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ONE PARENT FAMILIES

This chapter will explore and describe the economic and social
disadvantages of one parent families, illustrating from the national
sample and the special areas how the living standards of such families
are influenced by their progress through the cycle of home-~building
and child-rearing, and also by societal disapproval of their minority
deviant status. For one parent families are a minority, albeit a
substantial one, in our society where an incressing majority of
individuals marry at some point in their lives and where the
two-parent family, headed by &he man, has traditionally been
regarded as the most healthy group for child-rearing. And previous

(1)

studies’ "have established how, in consequence of their atypical
membership and their apparent transgression of traditional standards
of family life, one parent families tend to suffer economic and social
disadvantages. Moreover, our society has not yet been able to
agree that all one parent families are equally deserving and should
be equally protected against such disadvantages, and as a result,
income support for the families expresses differing degrees of
public esteem for parents of different marital status: by
manipulation of levels and access to income support, in ways which
will be discussed in more detail below, attempts are made to
control what is felt to be undesirable deviation from normal standards
of behaviour,

The national ee sample provides 60 one parent families (including
motherless families), to which ca?[§2“§332d information from the

special area studies where there were an additional L.? one parent

families. These relatively small numbers reveal the difficulty

(1) Report of the Committee on One Parent Families,(The Finer Report), Cmnd. 5629,

HoM.5.0.4 1974; Hunt,A., et al, Families and Their Needs, H.M.5.0., 19733

R.Marshall, Families Receiving Supplementary Benefit, D.H.5.S5. Statistical

and Research Report Series No.1, H.M:5.0s, 1972; V.George and Wilding,P.,
Motherless Families, Routledge, 1972; Marsden,D.,Mothers Alone,Penguin,1973
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that the geographical dispersion and wide range of social situations
among one parent families make the collection of representative data
on different types of family very difficult. When the national

study was planned, the lack of information at that time guided us

to devote one of the preliminary pilot reports to fatherless families
who were dependent on state subsistence benefitsez'and since that
time, in 1969, the government set up a special Committee on One
Parent Families, under Mr, Justide Finer, which reported in 197h(2).
Special surveys were carried out for that committee, and other
official and privately conducted studies now provide further
information on the social and economic conditions of one parent

(2

families,

The basis of the disadvantages suffered by one parent families.

A comprehensive explanation of the deprivations experienced by one
parent families would entail a searching analysis of work, marriage,
and the family. From the studies which have been conducted, it can be
established that, in general, what might be called the 'structural'
economic disadvantages of the one parent family stem most immediately
from the way that hiring and rewards in the labour market are still
geared to the father aé bread-winner with the mother as, at best,

a subsidiary earner. Thus, the average full-time earnings for men
have remained fairly constant at twice those for women, a differential

which expresses not only higher rates of pay for men but also men's

(1) Mskkme Marsden, D.,, Mothers Alone, Allen Lane, 1969, (revised edition,
Penguin, 1973).

(2) Report of the Committee on One Parent Families (The Finer Report), Cmnd. 5689,
H.M.5.0., 1974

(3) Hunt,A., et al, Families and Their Needs,H.M.5.0., 1973; Marshall,R.,Families

Receiving Supplementary Benefit, D.H.S.S. Statistical and Research Report

Series No.1, HeM:S.0., 19723 George,V.and Wilding P., Motherless Families,
Routledge, 1972
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easier access to a range of more highly-paid jobs, and women's conditioned
reluctance to aspire to such traditionally male work. Most two pare.t
families will have a man's wage, and increasingly also they will benefit
(1)

from a woman's wage. But, in contrast, one parent families, most often
headed by a woman, have only a woman's earning power. Moreover the
earning péwer of the lone parent, whether a woman or a mansaéends to
" be curtailed by obligations to care for the children - obligations
which conventionally press more heavily on mé%ers (although fathers
too may experience them) and which are reinforced and made more
inconvenient by the continuing lack of alternative public or private
child-care facilities. Even for mmm lone fathers who manage to
continue to work, their work interest and careers have been shown
to be restricted by family obligations.(a)
Further economic disadvantages accrue particularly to fatherless
families because the greater financial power and status of men is
embodied in the structure of property and house ownership, credit and
mortgage facilities, the ability to command better housing tenancies,
and so one In fact. resources and status of all kinds tend to be
channeled to families primarily through the employed male head,
whom the majority of one parent families are, of course, currently
lacking.
Related to this structure of male priority, the one parent
family also suffers economically for its supposed transgressions of
marital and family norms. A society which sets great store by the

institution of marriage will tend to reward the married and to

withhold rewards from the non-married or even to punish the

(1) The Finer Report discusses in detail these structural disadvaatsges,

Report of the Committee on One Parent Families, op. cit., Part 3, pp.21-63.

(2) Motherless Families, op. cit., chap.l.



non-married if they should seek to obtain the pleasures of the married
state without incurring its formal and social obligations.

Examples of discrimination against the non-married in favour of
the married could be documented in all sorts of institutional rules
and in less formal behavioural rules concerning hospitality and
the practice of gossip about the kwcRakmusswdwkis non-married, But
deegiicuaeernerErrT I epigpkaxy discrimination appears most
importantly in the property, tax and social security laws.

The provision of adequate social security and even legal recognition
for one parent families has hitherto been inhibited by fears that any
wlels support or recognition might tend to perpetuate and increase the
numbers of such families and so erode the institution of marriage.
For example, the law has been slow to grant married women any
economic rights to their husband's income in or outside the marital
home, and in particular there has been only a very tardy development
of rights to matrimonial relief and financial support for the
wife to live apart from her husbands1)There has been a corresponding
reluctance to provide financial support for one parent families
through social security of various types. The role of a parent,
of either sex, caring for children at home’could have been
recognised by some form of income, yet it seems that the provision
of such an income would run counter to prevailing male superiority
in marriage and also against the higher standing of industrial
work as compared with child-care.

A similar reluctance to recognise the right of mothers to

live with their children apart from the children's fathers appears

(1) There is a detailed discussion of the history of the obligation

to maintain in the Report of the Committee on Cne Farent Families, op. cit., Vol.2

appendix 5.






in the unwillingness of local authorities to permit fugitive wives

to enter hostels for the homeless - they are frequently officially
(1)

classified as not homeless. And there is evidence tnat in
the allocation of tenancies local authorities have failed to make
special prévision for one parent families, or they have actively

discriminated against them.(a)

The income rights of different types of one parent families.

Within the overall climate of discrimination against one parent
between different types of families
families there occur variationg(uhich affect both their formal rights

to income and their ,informal access to help of various klnds.ﬂ‘““-"“””*"“a
m ") uwh\g disHncong, a% MoAind stedug, , DUt also they repfcteny diterimivomen Wohaeen

/ﬁdows constitute no direct threat to marriage, yet they first %o\%ﬂm sonal

received a pension only as recently as 1925, and it was not until
the 19608 that a combination of pension® increases, tax concessions,
and the removal of the earnings rule brought working widows with

full pensions more or less onto the economic level of the average

two parent fahily. Even so, widows pensions have an age qualification
of forty years, and if the widow herself has not worked and
contributed adequately to the pension fund, the amount of the pension
is dependent on her husband's work record and even the circumstances of

(3)

his deaths in other words she is still not treated as an individual

with needs and rig:ts of her own.
Nenorteles,
in the achievement of parity with two parent families, wldows remain
far ahead of other one parent families in attaining social security
support. From time to time during the present century there has been
discussion of an 'end of marriage' allowance, on the lines of a
widows pension, but the discussions have foundered on the problems

already mentioned, of how the allowance could be linked to the

(1) For example, Greve, J., Homelessness in London, Scottish Academic Press, 1971,
pP.140, and Glastonbury, B., Homeless Near a Thousand Homes, National

%%} Institute for Social Work Training Series, No. 21, Allen and Unwin, 1971,
Pp.212=3

(2) Glastonbury, B., xki# op.cit.,p68 (3) Wynn, M., Fatherless Families,Michael
Joseph, 1969, p.28
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morality of the separated spouses. Failing the provision of such an
allowance, the legal rights of one parent families to income
maintenance are dealt with by a number of overlapping Jurisdictions.
There are three overlapping legal and administrative systems,
During the last hundred years or so, divorce law has been made more
accessible to people without resources and more equally available to
women as well as men. Thus, legal and financial barriers to divorced
mothers and their children receiving maintenance from the father
have been removed or at least lowered, with the result that the
divorcing population now represents more nearly a cross seztion
of the country. Unfortunately the same cannot be said of separation
procedures, which come under the summary jurisdiction of magiatratés'
courts. Originally designed as a redress against wife-beating,
separations have remained linked with the administration of the
criminal law, and reforms such as changes in admissible grounds
have proceeded more slowly than in divorce law., It has only
recently been established that the population using magistrates'
courts in order to separate are basically people lacking a knowledge
of the law ahd lacking income. Today the magistrates courts remain
a separate, unreformed, infgerior, discriminatory law for the poor.(1)
A substantial proportion of lower manual workers' wives who use such
courts for matrimoniaf relief do not go on to divorce, but remain
separated for long periods. Unmarried mothers, who can claim affiliation
orders only for their children have even less legal protection than
separated wives,
The third administrative and legal system of support for some
one parent families stems from the old poor law, The state has now

assumed the duty of supporting women and children whose resources fall

(1) McGregor, O.R., et al, Separated Spouses, Duckworth, gx chapter 5.



- PR S
BRIV IR RAN S WY

poasdiny

s b

v anifingT 1

3




below a given level: in principle mothers are now allowed to stay at
home and care for their children and are not formally required to
register for work, However, the Supplementary Benefits Commission,
which administers these provisions, has a statutory duty to attempt
to reclaim any support for one spouse and children from the other
spouse, if the latter is workinge. They have interpreted this duty
by pressing mothers to apply for court orders, or by themselves
suing the liable relative,through the magistrates courts, Thus
official practice reinforces the links between the residual poor
law administration and the unreformed matrimonial jurisdiction
for the poor.

By the late 1960s, attempts by mothers to seek maintenance
by direct legal action had been rendered increasingly irrelevant
as a factor in the living standards of one parent families., Maintenance
awards through the courts proved inadequate because the wage earner
in most instances could not earn enough to support two households:
the amounts awarded by the courts have been low and the higher avards
have almost invariably fallen into arreara.(1) As a result, although
separated spouses have gone to court ostensibly to get maintenance and
permiésion to live apart, in fact their freedom to live apart has been
determined by whether or not they could establish a right to support
from the state through supplementary benefits, which are paid at a rate
above the level of court orders. Indeed this has become sﬁch a
recognized practice that many inadequate or irregularly paid court
orders are nov signed over by the mothers to the Supplementary
Benefits Commission for collection.

A large‘section of the Finer Report on One Parent Families

was concerned with sorting out the glaring anomalies of this

(1) MeGregor, O.R., Separated Spouses, op. cit., chapters 6 and 7
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continued anachronistic overlapping of jurisdictions between the two
types of courts and the poor law,

It should be noted that although there are now formal soccial security
provisions for the support of all fatherless families, in practice
both formally and informally there may be discrimination against or
among one parent families of various statuses, in ea;é of granting
access to benefits and in determining the levels of benefit, Thus
widows who have pensions are allowed to retain part of the widowed
mothers' allowance for each child. Unsupported mothers may be
pressed to work, particularly unmarried and separated mothera.(1)
Until 1975 lone fathers who wished to stop work and stay at home
because they felt this would be the best way to care for their
children, had to bargain individually with officials (and it might
be suspected that in spite of official recognition of the father's
right to choose, this unofficial bargaining will continue). The further
exercise of officials' powers of discretion, or their informal but
illegal departures from discretionary rules, may work not only to
hinder one parent families' access to benefit, but also to reduce

(2)

those benefits below the state subsistence level. This occurs less often g widas

Variations of Living Standard Between One Parent Families Through the
Child-rearing and Home-building Cycle.

There are further variations of living standard between one parent
families of different types because they tend to have readhed a different
stage in the oyt&ee of home-building and child-rearing when they first
lose a man's income, and because of the different positions these
'incomplete' nuclear families occcupy in the wider kinship network of
the extended family.(B)

Motherless families, of course, have not usually lost a man's wage,

(1) Marsden, D., Mothers Alome, op. cit., pp. 247-251,

(2) ibid. pp.261-5

(3) ibid. pp.29-30, and chapter 7,
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and although men's income prospects may be damaged,most continue to
worke It also seems likely that motherless families which stay
together will usually comprise rather older children. Lone fathers
may see themselves as needing child-care and domestic help from
female relatives, rather than cash, although such help tends to
be spasmodic and inadequate.(1)

As well as being more socially representative than other groups
of fatherless families, widows and divorcees tend to be older than other
lone parents, and tend therefore to have gone further with home buying
and home building.(a) They are also. more likely to have older children,
so that oh . can m';‘nd‘@?&ing children 1 contribute to their
own upkeep. Although by the same token these older mothers may be
less likely to receive support from their parents and may themselves
be expected to give to their children,

In contrast, many unmarried mothers are unlikely even to have
begun home-building, a fact whieh constitutes a large future debt if
they are to remain unmarried and keep their child, but which is not
a current drain on income.

Separated wives g like the unmarried mothers tend to be

younger (although by no means all these mothers are young),and

o come from poorer families been starved of .
hile some movhan, m'rezﬁwa‘b: Y. a-.\e)wa feigide o
resources during the early g6s ol homebu Ng, | wishi=sime M%W

ap‘ﬁ)
Mé\éﬂ

themselves cut off from their parents, yet with still a long way

to go to get together a home of their own. There is also some
evidence that they tend to have more, Younger, dependent children,

who prevent them from working. (4)

(1) George, V. and Wilding, P.,, Motherless Families, pp. 140-8,
(2) Marsden, D., Mothers Alone, op.cit., Pe33; Marehall, R., Families Receiving

Benefit, op. cit., p.8; Hunt, Aey et al,, Families and Their Needs, op. cit,.

/. Marsden, D.,
(%) /Mothers Alone, op cit., pp.34h and p.23.

() Mothen, A'\am,’go'f. o\k., PP 2\~
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Changing Trends in the numbers of Lone ggrents and Their Dependency.

There are a number of crucial factors which have a bearing on
any changes both in the ;ﬂﬁﬂ;rs of one-parent famili;a and of
numbers who become dependent and remain on or near the margins of
poverty. The numbers of husbands dying while their children are
dependent has fallen rapidly, not only because mortality among
young and.middle-aged adults has greatly declined, but because there
has been a shift to families with two and three children, younger
marriage and childbirth, and a compression of fertility: three
quarters qg_all children are now born within eight years of their
mother's wedding.

Early in this century more marriages were broken by death than
by divorce. Vith the growth of equality before the law this position
has now been reversed. There were 110,722 petitions for divorce in
England and %ales in 1972, comparéd with 27,478 annually in 1956-9960.(1)
Much of this increase is attributable not so much to evidence of the
breakdown of more marriages as.an increase in the numbers of those
aepaiating who are now not deterred from seeking a formal dissolution,
including a high proportion who want to marry again.(a)

Between the 1950's and the 1970's there-has been scarcely any
change in the numbers of married women in England and Wales taking
matrimonial proceedings in mygistrates' courts (varying only by

one or two thousands for different years above and below a figure of

26,000) .

Ag a proportion of all live births illegitimate births increased
from around 5 per cent per annum in the 1950's to over 8 per cent in

the early 1970's. A large number of such births arexzamrEgkEiEXREx

W

(1) Report of the Committee on One Parent Families, op. cit.,part 3.
(2) Although it has been suggested that the absolute numbers of broken marriages
have recently begun to rise. See, Chester, R., Journal of Biosocial Science,

(1971), 3, pp.389 -ko2. -
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are to married women, to women living in a stable partmership, or to
women vho marry soon after the birth. Nearly a fifth of such births
are re-registered subsequently as legitimate and about another quarter
result in adoptions. Only a minority of illegitimate children born in
any year help to form fatherless families, and the proportion of
unmarried mothers with older children is very small, possibly because
of the social stigma and financial difficulties suffered by unmarried
mothers,

Little is known about trends in figures of motherless families,
which represent aﬁout one sixth of the total of one parent families.
There are, even more than for other one parent families, weaknesses

in methods of collecting information in the census which tend to

conceal the presence of motherless families living with other relatives.

There seems to be a very slight tendency (much publicised) for fathers
to seek and be granted custody of their children and to bring them
up themselves.

A major influence upon the living standards and dependency of
one parent families prior to the national study had been the movements
in social security benefits and rates. The improved position of
widowed mothers hae already been mentioned: apart from aboliéion of
the earnings rule,and special tax concessions (since extended to
other families), widows receive a weekly allowance for each child
vhich is 70 per cent higher than other national insurance benefits
for children, PFor other one parent families a major shift has
been that supplementary benefit rates have been increased relative

to the wages a woman can earn, for although maintenance and family

1"

(1)

allowances are deducted the value of these has declined, and supplementary

benefits include an allowance for housing coste which have risen steeply,

especially for one parent families. This relative movement of

(1) George, V. and Wilding,P., Motherless Families, op. cite, p4=7.
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supplementary benefit rates and wage rates has meant that duriang the
1960s an increasing proportion of lone parents became dependant,(1)
preferring to stay at home‘and look after th;ir children, perhaps
working part-time, rather than take a lower wage working full-time.
This trend of growing dependency among fatherless families was a
major influence which led to the setting up of the Finer Committee
in 1969,
The Total Numbers of One Parent Families.

At this point we turn to a detailed discussion of evidence from
the national survey. A significant consequence of societal myopia
in relation to one parent families has been that until comparatively
recently there was no collective name for,and no official estimate of
the numbers of, one parent families.(a) Rov it has been established
that at any time, rather less than one in ten of all families with
dependent children have only ome parent by reason of death, divorce,
separation or births outside marriage. The largest group are the
separated, followed by the divorcedxﬁ%gnn the widowed, then motherless

families and finally unmarried mothers.'>’

In the United Kingdom around
tvo-thirds of a million parents, five out of six of whom are mothers, are
looking after one million children single~handed.

Table 22/1 compares national estimates produced by the Finer

Committee(#)

with estimates from the survey. Bearing in mind the inclusion
of Northern Ireland in the survey and the substantial sampling error
to which small sub-samples in the survey are subject, the total

estimates from the two sources are very similar,

(1) See Wynn, M., 'F.I.S. and Fatherless Families', Povert s Child Poverty Action
Group, ﬂo. 16/17, for a discussion of dependency among widows and other
lone mothers,.

(2) Margaret YWynn's Fatherless Families, op. ¢it., appeared in 1964 making a case

for common treatment and producing the first composite estimate; but it wvas

not until 1967 that government reports began to present statistics on 28
fatherlaas families. AN RN RSN RER (3) and (l}) Finax‘ Reart 1 ODP .cit 1993
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INSERT TABLE 22/1

In all of the studies estimates of married but separated parents
tend to be shaky, since spouses themselves will in many cases be
unable to decide or unwilling to report vhether the separation is
temporary or permanent.(1) In its comments on the statistics the
Department of Health and Social Security points out that temporarily
separated wives (including Some whose husbands are mariners, prisoners
or in the armed forces) are included in the Census and General Household

Survey data.(a)

In the survey we distinguished three groups of married
but "separated" persons - (i)married - away last night; (ii) married,
separated - no court order; (iii) married, separated - court order.
The interviewer was also instructed to enter reasons for any household
member being away. We believe this procedure helped us to identify some
temporary separations (including routine separations) which could be
classified in (i) above. If such persons had dependent children
they were not classed as one parent families. The survey estimates &
married but separated parents proved to be higher than those of the
DHSS,

On the other hand the DHSS estimates of unmarried mothers may be
on the low side, since the DHSS point out that both the Census and
GHS results were almost certainiy too low when related to information

both about numbers in work and numbers drawing supplementary benefit.

The DHSS are inclined to adopt a higher fi gure, while estimates fron-

(1) See Marsden, D., Mothers Alone, op. cit., pp. 140-1, and pp.341-2.
There are also problems with other groups who may not report their maiital
status correctly. As well as concealment of illegitimacy, divorced women

are apt to report themselves to be widowed, see Registrar General's Statistical

Review of England and VWales,Part III, 1963, pp. 21=7.
(2) Report of the Committee on One Parent Families, op. cit., Appendix U.
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our survey suggest the real figure may be higher still,

The total estimated numbers of children of different age in one

parent families from the two sources are listed below:-

Government estimates Survey estimates
Age (thousands) (thousands)
0~k 260 310
5-9 370 370
10-14 330 230
15-18 120 160
total 1,080 1,070

In the survey 8.4 per cent of family units consisted of one
parent families. They comprised 6.6 per cent of all children under 15.
Perhaps it should be added that there were other instances of children
neither of whose parents were residing in the home. lie estimate éhetr
numbers at 120,000, about half of whom have either a mother or a father

alive.

The Chances of Being in Poverty.

By comparison with two parent families more one parent families
have relatively low incomes and substantially more of them live in
poverty or on its margins. This can be demonstrated both from the
survey and Government studies. In the survey more of the children
than of children in two parent families were found to live in
households with incomes smaller than the minimum scales of the

Supplementary Benefits Commission. Table 22/2

INSERT TABLE 22/2
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Taking household income as the criterion, two fifths of the families
and nearly half the children were in poverty or on its margins. They
represented a quarter of a million families and about half a million
children respectively in the general population. In four poor areas
we also found that though more one parent families than elsewhere had
low incomes their distribution was not strikingly different from the
national pattern{Appendix 8, Table A/90).

Government data confirm the disproportionately large numbers with
low incomes but do not suggest such a large number below the State's
poverty line. Thus the Finer Committee quote mean figures for the
period 1969 to 1971 of 200,000 fatherless families receiving supplementary
benefit, plus 43,000 not receiving benefit who are living below the
supplementary benefit level and another 22,000 having resources of less
than £2 higher than that level. Allowing for an estimated 15,000
motherless families in poverty or on its margins (including about

)1

7,000 actually receiving supplementary benefit the total

number of one parent families living on supplementary benefit, or
below or within £2 of that standard was 280,000 or approximately 45 per cent.(Z)
This official figure of 280,000 compares with the figure of 250,000
derived from the survey. The former includes all the families
receiving supplementary benefit, however, and not only those whose
net disposable income was less than 40 per cent higher than the basic
scales.
Another measure of low income is obtained by comparing the mean

income of the two groups of families. A 1970 study in five areas by

the Social Survey Division of the Office of Population Censuses and

(1) Report of the Committee on One Parent Families, op. cit. p.254 and

Appendices 9 and 10,

&)
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Surveys found that "in all areas (Dorset, Dundee, Glamorgan, Halifax,
Haringey) the mean usual income and the mean adjusted income (allowing
for size of family) of fatherless families are less than half those
of two parent familiee.(1)
Household income is not necessarily the best measure of the living
standards of all onex parent families. In the survey 43 per cent lived
in households consisting of two or more income units.(a) This compares
with 22 per cent of two parent families. If the income unit and not
the entire household is taken then the number of one parent families
living in or on the margins of poverty increases to (check).
Do many of the poorest families have assets which indirectly
help thém to raise their low living standards to tolerable levela?
The short answer is no., When the potential income represented by
the value of all assets, expressed as an annuity, is Added to net
disposable incomes,'the number of children of lone parents living at
a level below, or just above, the supplementary benefit basic scale
rates is reduced only from 49 per cent to 43 per cent., Indeed, one
of the critical problems of many one parent families is the total or
almost total lack of assets of any kind - whether‘savings, houses or
even consumer durables in the home, Nearly half the one parent
families, compared with only 13 per cent of two parent families had
assets of no value at all or were actually in debt (though some lived
in households with other income units having assets). Another 17 per

cent had less than £100, Only 11 per cent had more than £5000, compared

with 21 per cent of two parent families,

(1) Hunt, A, et al, Families and Their Needs, op cit, p.31
(2) This corresponds closely with other estimates. The Government's Family

Expenditure Survey produced an average figure of 46 per cent for the theee

years 1969 to 1971. Report of the Committee on One Parent Families, op.cit.,

Appendix 10, p.331,.
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¥any of the families living around the §tate poverty line already
receive supplementary benefit. Table 22/3 shows that 27 per cent of
one parent families in the survey, comprising 37 per cent of dependent
children in such families were said to be receiving benefit. The
‘figures represented 170,000 families and 390,000 children in the
population. These totals correspond fairly closely with administrative
totals for the same periode In 1968 for example, according to official
sources there were approximately 360,000 and in 1970 420,000 dependent
children in one parent families receiving supplementary benefit.(1)
But there were an additional 10 per cent, representing 100,060. who
were in 56,000 families eligible for supplementary benefit but not

receiving it. About two-thirds of these families were headed by

lone mothers.,

INSERT TAHBLE 22/3

Changes_in Numbers in Poverty Since the National Survey: the Introduction of F.I.5,
At the time the survey was carried out the Family Income Supplement had

not been introduced. What effect will this have had on dependency on
supplementary benefits among one barent families? Both in proportion
receiving and not receiving but eligible for benefit, children in one
parent families are at a disadvantage when compared with other children.
But even those children in families unable to claim benefit are ab a
disadvantage. Their mothers (or fathers) are in full-time employment,

but usually earning less than parents in two parent families, and.
sometimes so much less that they are in poverty. The introduction of
Family Income Supplemént was intended to help such groups. FIS supplements
the incomes of one parent and two parent families in full-time

employment by one half of the amount by which their gross weekly income

(1) There were 182,000 fatherless and 6,000 motherless families receiving benefit i
in 1968, and 212,000 and 6,000 respectively in 1970, with an average of 1.91 and

2.26 children. Report of the Committee on One Parent Families, Appendix 9,
pp. 313 and 316,
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falls below prescribed levels., Because the prescribed amounts for

family supplements were set a lot higher than the supplementary benefit

levels for one parent families, the effect was to "raise the disposable

income of one parent families whose incomes were already higher than the

supplementary benefit level - that is, the supplements incrcased the

positive net resources of lone mothers who work rather than transferred

families from negative net resources to positive net resources" (or

from an income position below to an income position above the supplementary

benefit level).(1)
There is little evidence that the distribution of one parent families

above and below the income represented by the supplementary benefit

standard has changed since 1968-9. Only 37,000 one parent families

with 50,000 (check) children received family income supplements in

April 1973.(2)

As conceded by the DHSS, many of these would not
beforehand have been in poverty or on its margins. Moreover, although
the survey estimate of 440,000 children under 15 and 250,000 mothers
or fathers (check) in one parent families in poverty or on its margins,
would have been reduced to some extent because of the intro:uction of
the family income supplements scheme, these numbers will also have
increased first because one parent families have themselves increased
(without much change in the proportions of families having incomes of
different amounts relative to the supplementary benefit scales) and
second, because many one parent families have ceased to rely on full-time
employment and have applied for supplementary benefits. The Department

of Health and Social Security reported that one parent families drawing

supplementary benefit increased from 188,000 in November 1968 to

&) Report of the Committee on One Parent Families, op. cit., Appendix 10, p.355.
(2)
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. 259,000 in November 1972, or by 38 per cent. Strangely, while
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commenting at length on various demographic trends the Finer Committee

Sechaes
Boeks : on
Yan tooco

did not attempt to develop any conclusions about trends in the numbers

(2)

of one parent families.

The low
4 Mo
"

One Parent Families ttho are Mot Poor.
We have already noted that a small proportion of one’parent families
have higher incomes and assets than the rest, Who are they? One
answer is that they are predominantly from the non-manual claas.
In thﬁ[gﬁg;g§ we found an almost exact representation of non-manual

and manual occupational classes (defined in terms of the husband's

or former husbandds or, in the case of unmarried mothers and motherless

W"“MNW"‘“!.MIII‘\» Ae. n? "" ‘M

families, father's occupation) among one parent families, being L6

per cent and 54 per cent respectively, compared with 45 per cent and

53 per cent of married parents. But a small proportion of
predominantly non-manual lone parents had relatively high incomes and
other resources.

Thus one in three non-manual lone parents had incomes in

excess of 200 per cent of supplementary benefit scale rates, and

a“'m"ww%

one in six had an income over 300 per cent, while less than one in

gune

L]

fifteen manual lone parents had an income over 200 per cent of
scale rate and none had an income as high as 300 per cent, Similarly,
almost one in three of non-manual lone parents had assets of more than

£5000 (several in excess of £10,000) compared with less than one in
(&)

fourine. Row- manua) or

fifteen manual/%gggnts.

The presence of comparatively well-off one parent families

(1) Report of the Committee on One Parent Families, op cit, Appendix 9, p«313.
These figures include an increase from 4,400 to 6,100 in the number

of prisoners' wives.

(2) Thus in a 43 page chapter on demographic data there is no discussion of overall
trends in numbers. There is, however, a brief reference on later pages to the
effect that there has been an increase in recent years, but nothing like as large
as the increase in numbers of lone parents dependent on supplementary benefits,
which is mainly attributable to a switch by many mothers from relying on earnings

to relyjng on benefit. Ibid, pp. 247-249 and Wynn, M., in Poverty, opggit.
) T Vs ez peck Ve DoWoNER Brown fne. Speiialoreat lofced vens Ahovers s loss y weores frow
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calls for further explanation and investigation along the lines of our

introductory discussion. Although numbers in sub-groups are small, it %
is worth returning at this point to the individual interview schedules %
' -6

to explore in more detail which families are better and worse off. Wu&)s
%WJM‘%“W mww\,% buwr e speal axreag will be. felerredro mm.mswhm.
Variations of living standard between different types of one parent families.

Families headed by men tended to be better offi, GCerinwtneminiehd 1““"‘3 Lo
the nommal m'\e. o the spediod afeas gevhes, oaly Mo vaem ad
ah incomes ¥ below 140% of supplementary benefit, and bebhﬁ unemployed
(as incidentally was the only other father who had more than two
children). Two of the three richest families, with incomes over
300 per cent and even 40O per cent of supplementary benefit, were
headed by men. Thus our data Wt ol otherless families are
better off because they had a man's wage.

In fact a high proportion of lone mot:lleralgi':a::::b m ra d
employment, 57 per cent compared with only 34 per cent of other
mothers (and the difference is more stpiking if it is remembered
that the families of lone mothers contained a disproportionately
large number of young children); and a higher proportion worked
full-time, 40 per cent as against only 14 per cent of other mothers
working more than 30 hours (Table 32) .O)HoweVer, with one or two
notable exceptions, such as a woman G.P. working very long hours, thgse
lone mothers could not make enough money from their earnings alone to
take them very far above the poverty level: over one in three of
mothers who worked full-time still fell below 140 per cent of
supplementary benefit rates, although none fell below 100 per cent,

We will discuss further below how opportunities to work to supplement
other small incomes were not always available and are distributed
unevenly between mothers of different marital status in ways which

tend to increase rather than decrease inequalities between the

various types of family,

®

Radnes -?wwt mae %\'M\h— epewuaxmwMM,m./o ond g..mwmfm he
3°?o,q M»gmﬁ«xpmwgwwmmmw
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rakavo) somple
Among [families headed by women, the widows were relatively better
off. All the widows had full/::z::ons, and one third had additional
income from their husbands' occupational pension schemes, One balf
worked full-time and one third worked part-time, and almost half

these widows had some income from a working son or daughter. As a

result, none of them depended on supplementary benefit. Apart
from the motherless families, the only other lone parent vhose

income exceeded 300 per/cent of supplementary benefit was a widow.

L0l o v Senre Yo e WAL featon wite divortase un e cltao) oXeas Wele.

The only very poor widow was a young woman with four young children

who could only work part-times is pottem o) relaxively th&-m u;w}m wag
fepeayed i Whe speucd axeag whers only Ywo surd) 13 betans $6-0% ¢ cupplemmuninng banelur rales
Lacking pensions, none of the other groups of mothers received

very much support directly or indirectly from their relatiomship with
their children's fathers. For example, the average amount received
per family for e atatuans was less than £2:

one woman who received £5 for herself and her six children, actually
returned £1.25 to her husband because he took the oldest child for
by legal
procedures was no solution to the income problems of the divorced,

the separated and the unmarried. Wdsgpiy Tuic fiuching wox repeard in e spesial arag,

It is worth noting at this point that in addition to these mothers

a day. Plainly the collection of maintenance from 4

there were‘igagbwomen. not formally separated, whose husbands were
away in the services or working at a distance from home. And in two
of these families the money remitted by the father vwas insufficient
to raise the family above 140 per cent of supplementary benefit level.
Lacking support from the fathers, the situation of divorced
women was rather varied, with almost equal prbportion of them being
relatively comfortable and rather poor. The better off had fewer

dependent children and were working full time. 4bout one third had

har Vaere. uwiexs. Mm-m&

incomes from working children, although because the children were still

young such incomes do not appear to have boosted the living standards
of the whole household by very muche Pes wies novadentier, ﬂ\'—d'%m un e seirod ety

e Weag

® \-wwu,in
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Motherless families, the widows and divorced mothers were the only

groups to have any substantial capital assets. Between one quarter and
one third of these lone parents had assets in excess of £5,000, compared
with none of the separated and unmarried mothers, which meant that
they were more likely than other groups to have adequate housing and
n the other hand, it must not be forgotten that
there were divorded mothers who had lost the marital home during the
divorce, or who dame from pcorer circumstances initially, so that
as a group divordees are likely to show a wider range of inequality of assets
than any other.(_ )

The living standards of the unmarried mothers were to some extent
protected (or in some instances their poverty was concealed) because

his was alge Wue ) Ve sfl«.nlo-tw, .““ﬂ"‘“*"’

they all lived with relatives (althoug%[1n this respect the unmarried
mothers of our[sa;p135were not quite typical of the general population).
Living with relatives enabled some unmarried mothers of very young
children to go out to work, which gave them an adequate income, although
it postponed the expense and problems of homebuildings On the other
hand, there were two unmarried mothers who|did not work but who
acted as housekeepers for rather little reward: one of these was
Judged to live at a standard considerably below supplementary benefit
rates A further disadvantage of continuing to live with relatives
after the birth of an illegitimate child was that well over half
of these particular families were the most overcrowded.(1)

Of all these one parent families, the very poorest tended to be
separated wives living alone on supplementary benefits supporting
large families. Thus among the separated,kkmxmxwsxm® over one third

of the mothers )with an average of more than three children each

(1) A finding echoed in the pilot report, Marsden, D., Mothers Alone, Op cit, pp12.-
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had incomes actually below 100 per cent of supplementary benefit rates,
in several instances very substantially below, Mopeover these mothers
were usually drawing supplementary benefit allowances. Irom the
interviews (and following similar findings from the pilot report(1))
the explanation appears to be that the supplementary benefit allowances
of these mothers were fixed on the basis that their husbands were also
supporting them; in one instance there was an unpaid court order, but
in the remaining instances the allovwance rate appeared to assume
that the woman was receiving undeclared income from the huéband.
These poorer mothers kam almost invariably had separated from
husbands who were semi or unskilled manual workers. At the other end
of the income scale there was only one separated wife whose income
exceeded 200 per cent of supplementary benefit scale ratee

o swese Wi pounk, :kﬁ'n“s&«m\ dive in he spedied axcas Yo Swm.»k% e fwwfm

/ Ve have not been able to follow up for these subg@oups the \
extent to which the lone parent's position in the home-building
and child-rearing cycle might influence the amount and content of
contacts with the extended family. However, family contacts are
about the same for one and two parent families (Tables 41 and 53),

but because they tend more often to live with relatives some groups

among one parent families can be said to have more frequent contacts,

particularly the unmarried. And here once again separated wives,

who are in an intermediate position in the family structure, appeared
to be the least fortunate in this respect in neither living with

an older relative, nor having support from a younger adult like

the wicows and some of the divorced mothers.

(1) Marsden, D., Mothers Alone, op cit, pp. 263-k
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The Consequences of Povertye.

The fact that the incoﬁes of many one parent families are low,
and are relatively lower than those of two parent families, has
many outcomes. Following the analysis of the previous section,
Table 22/4 breaks down the families by sex and marital status of
head, and lists a number of deprivations suffered by lone parents.

soverall, lone parents
The list clearly reveals that/

- o
HHEX AR EERAXAANIXIXIRE

are deprived

in telation to two parent families, according to a variety of

indices. Fewer than of other parents own their own homes, fewer

own a representative selection of consumer durables; fewer take a holiday
during the year away from home and fewer have an afternoon or

evening out in the course of a fortnight. Moreover, Table 22/4

clearly reveals the clustering §f deprivation among the unmarried and

the separated, and the slightly better position of families headed

by widows, divorced mothers and men, The widowed and divorced are
deprived relative to two parent families on some but not all counts,
whereas the unmarried and separated are substantially deprived on

all countse. Only in the matter of going out in the evening do the
widowed and divorced appear more disadvantaged than the unmarried and

the separated, This may be partly explained, as can the other deprivations,
in terms of the mother's age and stage in the family cycle, as well

as in terms of lack of cash and child care resources. In the

survey most of the widowed and divorced mothers were in their forties
and early fifties, most of the married but separated mothers were

in their thirties and early forties, and most of the unmarried

mothers were in their twenties and thirties.

INSERT TABLE 22/4

Deprivations due to Tow incomes and resources are also suffered by
the children in one parent families. Table 22/5 lists a variety of
characteristics in which more children in one parent than two parent

families are deprived.



o

£V

4K

ol
SNyl

g

£elnll

e ]

TEYEN
W

3

-4

pors

RIS

LTY SN




25

Turning now to the more subjective aspects of deprivation,
in line with their‘objective deprivation, the heads of one parent families
#k¥r more likely than others to feel deprived. 76 per cent of heads of
one parent families say they are worse off than the rest of their
families, compared with only 22 per cent of other families (Table 49).

Similarly 42 per cent of heads of one parent families fedl they wmr=m

worse off than their neighboués, compared with 12 per cent (Table 50),.
And 37 per cent felt they were worse off than the average in
society, compared with 18 per cent of heads of two parent families(Table 51).

Comparisons with the past to some extent mirrored the divisions
of living standard between parents of different marital status, Thus,
while about 36 per cent of all one parent families feel they are no
| worse off than in the past (compared with 13 per cent of other
families) (Table 52), as many as three quarters of separated and
divorced mothers say they are worse off after the end of marriage or
separation (Table 44)., However about a fifth of all fatherless
families EitEm say they are better off than previously,lthat is,
divorced and widowed women who say that they have experienced
greater privation,

Finally an indication of the diffidence of one parent families
in asserting their rights aépeare in the difference betwsen the
objective and subjective indices of overcrowding (Table 22/5).
Although substantially more children in one parent families were
objectively overcrowded, expressions of need for additional
accommodation were about as common among two parent as one parent
families. Is it the awareness that society is not exactly generous
in acknowledging their needs which disposes these one parent families

not to be assertive about their needs or rights?



Conclusions.

The evidence from the survey has confirmed, illustrated and
extended the analysis of deprivation begun in the introduction to
this chapter, The one parent families best protected against
poverty are those headed by a man, the families of non-manual
workers, and widows and their families, although it must be
stressed that all these groups sti}l suffer deprivations of various
kinds in relation to two parent families. Older motﬁere who have
already got a home toéether (and in some ways younger mothers who
have not yet started home-building) may be relatively less disadvantaged
than the separated wives and families of semi-and unskilled manual
workers who proved to be especially vulnerable., These wide variations
in circumstances between different groups indicate that data should
Pe presented by marital status, sex and age of the head of the houaehold.
if we wish to avoid concealing the disadvantaged position of
certain groups.

Explanations of the disadvantages of one parent families must be

sought at a number of levels beyond the stage rcached in home-building,

daminante o subordinainn,

Above all we must examine the manner in which relationshipﬁ(between

the sexes are institutionalised, particularly in marriage, 6o that mo¥iere
mPae have restricted access to resources except throughindspsiy

husbands. Second, explanation ﬁas to be pursued through the history

and present effect of direct social policies for lone parents,

including protection by the courts and taxatipn laws, as well as
education, welfare and housing services and social security payments,

The story here, with the possible recent exception of widowed mothers,

is of the tendency for a principle of 'less eligibility" to operate

~ of aid falling short of that required to establish parity of status

and of living standards with married parents, especially married mothers.

26
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And finally, explanation has to be pursued through the unequal opportunities
of lone parents to secure alternative resources through the labour
market.

In each respect, lone parents of different social class are differently

placed. VWhat has to be recognized is that the three systems of law
carefully identified and described by the Finer Committee - the law
of divorce, the law which the magistrates administer as between husband
and wife, and mother and putative father, and the law of supplementary
benefits, which is the successor £m of the poor law - reflect and
help to comfirm among lone parents gt inequalities bebweonmido
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