,000 per year were
once-married and currently divoroed at
the survey date, while only 1.7 peroent
of those with a family income of
$40,000 or more had the same marital
history. Of course, being currently
divorced, and thus not having a
husband's potential income available,
helps to explain the lower income level
of divorced mothers. No similar
relationship can be seen with the
educational attainment data.

Table H shows the FLC of twice-
married, currently remarried (after
divorce) mothers born between 1940
and 1944. These mothers married at a
younger age than mothers who had
been married once and were currently
divorced. They also separated and
divorced at significantly younger ages
(generally their mid- to late-twenties)
than their counterparts who were
divorced from their first spouses
(generally in their mid-thirties) but had
not remarried by the survey date.

The typical cell size in table H is too
small to make valid comparisons for
most demographic characteristics.
However, White ever-married mothers
(13.5 percent) were more likely than
Black (7.6 percent) and Hispanic (8.3
percent) ever-married mothers to be

'8 This is less than the 12.6 percent of
ever-married mothers who were living with a
second husband (at the survey date) after
having been divorced from a first husband.

'7 There is no statistically significant dif-
ference between the proportion of White
ever-married mothers who have been once-
married and are currently divorced (9.5 per-
cent) and the number of Hispanic ever-mar-
ried mothers who have been once-married
and are currently divorced (9.9 percent).






twice-married, once-divorced, and
currently married at the survey date.'®

Chiidiess Women

Women who complete their
childbearing years with no lifetime
births (whether by choice or otherwise)
are clearly following an anomalous FLC
course. Only 5,000,000 (or 11.0
percent) of the 45,581,000
ever-married women born between
1920 and 1954 were still childless by
June 1985 (see table I). Of course,
some of these women in more recent
cohorts were still in their childbearing
years in June 1985 and may still give
birth sometime after the survey date.

Childless women had later median
ages at first marriage regardless of the

'8 There is no statistically significant dif-
ference between the likelihood of Black (7.6
percent) and the likelihood of Hispanic (8.3
percent) ever-married mothers being twice-
married, once-divorced, and currently mar-
ried at the survey date.

Table I.

particular marital history path that they
followed. Among all ever-married
women born between 1920 and 1954,
those who were childless had a median
age at first marriage of 23.3 years, fully
2.9 years higher than the median (20.4
years) for their counterparts who had
had at least one lifetime birth.
Childless women who had been
married once and were currently
divorced were both separated and
divorced at younger ages than their
counterparts who had had lifetime
births. The older median age at first
marriage combined with the younger
median age at separation means that
childless women with this marital
history only lived with their spouse for a
median of 7.5 years. This is much
shorter than the median of 12.3 years
that women with at least one lifetime
birth (and the same marital history)
lived with their spouses. Twice-
married, currently married childless
women whose first marriage ended in
divorce spent 6.2 years living with their
first spouse, while their counterparts

Ever-Married Childless Women at Stages of Maritai Life,

by Year of Birth: 1985

Al
child- Birth cohort
less
Stage women
born
1920-| 1920-| 1925-| 1930-| 1935-| 1940-| 1945-| 1950-
54 24 29 34 39 44 49 54
Women ever married (thous.)..| 5000 636 590 456 394 526 913 1485
Median age at first marriage. . 233 24.0 225 225 248 22.7 233 235
Women married once, cur-
rently married (thous.). . ... .. 2775 311 333 227 207 276 536 887
Median age at first marriage . 247 25.3 23.9 23.2 25.7 23.1 244 25.7
Women married once, cur-
rently divorced (thous.). .. ... 733 43 43 68 70 82 165 263
Median age at:
First marriage ........... 229 (B) B) (B) (B) 226 23.0 218
First separation.......... 30.4 B) (B) B) (B) 314 30.9 27.0
Firstdivorce ............ 315 (B) B) (B) (B) 33.3 318 28.3
Women married twice (cur-
rently married), divorced after
first marriage (thous.) ........ 608 58 55 59 49 81 117 189
Median age at:
First mamiage ........... 20.6 (B) (B) (B) (B) 223 213 20.1
First separation.......... 268 (B) (B) (B) (B) 30.1 26.7 246
Firstdivorce ............ 27.6 (B) (B) (B) (B) 30.3 27.9 25.6
Second marriage. ........ 319 B) (B) (8) (B) 34.2 324 29.6

B Base less than 75,000.

with lifetime births spent 7.1 years with
their first spouse.®

Discussion

This paper has presented information,
in the context of a family life cycle
frame, on recent trends affecting family
development. The data are from the
most recent quinquennial survey of
marriage and fertility histories
conducted by the Bureau of the Census
and sponsored by the National
Institutes of Child Health and Human
Development. The results of this
survey represent the most recent large
national source of information available
on life cycle measures and serve as the
latest in a series of family life cycle
updates. Taken together, the various
studies of the family life cycle (dating
back to Loomis’ 1936 study) provide a
unique way of looking at how major
changes in marriage and fertility
behavior appear to have affected family
development processes and timing
over a comparative span of several
generations. Shifts in patterns of family
development have important
implications for the family service
policies and programs of public and
private sector agencies. Early or late
first marriage, early or late onset of
childbearing, the frequency and timing
of marital disruption, and the number of
children borne per woman are all
indicators that have a far-reaching
influence on the efficacy of programs
designed for families.

Data from the 1985 study show that
younger cohorts of women have a
tendency to marry later, begin
childbearing later and have fewer
children.

They also divorce more often and do so
at a younger age than women in older
cohorts. Within cohorts there are fairly
pronounced differences between
social, demographic (exclusive of age),
and economic groups. Despite these
differences, members of the same birth
cohort show an overriding commonality

'® The apparent difference in the me-
dian number of years spent living with a first
spouse (6.2 years versus 7.1 years) is not
statistically significant.
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with respect to basic patterns of life
cycle change.

The findings reported in this paper not
only corroborate other studies’
conclusions with respect to the
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Maternity Leave

Arrangements: 1961-85

by Martin O’Connell

Introduction

This study analyzes employment
patterns and maternity leave
arrangements used by women who had
their first child born between January
1961 and December 1985. While major
increases in the labor force
participation of women with young
children occurred during this period,
little is known about the leave
arrangements used by women during
their pregnancy or about job exit and
re-entry rates of women at the time of
their first birth. It is important that we
understand how current trends in
fertility and employment have evolved
S0 we can anticipate changes in
childbearing and labor force patterns of
women during their early years of family
formation.

We examine these issues using
retrospective fertility and employment
history data from the 1984 and 1985
panels of the Census Bureau’s Survey
of Income and Program Participation
(SIPP) conducted early in 1986.

Work History During Pregnancy

Between 1961 and 1985, the proportion
of women having work experience
before the birth of their first child
increased. Among women who had
their first births in 1961-65, 60 (4 2.2)
percent worked 6 or more months
continuously before the birth of their
first child; by 1981-85, 75 (+. 1.7)
percent had reported a similar work
experience.’

Employment during pregnancy also
became increasingly common: it rose
from 44 (4 2.2) percent in 1961-65 to
65 (+ 1.9) percent in 1981-85. The
women most likely to work during first
pregnancy are relatively older women,
White women, and women who had at
least a high school education.

Most women who work during
pregnancy are full-time workers: since
1961, between 80 and 90 percent of
pregnant workers reported that the last

' Figures following the 4+ notation in
this section represent + 1.6 standard er-
rors of the estimated statistics or the
90-percent confidence level for the esti-
mate.

job they held before their child’s birth
was a full-time job (35 or more hours
worked per week). Among women who
worked during their first pregnancy in
1981-85, 78 (+ 2.0) percent worked
during their last trimester (less than 3
months before their child’s birth), and
47 (= 2.4) percent were still at work
less than one month before their child’s
birth.

Maternity Leave

This sharp change in employment
patterns coincided with increasing
proportions of women receiving
maternity benefits from their employers.
In the early 1960’s, only 16 (+ 2.4)
percent received maternity or paid
leave with an assurance that their job
would be held for them after their
child’s birth. Most women, 63 (+ 3.2)
percent, quit their jobs at some point
during their pregnancy or shortly after
giving birth.

Twenty years later, the situation had
completely changed: in 1981-85, 47
(& 2.4) percent of pregnant workers
received maternity benefits, while the
proportion quitting their jobs fell to 28
(+ 2.2) percent. The women most
likely to have received maternity
benefits in the 1980’s were relatively
oider at the birth of their first child,
college educated, fulltime workers, and
those who worked into their last
trimester.

Employer financial contributions for
maternity benefits have also increased
since the 1960’s: 81 (+ 2.9) percent of
expectant mothers on maternity leave
in 1981-85 received cash benefits,
compared with only 50 (+ 8.3) percent
in 1961-65. In both periods, however,
only about one-half receiving cash
payments reported receiving full
compensation for all their leave time.

Returning to Work

Not only do more women now work
longer into their pregnancy, but they
also return to work at a more rapid
pace. Only 17 (+ 1.6) percent of the
women who had their first birth in
1961-65 were working by the 12th
month after their child was born; by
1981- 84, this proportion increased to
53 (& 2.1) percent. In factin 1981-84,

one-third were working 3 months after
their child's birth. This level of
workforce participation was not attained
by women who had their first birth in
the early 1960’s until 5 years after
childbirth.

Which women are most likely to return
most rapidly to work? Women
employed during their first pregnancy.
Of all employed women, teenagers,
Black women, and high school
dropouts are most likely to return to
work within 6 months of their child’s
birth even though they were least likely
to have worked during pregnancy.
Greater financial dependency upon
their own earnings as the principal
source of their total family income
possibly accounts for their rapid return.
This suggests that the factors related
to the likelihood of working during
pregnancy, such as labor force and
educational experience, are different
from those that induce women to return
to work after childbirth.

In addition to demographic factors, two
highly significant characteristics
associated with a mother’s rapid return
to work are the number of months
before the child’s birth she stopped
working and whether the employer
provided her with any maternity leave
benefits. Seventy-one (+ 3.6) percent
of women who had a first birth in
1981-84 and who stopped working
within 1 month of their child’s birth
returned to work within 6 months after
childbirth. A similar proportion (71 4+
3.7 percent) returned to work within 6
months if they had received maternity
benefits during or after their pregnancy.
The overall average for all employed
womer in this period was 56 (+ 2.4)
percent. This rapid return reflects both
the commitment of the women to their
work and employer, and the reduction
in time spent searching for a new job,
given an assurance of job security after
childbirth.

Definitions and
Population Coverage

Childbearing and labor force
experience information was derived
from personal interviews of a combined
total of about 9,000 women in wave 8
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Table B.
Women Working Full Time at Last Job Heid During Pregnancy:
1961-85 to 1961-85
Year of first birth
Subject
, 1981-85| 1976-80( 1971.75| 1966-70 1981-85
Percent working full ime before first
.......................... 83.7 86.6 86.9 89.5 89.5
Stopped working before birth
Lessthan 1month............... 86.6 89.1 89.9 91.8 86.2
1month.....oovvvvennennennen. 83.0 80.8 91.5 91.6 91.9
2months.......oovuieenniinnnt 78.7 84.5 93.7 0.0 86.2
3to5months ..........c.nnnnn. 76.6 79.8 86.9 865 91.8
Gormoremonths ............... 80.7 83.2 80.0 85.1 87.5
ret I held before birth of child.
Source: Dertved rom table B8~ 10 e °
when they left work. Since 1961, pregnancy (table B-4).% The

between 80 and 90 percent of women
who worked during their first pregnancy
worked full-time at the last job they
held before their child’s birth (table B).

Women Who Work

During First Pregnancy

The likelihood of working during one’s
first pregnancy varies significantly by
age, race, and educational level.”
Between 1961-65 and 1981-85, the
percentage of women employed during
their first pregnancy was consistently
higher for women 25 and over than for
teenagers, for White women than for
Black women, and for women with 1 or
more years of college completed than
for women who did not complete high
school (table C). The data also show
that women who had premarital births
were less likely to be employed than
were women who had their first birth
within or after their first marriage.

Logistic regressions, which take into
account the complex sampling design
of the SIPP, are used to analyze the
likelihood of being employed during

7 The level of educational attainment
in this report from SIPP data sources is as
of the survey date in 1988, not at the time
of the child’s birth. Estimates of educa-
tional attainment at birth from SIPP are
overstated for very young mothers who
had children in the 1960’s and 1970's and
who may have subsequently furthered
their schooling after their child’s birth.

See appendix A for a discussion of the ex-
tent of this problem.

parameters for each of the individual
factors (main effects) show the log of

8 For a detailed description of the sta-
tistical routine, CPLX, used in this report
see Fay (1982). An updated version of
this program and the documentation for it
is available from the Census Bureau.

Table C.

the odds of women working during their
pregnancy over the entire 25- year
study period, controlling for all other
variables in the regression. The
interactions of the four demographic
factors (age at first birth, race,® marital
status at childbirth, and educational
attainment as of 1986) with the
categorical variable for the period of
the child’s birth, show if any of the
foregoing relationships have altered
during the 25-year period.

The muiltivariate analysis in table B-4
supports the differences noted in table
C with one exception: no difference by
marital status at first birth is found in
the likelihood of working during
pregnancy. Since a high proportion of
premarital births are born to Black

women, teenagers, and women with

® When references are made to White
women in any of the logistic regressions or
accompanying models shown in this re-
port, the reference is to White and all other
races, excluding Black.

Women Who Worked During Their First Pregnancy, by Seiected

Characteristics: 1961-65 to 1961-85
(In percent)

Year of first birth
1981-85 1976-80 1971-75 1966-70 1961-65
Employment status’

Total .......coviiiiiiiiin, 64.5 61.4 53.5 49.4 444
Fulltime....................... 54.0 53.1 47.6 44.2 39.7
Parttme ...................... 10.5 8.3 5.9 5.2 4.7

Age at first birth
Lessthan18years .............. 16.8 23.5 25.1 19.1 25.0
18and19years................. 38.9 40.8 38.3 40.1 29.2
20and21years................. 59.3 57.4 57.4 50.8 49.4
2t024years.................. 719 73.1 66.6 61.4 56.8
25t0o20years.................. 823 81.1 73.1 66.2 54.4
30yearsandover............... 83.4 74.0 60.7 443 51.9
Race:
White.............civiiinnns 69.3 65.5 5§7.0 51.6 46.7
Black............coiiiiiiinn., 42.9 40.5 39.8 37.9 32.2
Child born:
Before first marriage . ............ 45.4 41.7 42.0 429 36.7
Within first marmriage. .. ........... 72.1 67.5 56.9 50.6 46.5
After first marriage. . ............. 73.0 69.4 67.9 58.3 40.7
Educational attainment:
than high school............ 249 28.2 25.6 26.0 218
Highschool.................... 66.5 61.0 5§3.7 50.2 48.8
College, 1to3years............. 79.8 72.5 62.6 57.8 51.5
College, 4 or more years. ......... 83.8 81.8 77.0 67.0 62.9

Refers to status at last job heid before child's birth.
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high school, in all likelihood while
teenagers, these women probably had
several more years of potential labor
force experience before their first birth
than the teenage mother group, and
their higher employment rates during
their first pregnancy suggest this
experience.

The Delayed Childbearer. Women who
delay their first birth until age 25 or
older make up a growing segment of
first time mothers (table A). The
majority of women who delay their first
births to this age are White women and
married women. In comparison to the
previous group of women, most first
time mothers at older ages have
completed at least 1 year of college (63
percent in 1985)."

About two-thirds of women with these
characteristics worked during their first
pregnancy in the early 1960’s; by
1981-85, almost 9 out of every 10 of
these women worked during their first
pregnancy. Given such a high rate of
employment during their pregnancy, it is
very likely that many of these women
had worked prior to their pregnancy
and would continue working after
becoming pregnant.

Duration of Work During
First Pregnancy

Overview of Trends

As previously noted, the proportion of
expectant mothers who worked during
their pregnancy increased by about 20
percentage points between 1961-65
and 1981-85. This difference still
persisted when the proportions were
examined more closely according to
single months before childbirth (table
B-5). Even among women working
within 1 month of their child’s birth, 31
percent were employed in 1981-85,
compared with 10 percent among
women who had their first children born
in 1961-65.

Proportions working on a month-by-
month basis are graphed in figure 5 for
the entire length of the pregnancy.
Although all birth cohorts of women
show a declining pattern of worker

1 |bid., table 72.

Figure 5.

Women Working During Their
First Pregnancy, by Month
Before Birth: 1961-65 to
1981-65

Percent working
70
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Month before birth of child
rates during pregnancy, there was an
unusually large upward shift in the
curves between 1971-75 and 1976-80
by about 10 percentage points, both at
the beginning of the pregnancy and
throughout the pregnancy. The typical
increase observed between successive
5-year birth cohorts was usually about
3 to 5 percentage points before and
after the 1976-80 birth cohort of
children. The increase in the late
1970’s occurred in the context of
unusually large increases in the
proportions of women working,
regardless of parity.'?

In addition, an increasing proportion of
employed women are working closer to
their child’s birth (table B-7). About
one-half of all women who worked

12 The proportion of women 16 years

old and over employed increased from 42
percent in 1975 to 48 percent in 1980 (Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics, 1989, table 2). This
5-year increase was larger than that ob-
served between consecutive 5-year inter-
vals on either side of this period.

during their pregnancy in 1961-65
worked into their last trimester (less
than 3 months before the child’s birth).
By 1981-85, this proportion increased
to slightly over three—quarters of all
expectant mothers. In fact, almost
one-half of women in the most recent
birth cohort who worked during their
pregnancy were still working less than
1 month before their child was born, up
from 23 percent in 1961-65.

Women Who Work

the Longest

The preceding section indicated that
older women, White women, and
women with more years of schooling
were more likely to work during their
pregnarnicy. But, some employed
women are more likely than others to
work longer into their pregnancy. Table
B-7 summarizes changing patterns of
employment between 1961 and 1985,
while table B-8 shows the resuits of a
logistic regression which examines the
likelihood of working during the last
trimester among women who worked
during pregnancy.’ The regression
results show that college-educated
women and women who were full-time
workers were more likely to work during
their last trimester.

Furthermore, interaction terms in the
regression suggest that full-time
workers who had at least 1 year of
college were more likely to work than
were full-time workers who were high
school dropouts.'* The parameters of
the birth cohort variable also indicate
that significantly more women worked
in their last trimester in the most recent
birth cohort than in prior time periods.

The birth cohort interaction terms in the
regression suggest that in the early
1960's, the women who worked longer
into their pregnancy were those in need

of greater financial assistance: teenage

13 The proportions of women who
worked in their last trimester of pregnancy
and within 1 month of their child’s birth are
shown in table B-7.

14 McLaughlin (1982), in his analysis of
employment patterns of pregnant women
between 1968 and 1972 also concluded
that the higher level of educational attain-
ment, the greater the delay in leaving the
labor force as the birth approaches.
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women, part-time workers, and high
school dropouts who may have sought
employment if they were unable to
continue their schooling (table B-8).
These women may have expected that
they would more be more dependent
on their own incomes for the support of
their family than older, more educated
women, hence, they worked longer into
their pregnancy.

Employment patterns had changed so
by 1981-85, women 25 and over at the
time of their first birth, college-
educated women, and married women
worked relatively longer into their
pregnancies than did their younger,
less educated, and unmarried
counterparts. Women in the 1980’s
may work longer into their pregnancy
for reasons other than immediate
financial needs. Perhaps they view
their jobs from a long-term perspective
and feel that a reduction in time lost
from a job during pregnancy would
increase the likelihood of job retention
after childbirth and enhance their
long-term opportunities with their
employer.

This survey was not designed to
investigate either the “institutional
norms” that may govern employer
attitudes toward women working during
pregnancy or the attitudes of the
women and their husbands toward
working during pregnancy. Are
employers more tolerant of pregnant
women as workers today than they
were 25 years ago? Have they altered
their perceptions of a pregnant
woman’s productivity or her ability to
serve clients or customers? Has
medical advice to pregnant women
changed during this period regarding
maternal health aspects of working
while pregnant? And if circumstances
have changed, are they a reflection of
true changes in attitudes or rather the
exigencies of business policies as
women today increase their share of
the labor force?

Maternity Leave
Arrangements: 1961-85

Changes in Leave Arrangements:
An Overview

This section presents an overview of
the type of leave arrangements women
used either during their pregnancy or up
to 6 weeks after the birth of their child.
The survey specified five categories of
leave, and the respondents were free
to check all applicable leave
arrangements (2 percent of the
respondents provided multiple answers
to the question). The five categories
were: 1. Quit job 2. Maternity/sick/
paid leave 3. Unpaid leave of absence
4. Let go from job 5. Never stopped
working

The unpaid leave of absence category
designated leave without pay but with
an informal agreement that the woman
would be able to return to work within
an agreed period after childbirth. The
maternity/sick/paid leave category
represented leave with either a cash
payment of benefits or a formal
agreement regarding retention of
employee benefits such as job security
or seniority.

Table D presents the overall changes
in the type of leave arrangements used

Table D.

by women who worked during their first
pregnancy since the 1960’s. In the
early 1960’s when less than one-half of
women worked during their pregnancy,
63 percent of pregnant working women
quit their jobs before their child’s birth.
This was the most commonly identified
type of job termination mentioned by
women regardless of their social or
economic circumstances (table B-9,
Part D)."s

Maternity leave or unpaid leave of
absence were less frequently used in
the early 1960's, together totaling
about 30 percent all leave
arrangements. Five percent of
pregnant women were let go from their
job, a proportion that did not vary
throughout the entire study period.
Likewise, no more than 3 percent of
women over this entire period stated
that they never stopped working either
during or after their pregnancy.

By 1981-85, the most commonly
mentioned type of arrangement was
some form of maternity or paid leave,
amounting to 47 percent of all

' The only exception being among
Black women where no statistical difference
was found between the use of maternity
leave or voluntarily quitting one's job.

Leave Arrangements Used by Women Who Worked During
Their First Pregnancy: 1961-65 to 1981-85

(Numbers in thousands)

Year of first birth
Type of leave

1981-85 1976-80 1971-75 1966-70 1961-65
Numberofwomen.............. 5,239 4,414 3,700 3,435 2,797
Percent..................... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Leave arrangement:
uitjob ......... ... il 28.3 41.3 51.1 58.9 62.8
Maternity/sick/paid leave . ........ 46.6 34.0 234 18.3 16.0
Unpaidleave ................... 20.3 20.2 20.8 176 141
Letgofromjob ................. 46 4.9 4.6 4.2 50
Never stopped working . . ......... 2.8 2.0 1.7 14 2.7

Note: Individual leave arrangements exceed 100.0 because of multiple answers.
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Table F.
Logistic Regressions for Using a Specific Type of Leave Arrangement for First Births: 1981-85
Quit job Maternity leave Unpaid leave Let go from job
Characteristic Standard Standard Standard Standard
Coefficient emor |  Coefficient emror | Coefficient emor | Coefficient error
Constant ...............ccovvvuvnnnn -0.209 0.143 **-1.477 0.191 **-1.535 0.164 **-2.497 0.196
Age at first birth:

Lessthan20years .................. 0.224 0.174 **-0.865 0.248 0.115 0.240 **0.716 0.279

20and2iyears..............ccuun.n **0.381 0.114 -0.016 0.138 *-0.332 0.187 -0.021 0.377

22t024years ...........c.iiiiannn -0.057 0.128 *0.234 0.126 0.167 0.162 **-0.749 0.370

25yearsandover ................... **-0.548 0.129 **0.647 0.127 0.050 0.141 0.054 0.264
Race:

White ..........c.oiiiiiiiiiinenn 0.142 0.125 -0.130 0.100 0.066 0.119 *-0.337 0.198
Educational attainment:

Less than highschool ................ **0.441 0.185 **-0.467 0.211 -0.254 0.220 0.487 0.312

Highschool ........................ **-0.278 0.104 *0.191 0.107 *0.206 0.118 *0.431 0.220

College, tormoreyears.............. -0.164 0.135 *0.276 0.142 0.048 0.152 **-0.918 0.279

nt status at last job:

Fulltime...............cooiviinnnt. **-0.315 0.086 **0.621 0.106 *-0.182 0.099 **-0.410 0.161
Left work last trimester ................ **-0.618 0.082 **0.785 0.082 *0.168 0.099 **-0.974 0.133
Degrees of freedom. . ................. 87 (09] 87 ) 87 X) 87 X)
Jackknifed X2 .............. ... ... 4.21 ) 0.42 ) 5.77 ) 3.48 X)

X Not icable.
* t significant at the 0.10 level.
** Coefficient significant at the 0.05 level.
‘includes White and all other races except Black.
Note: Coefficients represent the log of the odds of using that specific leave arrangement during first pregnancy.
logistic regressions shown in table F women with the least or most Job Quitting During

which analyze the likelihood of securing
each particular type of arrangement,
the odds of being let go from a job
during pregnancy were greater for
Black women than White women.

(Prior analysis, not shown in this paper,
indicated that the women’s marital
status at time of birth provided no
significant explanatory contributions to
the logistic analysis once age at
childbirth and race controls were
included in the regressions, as very
high proportions of premarital births
occur to Black women and to
teenagers. Hence, the marital status
variable became redundant and was
dropped from the analysis.)

The logistic analysis in table F also
shows that high school dropouts were
most likely to quit their jobs during
pregnancy and least likely to receive
maternity benefits. Women with 1 or
more years of college were also the
least likely workers to be let go from
their jobs during pregnancy. The group
of women most likely to obtain an
unpaid leave of absence were neither

education but women with 4 years of
high school.

Two employment characteristics—
hours worked per week and when the
woman left work during her
pregnancy—proved to be the most
consistently significant factors across
all four types of leave arrangements
shown in the logistic regressions in
table F. Full-time workers and women
who worked into their last trimester
were more likely to obtain maternity
benefits and less likely to either quit
their jobs or be let go by their employer
than either parttime workers or women
who left work before their last trimester
of the pregnancy.

Unpaid leave of absence from a job
was also obtained more frequently by
women working in their last trimester.
Part-time workers, as opposed to
full-time workers (who were more likely
to receive paid or maternity leave),
were more likely to receive an unpaid
leave of absence.

Pregnancy: 1961-85

The major changes in leave
arrangements since 1961 have been
the declines in the proportion of women
quitting their jobs during their
pregnancy and the increases in the
proportion receiving maternity benefits.
As the distribution of leave
arrangements has changed over time,
so have the characteristics of the
women likely to obtain different
arrangements.

The regression for the entire 1961-85
period (table B-10) shows that women
25 and over at first birth, full-time
workers and women who worked in
their last trimester were the least likely
candidates to quit work during their
pregnancy, much as they were in
1981-85."7 In fact, the relative gap

17 1t should be noted that the logistic
regression in table F for the 1981-85 pe-
riod is completely derivable from the re-
gression in table B-10 by adding the birth
cohort*factor interactions to each main
effect parameter.
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Table H.

Employer Payments for Maternity Leave for First Births: 1981-85

(Numbers in thousands)

Employer paid for—
Characteristic Number of Some
women Percent | All leave leave No leave
2,440 100.0 42.0 38.9 19.1
2,268 100.0 429 39.5 178
172 100.0 204 31.1 30.5
1,472 100.0 45.6 39.3 16.1
473 100.0 38.4 36.0 25.8
284 100.0 33.7 41.1 252
211 100.0 36.0 39.8 242
Age at first birth:
Less than20years .............. 85 100.0 (B (B) (B)
20to2iyears.................. 267 100.0 40.3 33.7 260
2to24years.................. 562 100.0 34.9 433 218
25to29years.................. 1,009 100.0 446 38.7 16.7
30yearsandover............... 517 100.0 448 413 139
Race:
White...........covvnivennnn, 2,150 100.0 423 38.0 19.7
Black..........oiiiiieniinian. 242 100.0 428 49.3 7.9
Child born::
Before first marriage ............. 381 100.0 411 37.2 218
Within first mamiage. . ............ 1,855 100.0 416 39.1 19.3
After first marriage. . ............. _203 100.0 47.0 40.5 126
Educational attainment:
Less than high school............ ” 100.0 8) B) B)
Highschool.................0ne 1,005 100.0 446 38.1 173
College, 1to3years............. 659 100.0 403 384 213
College, 4 or more years........... 698 100.0 418 419 16.3

(B) Base too small to show derived measure.

would still have increased to 36
percent.

Women receiving maternity/sick or
other paid leave benefits during first
pregnancy were also asked if their
employer paid for all or part of their
leave. These responses shown in table
G indicate that increasing proportions
of pregnant workers are receiving cash
payments associated with maternity
leave.

in 1961-65, about 50 percent of
women receiving maternity benefits
received some monetary
compensation. There were no
significant changes in the next 10 years
but by 1976-80, the proportion :
receiving cash benefits had increased
to 72 percent and by 1981-85, 81
percent of women with maternity

benefits reported receiving some cash
benefit. Throughout the study period,
about one-half of those receiving some
cash payment received it for all their
leave.®

The extent of cash payments received
by pregnant workers on maternity leave
by selected characteristics is shown in
table H for women who had their first
birth in 1981-85. The sample size and
associated standard errors make it
difficult to distinguish group differences
in the proportion of women having all of

2 |eave arrangements only refer to
those used during their pregnancy and up
to 6 weeks after childbirth. Information
was not obtained on the extent of pay-
ments made to employees who were on
maternity leave more than 6 weeks after
their child’s birth.

their leave paid for, but obviously,
full-time employees, older workers with
more job experience, and women
working close to the time of childbirth
would be the most likely employees to
received full compensation.

Returning to Work

Overview of Trends

Even more dramatic than the changes
in the labor force participation of
women during pregnancy has been
their increasingly rapid return to work
after the birth of their child. Figure 7
shows the cumulative monthly
proportion of women working after their
first birth. Working within one year of
childbirth was a fairly rare occurrence in
the early 1960’s. Only 14 percent of
mothers with newborns had returned to
work by the 6th month, increasing to
only 17 percent by the 12th.2? Among

2 Mott and Shaw (19886) estimated
that between 20 and 25 percent of White
women who had their first birth between
1945 and 1959 worked in the first year af-
ter their child’s birth.

Figure 7.
Women Working at a Job, by
Intervai After First Birth:
1961-65 to 1981-84
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variable with the birth cohort indicator
also indicates that these differences
have widened over time, stressing the
increasing ties between labor force
behavior immediately before and after
childbirth.

However, the characteristics of those
women most likely to return to work
after their first birth are not necessarily
the same as those who were most
likely to have worked during their
pregnancy. Previously it was shown
that the women most likely to work
during first pregnancy are relatively
older women at first birth, White
women, and high school or college
educated persons (tabie B-4).

The results of the logistic regression in
table B-14 show quite a different profile
of women most likely to make a rapid
return to work. Among all women who
had first births between 1961 and 1985,
teenagers, Black women, and women
with premarital first births were most
likely to be working within 6 months of
their child's birth, after controlling for
the effects of employment during
pregnaricy. This suggests that women
who are most dependent on their own
earnings for their family’s support return
most rapidly to work. College-
educated women, who were previously
shown to be more likely to work during
their pregnancy than high school
dropouts (table B-4), return to work
after childbirth no faster than the
average for all mothers in the survey.

Other researchers® similarly agree that
economic need is more likely to be an
important factor in generating rapid
returns to work after childbirth than it is
in determining the likelihood of working
before one’s first birth. Concerning
prebirth labor force activity, other
characteristics such as job skills and
educational attainment levels may be
more important in determining
employment opportunities.

Using the same three hypothetical
socioeconomic profiles of women
developed in earlier sections, estimated
proportions of women returning to work
within 6 months of childbirth are shown

2 See Mott and Shaw (1986) and
MclLaughlin (1982).

in table N based on the logistic
regressions in table B-14. For
comparative purposes, model-based
estimates of the proportions of women
who worked during pregnancy (based
on the loglinear regression in table B-4)
are also shown in the table.

Among women who did not work at all
during their pregnancy (column 1), the
proportions returning to work within 6
months of childbirth have been very low
since the 1960’s for ail three categories
(table K). Only about 10 to 15 percent
of teenagers who did not work during
their pregnancy began working less
than 6 months after childbirth. For the
other two groups (the modal mothers
and delayed childbearers), the level
was less than 10 percent before the
1980's, increasing to only 15 percent
by 1981-84.

Among women who worked during their
pregnancy in the 1960’s (column 2), 30
to 40 percent of the teenage mother

Table K.

group returned within 6 months of their
child’s birth compared to 15 to 20
percent for older, married women with
relatively more schooling (table K).
This pattern suggests that in the
1960’s, women who returned to work
most rapidly were probably those
women who were in greatest economic
need to support their families.
Relatively older, married women who
may have had other financial resources
to support themselves other than their
own income, returned oniy half a

rapidly.

By the 1970’s, 50 percent of women in
the teenage mother group who worked
during pregnancy had returned to work
within 6 months of childbirth, a
proportion which has not changed
since reaching this level. However,
increases in the rapidity of returning to
work since the 1970’s are noted for the
modal mother and delayed childbearer
groups who worked during their

Modei-Based Estimated Percentages of Women Working During First
Pregnancy and Working Less than 6 Months After Birth of First Child:
Three lilustrative Cases, 1981-65 to 1981-85

Percent less than
& monthe afte oirth
Category and child’s birth cohort i not Worked Percent
during during m\g
pregnancy pregnancy pregnancy
120 50.4 13.0
124 52.8 16.0
15.1 50.1 204
153 40.5 224
10.8 30.6 17.0
147 56.3 75.0
6.4 35.0 74.9
6.4 27.7 65.8
7.0 221 60.8
5.5 174 59.3
Delayed childbearer:
1981-85" .. .. it 148 56.5 87.8
1976-80 . ......ciii ittt it 8.8 43.2 84.1
197175 . o i e 5.6 251 771
1966-70 .. ......iiiii ittt 5.4 178 69.9
196185 ...ttt i i 45 147 65.0
Period for working after birth refers to 1881-84.
Note: Characterisf

Teenage mother: Less than 20 at first birth,
Modal mother: 22-24 at first birth, White, married,

of the three illustrative g‘;néﬁs are as follows:

first birth, and high school dropout.

A rnnrrm" school graduate.
Delayed childbearer: 25+ at first birth, White, , 1 or more years of coliege completed.
Source: Derived from loglinear regressions in tables B-4 and B-14.
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pregnancy (second column of figures in
table K). About one-quarter of the
women in the modal mother and
delayed childbearer groups returned
within 6 months of childbearing in the
1971-75 period, increasing to 56
percent, for both groups, by 1981-84.

Regardless of economic need,
returning to work rapidly after childbirth
is becoming the norm among all social
groups. But although differences in
returning to work had greatly
diminished among these three groups
by the 1980’s, the teenage mother
group was still highly unlikely to have
worked at all during their first
pregnancy, compared with the other
two groups of women (third column of
figures in table K).

Re-Entry by Former Workers

The previous section showed the
importance of work experience during
pregnancy in affecting the likelihood of
working after first birth. This final
section examines how rapidly women
return to work within 1 year after their
child’s birth among those employed
during their pregnancy. Separate
analyses were done for women
returning to work within 6 months and 6
to 11 months after their child’s birth.

Among women employed during their
pregnancy, the likelihood of returning to
work within 6 months of childbirth was
greater for teens, Blacks, and high
school dropouts (table B-15). Although
women with these characteristics are
more likely to return to work if
employed during their pregnancy, they
were initially less likely to be have been
employed during their pregnancy (table
B- 4). Pregnant workers with these
characteristics, then, may represent a
select group of persons with more
pressing economic needs, hence their
more rapid return to work.

There were no significant associations
between early returns and the woman's
marital status at birth or whether her
last job before pregnancy was full time
or part time. However, women who
worked during their last trimester of
their pregnancy or who were the
recipients of maternity benefits,

returned to work more rapidly than their
counterparts.

The strong associations found between
these two work-related variables and
rapid returns to work may be indicative
of highly motivated working women or
women promised a job after childbirth
by their employer. If the latter is the
case, maternity benefits are measured
not only in immediate monetary
benefits given to pregnant workers but
also in indirect benefits which reduce
time and money involved in searching
for a new job. These costs would be
incurred by women who either quit their
jobs or who were let go from work.

A second regression analysis for
women who returned to work 6 to 11
months after their child’s birth was
performed (table B-16), omitting from
the analysis women who had already
returned to work within the first 6
months. Very weak associations were
found as compared with the previous
results. No differences were found in
the likelihood of returning to work by
race or recipience of maternity benefits.
Women working into their last trimester
of pregnancy were still more likely to
return to work during this second 6
month period after their infant’s birth
and in this instance so were married
women.

Persons 22 to 24 years old and high
school graduates, the modal age-
education profile of first-time mothers,
were also less likely to return in this
period as they were in the first 6
months after childbirth. It could be that
these women withdrew from the labor
force for longer time periods in
anticipation of subsequent childbearing.
A longitudinal analysis of married
women by Jones (1982) for the period
1970 and 1975 suggested that women
who intended to have at least one more
child (at any given birth-order level)
enter the workforce at a slower pace
after their most recent birth than
women whose last birth marked the
completion of their intended family size.

Conclusions

This study has discussed the changes
in the employment behavior of women

before and after the birth of their first
child and the type of leave
arrangements that employed women
used during their pregnancy and after
childbirth. Today, women have their
first child at older ages and have more
schooling and labor force experience
before their first birth than did their
predecessors. Increasing proportions
of women are working during
pregnancy, rising from 44 percent in
1961-65 to 65 percent in 1981-85.
Among women working during
pregnancy, the proportion working into
their last trimester increased from 52 to
78 percent during this same period.

Even more remarkable in the last 25
years has been the change in the role
women play as family providers within
the first year of their child’s life. In the
early 1960’s, very few women, only 1
out of every 6, were working before
their child’s first birthday; now, one-half
of women with newborns are working
within a year of their child’s birth.

The women most likely to work during
their first pregnancy are relatively older
women, White women, and women who
had at least a high school education.
But among women who did work during
pregnancy, teenagers, Black women,
and high school dropouts were most
likely to return to work within 6 months
of their child’s birth. Apparently,
women who depend primarily on their
own income to support their new family
are most likely to return quickly to work,
even though they were least likely to
have been employed during their
pregnancy.

A shift in leave arrangements used by
women at the time of their first birth has
accompanied this change in the
workforce. Between the 1961-65 and
1976-80 periods, women most often
quit their jobs during pregnancy: by
1981-85, the situation had reversed as
almost one-half of all women received
maternity benefits while only 28 percent
reported quitting their jobs.

Strongly associated with the receipt of
maternity benefits is the rapid return to
work after childbirth. Maternity
benefits, in addition to providing
monetary assistance to a mother-to-
be, give assurance to a pregnant
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worker that her job will be waiting for
her after giving birth. As such,
maternity leave indirectly reduces
employee time and costs associated
with searching for a new job. Maternity
leave policies can also benefit
employers by reducing potential costs
and lost time associated with finding
new replacement workers.

Recent media attention has focused on
the potential work disruptions
experienced by female executives at
the time of their first birth.2¢ Although
the SIPP questionnaire did not ask
about the occupation of the women
during their pregnancy, we can put
together a likely demographic profile of
a female executive and estimate the
proportion returning to work after
childbirth.

Demographically, suppose this
hypothetical executive had her first
child in her late twenties, was White,
had a college education, and was
married at the time of her birth.
Suppose also, that being an executive,
she worked full time at her job during
her pregnancy, worked into her last
trimester, and received maternity
benefits from her employer. The
current estimated proportion of women
with these characteristics who would
return to work less than 6 months after

24 Sgg the article by Schwartz (1989)
and the follow-up commentaries (Olofson,
1989) this article generated.

Table L.

Total Amount of Time Lost Before and After First Birth Among Women
Empioyed During their First Pregnancy: 1961-65 to 1981-84

(Numbers in thousands)

Year of first birth

Time lost
1981-84 1976-80 1971-75 1966-70 1961-65
Numberof women.............. 4,237 4414 3,700 3,435 2,797
Percent..................... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Lessthan3months. .............. 25.0 16.3 115 7.2 6.9
3toSmonths ................... 221 18.6 10.1 9.7 6.9
6to8months ................... 1.7 84 8.3 7.4 5.6
9tottmonths .................. 6.7 49 44 48 40
12ormoremonths . .............. 34.6 51.8 65.8 70.9 76.6

their child’s birth is 70 percent (as
estimated from the logistic regression
in table B-15 for the most recent
period).

The one demographic factor among all
of those mentioned that contributes
most to this overall estimated
proportion is whether or not she had
received any maternity benefits during
her pregnancy. If no maternity benefits
were received, only 44 percent of the
women with these characteristics are
estimated to return to work within 6
months. A maternity benefit consisting
of an offer of job retention after
childbirth must be considered to be of
primary importance in understanding
why some women return to work faster
than others.

As a final summary, table L presents
the overall changes in the time lost

from work by women employed during
their pregnancy. in 1961-65, only 7
percent of pregnant workers reported
losing less than 3 months from their job
either during their pregnancy or after
birth, while 77 percent lost at least 12
months time from work. By 1981-84,
one-fourth of all pregnant workers lost
less than 3 months while the proportion
losing 12 or more months declined to
35 percent.

This transition in employment patterns,
accomplished by both working longer
into the pregnancy and returning more
rapidly after childbirth undoubtedly
reflects changes in attitudes and needs
by the mother, her family, and her
employer. Time lost from work
because of childbearing is being
reduced from a career halting event to
a relatively short-term interruption in
the course of a woman’s working life.



27

References

Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Employment and Eamings, Vol. 36,
No. 1 (January 1989).

Carey, Max L., “Occupational Tenure in
1987: Many Workers Have Remained in
their Fields,” Monthly Labor Review,
Vol. 111, No. 10 (October 1988),

pp. 3-12.

Fay, Robert F., “Contingency Table
Analysis for Complex Designs: CPLX,”
Proceedings of the Section on Survey
Research Methods (Washington, DC:
American Statistical Association, 1982),
pPp. 44-53.

Glezer, Helen, “Mothers in the
Workforce,” Family Matters, No. 21
(August 1988), pp. 30-34.

Jones, Elise F., “Ways in Which
Childbearing Affects Women's
Employment: Evidence from the U.S.

1975 National Fertility Study,”
Population Studies, Vol. 36, No. 1
(March 1982), pp. 5-14.

McLaughlin, Steven D., “Differential
Patterns of Female Labor—Force
Participation Surrounding the First
Birth,” Journal of Marniage and the
Family, Vol. 44, No. 2 (May, 1982),
pp. 407-420.

Mott, Frank L. and David Shapiro,
“Complementarity of Work and Fertility
Among Young American Mothers,”
Population Studies, Vol. 37, No. 2
(July 1983), pp. 239-252.

_,and Lois B. Shaw, “The
Employment Consequences of
Different Fertility Behaviors,” in

Lois B. Shaw, ed., Midlife Women at
Work (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington
Books, 1986), pp. 23-36.

National Center for Health Statistics,
Vital Statistics of the United States,
Vol. 1, Natality (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office,
various issues).

Olofson, Catherine E., ed.,
“Management Women: Debating the
Facts of Life,” Harvard Business
Review, Vol. 67, No. 3 (May-June
1989), pp. 182-214.

Presser, Harriet B., “Can We Make
Time for Children? The Economy,
Work Schedules, and Child Care,”
Demography, Vol. 26, No. 4
(November 1989), pp. 523-543.

Schwartz, Felice N., “Management
Women and the New Facts of Life,”
Harvard Business Review, Vol. 67,
No. 3 (January-February 1989),

pp. 65-76.





