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Introduction: The American Dream and the Middle Class

The American dream. It has the “feel” of an idea that can be traced back to the very beginnings of the nation, like “Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness,” “We, the people, in order to form a more perfect union …,” and “Give me liberty or give me death.” And the “feel” of the idea actually can be traced back to then and earlier (Samuel 2012, 3). But the actual first expression of the idea, the use of the term “American dream,” is less than a century old (Novak 2015). In his The Epic of America published in 1932 (the initial publication date was 1931, but the quotation that follows was from the 1932 edition in my University library), James Truslow Adams, a popular historian of the time probably quite similar to David McCullough in our own time, contrived the phrase “the American dream.”

The context in which Adams used it, and it was used in a similar manner in several places in the book, was to describe the animating force that led people to cross the ocean and settle in a rugged land and later push out from the boundaries to explore and settle the West. As Adams wrote in his chapter on colonization:

The American dream was beginning to take form in the hearts of men. The economic motive was unquestionably powerful, often dominant, in the minds of those who took part in the great migration, but mixed with this was also frequently present the hope for a better and a freer life, a life in which a man might think as he would and develop as he willed. The migration was not like so many earlier ones in history, led by warrior lords with followers dependent on them, but was one in which the common man as well as the leader was hoping for greater freedom and happiness for himself and his children. (Adams 1932, 31)

Over the ensuing decades the meaning of the American dream has morphed into a number of different things. Inevitably to some it has come to mean “hitting the jackpot” or winning the lottery, and thereby becoming filthy rich. Think of it as achieving the wealth necessary to enter the 1 percent. But the truest meaning of the term and the one most consistent with Adams’s original vision remains that of by dint of hard work and self-discipline becoming a member-in-standing of the great American middle class. And Americans of all classes consider themselves to be middle class. There are Americans who by any objective standard should be considered poor who would insist they are middle class. Similarly there are Americans who by any objective standard should be considered wealthy who would also insist they are middle class. What binds them together is the force of being able to think of themselves and being thought of by others as middle class—as having achieved the “American dream.”

But the American middle class, and by extension the American dream, has come under siege. Vice President Joseph Biden, substituting for President Barack Obama, but speaking words that echoed the president’s own sentiments, said the following in The White House Weekly Address in 2014:

Folks, it’s long past time to cut the middle class back into the deal, so they can benefit from the economic growth they helped create. Folks, there used to be a bargain in this country supported by Democrats and Republicans, business and labor. The bargain was simple. If an employee contributed to the growth and profitability of the company, they got to share in the profits and the benefits as well. That’s what built the middle class. It’s time to restore the bargain, to deal the middle class back in. Because, folks, when the middle class does well, everybody does well—the wealthy get wealthier and the poor have a way up. (Biden 2014)

Lest you think this assault on the middle class has just materialized, consider the melancholy of the first three paragraphs of a newspaper story from 1977:

By the accepted rules of the game, Mike Ruddy has punched all the right tickets. He grew up in a middle class neighborhood, went to college, earned a master’s degree, married, bought a house and carved out a career for himself.

But at 29 he has concluded that he “just can’t live up to my middle class expectations.

“You always think you’ll be better off than your parents, but these days you can’t seem to do it,” he says solemnly. “At times in the last few weeks, perhaps morbidly, I’ve been asking myself, maybe this is it, maybe things will never get any better.” (Peterson 1977)

The middle-class “blues” have been building up for quite some time now, which only makes our contemporary qualms that much more scary.

What exactly does it mean to be middle class and what, in particular, is under siege? These two volumes explore these issues in their myriad forms. The anxieties of the contemporary American middle class may have had their origin in an underperforming economy, but they have manifested themselves in all aspects of middle-class life, including the bitterness of our politics, the uncertainty associated with the erosion of the mid-20th-century compact between capital and labor, the struggles related to finding a safe space in a failing educational system, the fears related to the jostling for a place in a “good neighborhood,” our failure to eliminate some long-standing health scourges and the rise of brand-new health problems, our nagging fear of crime, the disorienting changing norms of our society, and how culture and media have both reflected a changing society and caused it to change.

This book explores the disparate issues associated with worrying about becoming, being, and staying middle class in contemporary America. It is divided into sections that correspond to the anxieties listed previously. Each section begins with an overview essay or essays. Then each essay is accompanied by a series of entries that expand on concepts, terms, personalities, and events relevant to the essay. Entries include cross-references to other entries, but the essays do not, nor are the essays included among the cross-references listed at the end of each entry. Both essays and entries contain Further Reading sections.

The two-volume set consists of a collection of group portraits of the American middle class followed by seven thematic parts. “Prologue: A Portrait of the Middle Class” discusses issues that inform this entire encyclopedia, including definitions (income, occupation), self-identification, origins and future, and the role of race. We talk about the middle class all the time and think we know what it means, but the precise parameters of the middle class are surprisingly difficult to specify. What are the experts saying now? Adding to this complexity is how being middle class manifests itself among groups separated by race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and immigrant status. These considerations are all addressed in the Prologue section.

Part 1 of the seven thematic parts is “Economic Uncertainty and the American Middle Class.” Just what’s gone wrong with our economy that has made achieving the American dream harder? Accompanying the lead essay, “What Happened to the American Dream,” is a series of entries detailing economic concepts, issues, schools of thought, and persons that have shaped and will continue to shape economic debate for decades to come. Part 2, “Politics, Public Policy, and the American Middle Class,” rounds out Volume One by examining the political fault lines of our time. It includes the key issues, events, institutions, legislation, and individuals who have left their marks on the evolving middle class

Volume Two begins with Part 3, “Education, Housing, Labor, and the American Middle Class.” The education system is where students learn the cognitive skills (e.g, the three R’s) that enable them to participate in the economy, but also affective traits (e.g., confidence, self-motivation, work ethic) that allow them to flourish as a member of a class. How does the middle class and upper middle class reproduce itself? This section also examines the role of labor unions and labor laws in helping to create the contemporary middle class, and takes stock of the importance of homeownership, which is key to cultivating a middle-class lifestyle and identity. Several issues that have influenced the evolution of homeownership and neighborhood composition are explored.

“Health and the American Middle Class” is Part 4. What is the “temperature” of the middle class these days? Is health simply a random factor in our lives, or is there a relationship between our social standing and our health? What are the health issues creating anxiety for the middle class today? Some are long-standing health problems (e.g., cancer and substance abuse). Others are of more recent vintage but are likely to plague us for decades to come (e.g., anorexia, autism, and body image issues). Has government policy ameliorated health problems in society?

Parts 5 through 7 cover, respectively, crime, norms and ideologies, and culture and the media. Basic security is fundamental to living a middle-class lifestyle. What are the criminal justice issues of our time? What do middle class people believe? What are their ideals? What are their hang-ups? What are their flaws? How is the middle class portrayed by the media? How does the media landscape reflect and influence the middle class? What are the great cultural influences of our time?

The American middle class is under siege, but the siege is not just on the narrowly defined economic front. The siege has spilled over onto several other fronts including labor relations, homeownership, education, politics and public policy, health, crime, norms and culture and media. This two-volume set provides a comprehensive look at the American middle class that supports student research in economics, social studies, cultural studies, and political history.
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Essays

WHAT IS MIDDLE CLASS IN AMERICA? EXAMINING INCOME AND OCCUPATION

Imagine that someone asks you what makes somebody middle class. How would you answer this question? You would probably list some level of income or type of occupation and maybe ownership of material goods or some level of education. The point of this simple thought experiment is that there are a number of ways that we might define the middle class in America. The term “middle class” is used frequently in popular, political, and academic discourse, but there is no consensus among social scientists about how to define middle class. This essay outlines some of the ways that researchers and Americans define what constitutes the middle class in the United States. It focuses on income and occupational based definitions and highlights the fact that these two different ways of defining “middle class” can lead to tension and ambiguity about a person’s class identity.

Middle Class in America as Defined by Academics

Sociologist Michael Hout (2008) identifies three ways that we can think about a class: first, how people earn their money; second, how much money they have; third, what they do with their money. This third way of conceptualizing class captures consumption patterns, values, and norms. Although this is an important dimension, in the interest of brevity, the following sections focus on the first two ways of thinking about class. The “Further Reading” section includes references that address this third aspect, however.

One common way that researchers define “middle class,” particularly among those interested in the relative size and strength of the middle class, is based on a household’s annual income (e.g., Atkinson & Brandolini 2013; Horrigan & Haugen 1988; McMahon & Tschetter 1986; Pressman 2007). These definitions can be thought of as indicating a household with a level of income that is around the middle of the income distribution and/or comfortably above poverty but not wealthy (Pressman 2007). Using income categories, however, does not directly address the complexity of a “class” as defined by theorists of class divisions in a society (Chan & Goldthorpe 2007; Goldthorpe 2010) and may be best understood as “middle income” and not “middle class,” from an academic perspective.

When setting the boundaries of a middle-class income, the median income (the midpoint of the income distribution) in a country is often taken as the orienting point. So, the lower boundary for the middle class should be some income less than the median and the upper boundary should be some income greater than the median. Similarly, others have argued that a middle-class income should be defined based on the poverty line to more directly indicate an income that is comfortably above poverty but not wealthy.

Another approach defines the middle class in terms of their relative position in the U.S. income distribution. Commonly, the distribution of income is broken down into quintiles (or deciles) that define the poorest 20 percent to the richest 20 percent of citizens (e.g., Alderson & Doran 2013; Cashell 2009; Hayes & Vidal 2015). Although authors will sometimes define the middle class as just the middle 20 percent of the income distribution, this is often paired with the more common definition: the middle 60 percent of the distribution. Table 1 presents some existing income based definitions of the middle class and the range of incomes that would fall into the middle class based on those definitions in 2013.

Table 1 demonstrates quite a bit of variability in the cut points that define a middle-class income. Depending on the particular definition used this can range from about $21,000 to over $150,000. In fact, others have suggested an even broader definition of middle class, including everyone who is not poor but does not have sufficient wealth to live without needing to work, which is over 80 percent of the U.S. population (Eisenhauer 2008). Chauvel’s definitions in Table 1 may help to alleviate this disparity by distinguishing between those who are just somewhat comfortably above poverty (“lower middle” class) and those who are well above poverty (“upper middle” class). Overall, researchers have yet to reach a consensus as to what income marks the beginning and end of the middle class (cf. Atkinson & Brandolini 2013).

Another way of identifying class groups is based on occupation. This notion of class is commonly rooted in Max Weber’s discussion of class and status. Here, a class is taken to be a group whose life chances are determined by a similar set of interests, experiences, and opportunities in the labor market, and status is the amount of prestige awarded to individuals on the basis of their occupation (cf. Erikson & Goldthorpe 1992; Ganzeboom & Trieman 1996). (For other conceptualizations see Wright (1997, 2000), Grusky & Sorensen (1998), or Weeden & Grusky (2005).) However, the distinction between class and status is often blurred when used by researchers and in common vernacular (Chan & Goldthorpe 2007).

Researchers employing an occupational definition generally define the middle class as people holding managerial or professional white-collar occupations (e.g., Cobas & Feigan 2008; Kaufman 2005; Lamont 1992; Lareau 2002). According to Divine (2005), for example, primary and secondary teachers represent the lower end, while medical doctors represent the upper end, of the middle-class occupational range. These occupations, the “salariat,” are generally high status (Chan & Goldthorpe 2007) and are paid a salaried income. This can be contrasted against those occupations in which employees work for an hourly wage (working class) and those who do not need to work (upper class).




	Table 1    Middle-Class Income Definitions for Households in 2013a




	



	Rule

	
	Lower boundary

	
	Upper boundary

	
	Example author




	



	75% and 125% of medianb

	
	$39,188

	
	$65,313

	
	Pressman (2007)




	75% and 125% of medianb (lower middle class)

	
	$39,188

	
	$65,313

	
	Chauvel (2013)




	150% and 250% of medianb (upper middle class)

	
	$78,375

	
	$130,625  

	
	Chauvel (2013)




	67% and 200% of medianb

	
	$35,008

	
	$104,500  

	
	Henderson (2015)




	75% and 167% of medianb

	
	$39,188

	
	$87,258

	
	Atkinson & Brandolini (2013)




	75% and 200% of medianb

	
	$39,188

	
	$104,500  

	
	Atkinson & Brandolini (2013)




	75% and 300% of medianb

	
	$39,188

	
	$156,750  

	
	Atkinson & Brandolini (2013)




	200% and 400% of poverty linec

	
	$47,248

	
	$94,496

	
	Adelman (2004)




	Middle 20% of income distributiond

	
	$40,187

	
	$65,501

	
	Partridge (2005)




	Middle 60% of income distributiond

	
	$20,900

	
	$105,910  

	
	Easterly (2001)




	



	a Although income based definitions of the middle class often adjust for the size of the household and taxes (e.g., Pressman 2007; Chauvel 2013), the data in Table 1 do not make this adjustment.

b 2013 median household income is provided by the American Community Survey (Noss 2014).

c 2013 poverty thresholds are for a family of four and are provided by the U.S. Census Bureau (2015a).

d 2013 quintiles of the household income distribution are provided by the U.S. Census Bureau (2015b).






Others, however, use a more inclusive definition that incorporates clerical and sales workers so long as a college degree is required (Sosnaud, Brady, & Frenk 2013). In these terms, the middle class is distinct from a working class defined by working in manual labor or service jobs or in white-collar jobs that do not require a college degree. Some researchers employing such a definition (e.g., Lacy 2007; Lamont 1992; Sosnaud, Brady, & Frenk 2013; Stuber 2006) distinguish between a “middle” and “upper middle” class, where the “upper middle” generally represents those holding upper management and professional occupations.

One interesting consequence of defining the middle class based on occupation is that it creates some tension with income based definitions. For example, while scholars focusing on occupations define the middle class as not including well-paying manual labor jobs (e.g., a union electrician), Kutner (1983) argued that a decline in these kinds of jobs in the modern American economy was the source of declining middle-class incomes. That is, people who once held relatively high paying manual labor jobs were forced to work for less and no longer earned a “middle-class income.” A similar issue is that people within the same occupational class grouping may have vastly different incomes. So, while an upper manager may make too much money to be classified as middle income based on some definitions in Table 1, a college professor may only make $40,000 per year (despite the fact that both could be classified as “upper middle” class occupations).

How Do Americans Define the Middle Class?

Above, we noted a tension between income and occupation based definitions of classes, but we may also be interested in knowing how Americans themselves define the middle class. Stuber (2006) and Hout (2008) provide brief and excellent reviews of research on the ways that Americans discuss class differences. Stuber (2006) concludes that Americans tend to highlight income as the primary distinguishing characteristic (not occupation) but that their discussions of class are often logically inconsistent and muddy, while Hout’s (2008) review highlights a tendency for individuals to define their class based on their income, their occupation, and their education. Interestingly, Hout (2008) indicates that a person’s occupation and income can lead to ambiguity about whether they feel they are working or middle class. These conclusions should not necessarily be taken to mean, however, that occupational based definitions do not “matter” in the United States. For example, Hout, Brooks, and Manza (1995) and Manza and Brooks (1999) demonstrate that occupational classes affect voting patterns.

Researchers have used large surveys and in depth interviews to examine how people’s social characteristics relate to their class self-identification (e.g., Devine 2005; Hout 2008; Lacy 2007; Sosnaud, Brady, & Frenk 2013). (Importantly, there is strong evidence that Americans are much less likely to use the term “working class” when they are not specifically prompted with the term.) Hout (2008) finds that the majority of people in households earning less than $50,000 per year identify as working class, while the majority of people in households making more than that amount identify as middle class. Similarly, in interviews with black individuals in middle-class neighborhoods, Lacy’s (2007) respondents tended to indicate that $50,000 per year was the income required to be a member of the black middle class. So, there is some evidence that Americans define the lower boundary of a middle-class income at $50,000. Notice that this is higher than the lower boundary for most of the income based definitions of middle class in Table 1.

Scholars are also interested in the class identities of people across occupations. Hout (2008) finds that the majority of individuals who have professional and managerial white-collar occupations identify as middle class, while the majority of individuals with manual labor occupations identify as working class. However, he also shows that those in lower level professional occupations (teachers, social workers, etc.) and those holding “other” white-collar jobs (e.g., clerical workers) are more evenly split between those identifying as working or middle class (with lower professionals being slightly more likely to say they are middle class, and “other” white-collar workers being slightly more likely to say working class). This makes sense given that such occupations do not require the individual to perform physical labor, but are also more likely to pay wages lower than the national median (and, as Hout notes, are more likely to have unions, which may generate a working-class identity).

Through a detailed analysis, Hout (2008) demonstrates that many Americans feel what Hodge and Trieman (1968) refer to as “status inconsistency” (where their occupation, income, and educational attainment signal different class identities to the individual) which leads to inconsistent definitions of class identity. He also suggests that a similar process occurs for individuals who have occupations and incomes that are close to the border that researchers might use to divide the working and middle class, and that in recent years income has become a stronger predictor of class identity than occupation or education. This tension is apparent in Divine’s (2005) interviews with middle-class respondents. Respondents who grew up in households with parents who had blue-collar jobs tended to refer to their parents’ jobs as working class but refer to their quality of life as middle class. These findings also mirror the disagreement between the academic definitions that include and exclude low level white-collar occupations (e.g., Laureau 2002; Sosnaud, Brady, & Frenk 2013). This suggests that Americans may differentiate between having a working- or middle-class occupation and having a lower- or middle-class income, and that income may be more important in ultimately determining their class identity.

Conclusion

How we think about the middle class can drastically change our conclusions about the question “what is middle class in America?” If we define middle class as simply having a steady job and earning a comfortable income, then individuals who engage in well-paying manual labor jobs are included. If we tie our definition of middle class to occupational classes and prestige, then they are excluded. Even within income and occupation based definitions there are disagreements. The definition of a middle-class income in some recent work can range from $40,000–$65,000 to $21,000–$126,000, and there is some disagreement as to whether lower white-collar workers with a college degree count as having a middle-class occupation. When we turn to research that examines how Americans define their own class, similar tensions emerge. There is evidence that Americans define the lower boundary of a middle-class income more restrictively than the definitions offered by researchers, that those with an income and occupation that signal different classes are uncertain about the class to which they identify, and that those at the boundaries of middle and working class also have class identity ambiguity.
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Kevin Doran

HOW AMERICANS VIEW THEMSELVES: THE DILEMMA OF CLASS IDENTITY

What do we know about Americans and class identity? A few things are clear to social scientists: most Americans see themselves as belonging to the middle class; very few people (even scholars) can agree on what we mean when we invoke class; and our ideas about class are intertwined with our commitment to democratic principles and the American dream. This convergence of confusions is one of the great American dilemmas, existing in the context of a history and ideology of open and equal opportunity, and of a classless, not class-based society. Yet our economic reality is shifting, as distribution is increasingly polarized and both the concept and reality of middle-class standing is challenged. Most Americans may identify as middle class, but they no longer see that class position as a given.

Who Is in the Middle Class?

When I ask my students, on an anonymous survey at the beginning of the semester, what their family class background is, and if I offer them three choices (upper, middle, and lower), nearly everyone checks the middle category without question and without qualification.

My students are not unusual. According to longitudinal opinion research, as many as 90 percent of Americans have consistently identified as middle class (Cashell 2007; Kendall 2011). Even when given the option of five classes (upper, upper-middle, middle, lower-middle, lower), most still choose middle class. This homogeneity is showing signs of change, however, as the lingering effects of the economic financial crisis of 2008, the following recession, and an uneven recovery have taken their toll. Slightly fewer American are identifying with the middle-middle class today: 44 percent in 2014, down from 53 percent in 2008. Indeed, in 2014, 40 percent of Americans identified with the lower middle or lower class categories, up from 25 percent in 2008 (Kochhar & Morin 2014). In short, Americans are seeing their family financial stability eroded, and it may be starting to impact their sense of middle-class identity.

Clearly, we cannot all be in the middle class, especially if we consider how economically stratified U.S. society is. In 2013, the top 5 percent of American households received 22 percent of the income. In terms of population quintiles, the top 20 percent received 51 percent of income, the next 20 percent received 23 percent of income, the middle 20 percent received 14.4 percent of income, and the bottom 40 percent of the population (poorest two quintiles) received only 11.6 percent of household income (DeNavas-Walt & Proctor 2013).

Further, as scholars of wealth and power document, the U.S. distribution of assets is even more polarized. In 2010, the wealthiest 1 percent owned 35 percent of total assets and the wealthiest 20 percent owned 88.9 percent of total assets; this left only 11.1 percent of asset ownership for the bottom 80 percent of the population (Wolff 2012).

Perhaps this helps explains the appeal of recent protest movements such as Occupy Wall Street (Gould-Wartofsky 2015). When we perceive shared American values of hard work and aspirations for our children’s futures, yet we do not see our hard work paying off, we are more able to notice the systemic nature of inequalities. And these periods of crisis represent moments for potential change (Wolff 2011). The Occupy Movement worked to shape a sense of common plight among middle America, but it was a middle America defined as the 99 percent of us—broad terms, indeed.

Constructing Class: Where We Get Our Commitment to the Middle Class

Where do we get our ideas about class? The short answer is that beliefs about difference and inequality, including class, are created in social interaction and reinforced through the organization and workings of our social institutions, such as families, schools, workplaces, and the media (Ore 2011). Americans receive persistent and consistent messages about class through newspapers, on the Internet, on television and in cable entertainment, and in news stories from all these sources (Kendall 2011; Mantsios 2011). Since ownership and control of the mass media is highly concentrated among a handful of corporations, we receive centralized messages, in spite of being a geographically dispersed and diverse nation. According to Mantsios (2011), the central message is that America is classless; it therefore becomes invisible. But it is not as simple as shaping an understanding that we are all the same. Instead, there are messages about poverty and wealth, but they are individualized messages about the belief that poverty—as a system—does not exist. The focus is on one of several optional individualized messages: the poor are an eyesore, they are the victim of circumstance, and/or they are to blame for their own misfortune. Further, when our personal achievements fall short of aspirational goals of upward mobility, we think we only have ourselves to blame (MacLeod 2009). The wealthy, on the other hand, are benefiting from a fair system. Importantly, achieving higher class position is possible: as Mantsios puts it, “the wealthy are us” (2011, 97). In other words, in a classless society such as ours, one with open opportunity, we are encouraged to think that we might one day achieve wealth, as long as we work hard, make good choices, and perhaps have a bit of luck. There may be a few corrupt elites, but they are (as are the poor) individualized. In general, the message is that we are all middle class in our values and hard work, and the outcomes in American life are generally fair.

Multiple concepts and ways of measuring class compete in scholarship as well as in the American psyche. Few Americans would agree with Karl Marx’s ([1867] 1977) conception of class as directly flowing from one’s position in relation to the means of production, which in its simplest application under capitalism distinguishes those who own the means of production, such as one’s factory and access to the capital needed to secure other material inputs in production, from those who merely own their person, their labor power as workers trading for a wage. At the very least, we recognize that some workers earn a much better living and have more autonomy over their work than others (Wright 1985). Nevertheless, economic standing, as measured by income and wealth, still figures prominently in our ideas about class.

But economic measures are still only part of it, as Max Weber ([1946] 1958) first pointed out in response to Marx. American sociologists in the 20th century articulated the American expression of an open-opportunity society. Status-attainment scholars identified the three characteristics that correlate (“hang together”) and could be shown to not only measure class, but to explain intergenerational mobility/stability: education, occupation, and income (Blau & Duncan [1967] 1978). This research, by focusing on the individual family level of analysis, predicted a son’s occupational achievement from his father’s occupation and income, but also from the son’s education. All else being equal, higher educational attainment facilitates higher occupational prestige and higher income. Considerable research since then has pointed out the structural context in which hard work pays off, and the extent to which race and gender undermine the explanatory power of the status attainment model. Nevertheless, the relationship between educational attainment and occupational and economic success holds today as in the mid-20th century. As a result, the idea that an open, equal-opportunity society persists, and the debate continues (Grusky & Kricheli-Katz 2012).

Democratic Values and Class

Further, the American mythology of class includes an emphasis on lifestyle and values. Although we cannot see income directly, we think we can see class when we meet someone: we take appearance, manner, and symbols of lifestyle (such as the car one drives or the stores we frequent) as proxies for, and therefore expressions of, class (Alvarez & Kolker 2001). In addition, class does not stand alone. As individuals, we are all whole people, and we have multidimensional identities, including class, race, gender, and sexuality. This intersectionality of experience means that my identity as a white, heterosexual woman stems from a particular history of race and gender relations, and my experience of middle-class status is inseparable from both. Intersectionality taken into account, economic opportunities have long been more broadly available to whites in the United States. A legacy of slavery and Jim Crow segregation and legal discrimination has meant that blacks in America have not had the economic opportunities often taken for granted by whites. Nor have opportunities always been available to women just because they had high educational and occupational aspirations and a willingness to commit to the labor market (Blau 2012; Padavic & Reskin 2002).

In the era following the civil rights legislation of the 1960s, opportunities for economic advancement and greater societal inclusion opened up for blacks, particularly those relatively privileged blacks who were positioned well to take advantage of opening educational, economic, and occupational opportunities, and even as these same processes left poorer blacks isolated in the inner cities (Wilson 1978). What is the middle-class experience for blacks as compared with whites? Who is the black middle class, and how stable is their economic status? Oliver and Shapiro (2006) point out that, because of the intergenerational stability of wealth and the persistent racial wealth gap, the black middle class is in a much more precarious position than are middle-class whites. As Shapiro (2005) puts it, the black-white wealth gap means that whites in the middle class have greater access to a safety net for getting through an economic downturn, temporary job loss, or other individual family crisis. In addition, young adults with access to family wealth are able to provide the benefits of starter funds for a car or home, or tuition money for their children’s early education. These transformative assets ensure the reproduction of middle-class status, but only for families with access to at least modest disposable net worth.

In contrast with studies emphasizing the precariousness of the black middle class, Lacy (2014) identifies a small but meaningful segment of middle-class suburbia that is much more stable economically. Although recognizing that “the black middle class is bottom-heavy” overall, she also documents that the experience of class identity and belonging is very different for the 35 percent of the black middle class that are, “in terms of occupational status, educational attainment, income, and housing … equal to the white middle class” (Lacy 2014, p. 3). Her research on black middle-class residents in three suburban DC neighborhoods uncovers ways in which members of the black middle class distinguish themselves from poor blacks, and present themselves to white society so as to shape understandings of their economic power and as part of the middle class. In addition, they work to ensure intergenerational reproduction of class position, as well as instilling black identity and social connections in their children. Lacy establishes the complexities of identifying and being a part of the middle class. Class identity is experienced in the context of race, and this is particularly poignant for those who do identify with the black middle class.

At a point in history when scholars and the public recognize the challenges of job instability and stagnant wages, middle-class identity becomes less about what we can afford. Whatever else class means to Americans in terms of quality of life and access to resources for our families, identity as middle-class Americans also means a sense of belonging, a sense of security about who we are, and a claim to membership in the larger community.
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Kristin Marsh

THE ORIGINS OF THE MIDDLE CLASS

At the turn of 20th century, the American middle class remained a small section of society. The Industrial Revolution and the rise of corporate capitalism had thinned the ranks of artisans and small proprietors while swelling the unskilled and heavily immigrant working class. With the exception of engineers and the large number of clerks serving corporations’ need for technical expertise and bureaucratic management, the American middle class looked much as it had in the early 19th century, mostly made up of the traditional professions (lawyers, doctors, and ministers), merchants, and small businessmen.

Thus, when the U.S Commission on Industrial Relations, investigating between 1913 and 1915, found that four fifths of adult male factory workers earned less than $800 a year, an income the commission considered as representing the poverty line, this contributed to an astounding figure: a full 65 percent of the population—which includes farmers and office workers along with factory workers and the families attached to these workers—were officially poor. The nation remained far away from a robust middle class.

However, a rather astonishing social transformation took place during the 20th century, changing the American class structure from a steeply sloping pyramid where a small middle class perched anxiously between a vast proletariat and the wealthy above into a society in which middle-class status would become the new normal, as unionized blue-collar workers were brought up to the “respectable” living standards of the middle class.

Early steps in this direction took place in the early 20th century. Between 1880 and 1930, between 30 and 40 percent of blue-collar workers’ sons moved into middle-class occupations. Consumption grew rapidly in the early 20th century and middle-class standards rose with the arrival of electricity, indoor plumbing, telephones, and other modern conveniences that soon included automobiles and department store shopping. Per capita purchasing power grew by over 20 percent between 1909 and 1929. Yet at the onset of the Great Depression, the middle class remained small, with tens of millions locked out of it by a combination of economic policy and vociferous antiunionism.

The Great Depression largely wiped out these relatively small gains, threatening the slowly developing middle class with a return to poverty while undermining the economic stability necessary for middle-class growth. This precipitated unprecedented federal intervention into the American economy. The expansion of the American middle class was accomplished through a suite of federal policies designed to create economic security during the New Deal. Franklin Roosevelt’s administration thus undertook a series of programs expanding government intervention in the economy, laws that would lay the groundwork for the growth of the middle class in the mid-20th century.

Labor Market Regulation

The National Labor Relations Act of 1935 (more popularly known as the Wagner Act), along with new federal regulations on the railroad, civil aviation, and trucking industries, not only contributed to the growth of union density (which increased from around 7 percent of wage workers in 1933 to 33 percent in 1955) but also created a broad swathe of the economy where negotiations between large employers and unions set industry-wide wage and benefit standards and working conditions for both union and nonunion firms. The minimum wage created by the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 initially played more of a secondary role in the expansion of the middle class, given its initially low level of 40ȼ an hour. However, a series of regular expansions of the minimum wage raised it from 75ȼ ($7.28/hour today) in 1950 to $1.60 in 1968 ($10.74/hour today), while increasing the minimum wage’s coverage by more than 12 million workers. The result was a steadily rising floor under hourly wages, and the further normalization of the idea that a single wage earner should be able to keep their family out of poverty.

More crucial to the expansion of the middle class was FLSA’s overtime requirements. The law mandated “time-and-a-half” pay for work done in excess of 40 hours a week. Especially in tight labor markets, overtime provided a means for hourly employees to greatly increase their yearly incomes, as workers would discover during World War II. Overtime laws applied to both hourly and salaried workers, allowing both the old and new middle class to benefit and boost their incomes.

The combination of New Deal labor market regulations transformed the social standing of factory workers in the United States, greatly expanding the middle class. In 1930, Ford workers earned the equivalent of $23,500 a year today; by 1960, those same workers earned the equivalent of $47,000 a year today. The average autoworker could now afford, according to a 1969 Bureau of Labor statistics report:

… a five-room house, with 1- or 1½ baths … a fully equipped kitchen, hot and cold running water, electricity, and central or other installed heating … the purchase of a car every 4 years … the purchase is a 2-year old used car … basic hospital and surgical insurance for all family members … (Bureau of Labor Statistics 1969)

If this family enjoyed the basics of a “moderate” lifestyle, there was little in the way of luxury: almost all food would be consumed at home, with each family member spending less than $7 a month dining out and less than $6 a month on entertainment, and less than $200 a year on clothes, according to the same report. In other words, what the New Deal achieved was a blue-collar middle class, but one with little room for error and heavily reliant on maintaining a regular paycheck.

Housing

Even more important than labor legislation to middle-class expansion was the state-driven reordering of the housing market to democratize property ownership. Prior to World War II, a minority of Americans owned their own homes, in no small part because mortgages were usually 10 years or less and required very high down payments that were beyond the means of many families. Through a combination of the Home-Owners Lending Corporation (HOLC) and the National Housing Act of 1934, which created the Federal Housing Administration, the federal government reshaped the housing market. Regulation and government insurance made the 30-year, fixed-rate, low down-payment mortgage the core of American homeownership. Combined with the GI Bill’s subsidies and further home loan insurance after World War II, the federal government had made homeownership and thus a capital investment the majority status in America.

Social Insurance and Private Insurance

The final element of the New Deal’s expansion of the middle class was the construction of a social insurance system that would both prevent the massive downward mobility that had accompanied the Great Depression and protect the new blue-collar middle class against the loss of the high-wage jobs that were their lifeline to economic security.

The Social Security Act is rightfully remembered as the cornerstone of the New Deal, and many of its provisions were critical to the formation of the blue-collar middle class. Unemployment insurance provided a partial replacement for lost wages during periodic economic downturns, allowing families to survive recessions and was especially important for factory workers in heavily seasonal industries. Disability insurance added to workers’ compensation programs to provide limited protection against unemployment through accident or disease. Most importantly, Social Security ensured a basic pension for retirees that steadily increased in value for 30 years.

At the same time, this system for middle-class security was constructed around a parallel system of private insurance. A series of key policy decisions by the Internal Revenue Service and the Social Security Administration allowed for the merger of public and private systems of protection: private pensions were turned into supplemental additions to Social Security benefits, dramatically lowering the cost of running such programs. After 1965, the same accommodation was made for retiree health insurance and Medicare. Pension and health care funds were made triply tax deductible, lowering tax liabilities for corporations and workers alike. A National War Labor Board ruling that made “fringe benefits” a mandatory subject for collective bargaining during wartime wage freezes created an explosion in formerly rare employee welfare programs, as employers either bargained with unions or preemptively provided benefits to keep unions out.

In other words, the “Treaty of Detroit” reached between the UAW and the Big Three in 1950, which came to symbolize the labor peace achieved by the 1950s in which unions won high wages and significant benefit packages in return for giving up demands for worker influence on corporate decision making, ultimately relied as much on federal policy as on the actions of union and business leaders.

Limits to the Middle Class

However, the expansion of the middle class remained largely a white phenomenon. Public policy drew the boundaries of the middle class to exclude nonwhites, even if they had middle-class incomes. The same New Deal programs—minimum wage regulations, overtime regulations, the legalization of unions, Social Security—that elevated so many white poor and working-class families into the middle class specifically excluded agricultural and domestic workers, which included many black workers and Mexican Americans in the Southwest. Combined with the “last hired, first fired” phenomenon, workers of color who had made enormous economic gains in World War II found their incomes falling dramatically through the 1950s.

Critically, the Federal Housing Authority also inscribed racial discrimination into housing regulations. Majority black and racially mixed neighborhoods were redlined—the FHA refused to guarantee mortgages in those areas, which in turn meant that private banks refused to grant loans to their residents. Likewise, black families seeking to move into white neighborhoods found themselves denied access to credit. Racial discrimination in housing was rationalized, systematized, and nationalized, to the point where many middle-class whites viewed housing segregation as one of the middle-class entitlements created by the New Deal, and any attempt to desegregate housing as an attack on their sole source of wealth. Lawsuits and civil rights legislation would later force open some of these disparities, but today people of color remain mired in poverty at rates significantly higher than whites.

The program of middle-class expansion that had proceeded so promisingly since the 1930s hit the wall by the early 1970s. The politics of expanding economic security were replaced by the politics of economic turbulence and anxiety, racial backlash, and the culture wars. This dislocation would forge the white American middle class into a powerful conservative political block that would arguably define American politics for thirty years. The economic dimensions of this dislocation began with the “guns and butter” inflation of the late 1960s, which presaged the massive spikes that accompanied the oil crises of 1973 and 1979. This bracket creep hit at the same time as the 1973–1975 and 1980–1981 recessions, which decimated the ranks of the blue-collar middle class through huge losses in manufacturing. At the same time, the process of steady improvements in median wages that had driven the expansion for the middle class for 30 years ended. What followed was a persistent stagnation in median wages that has lasted from the mid-1970s to the present.

These problems combined with structural changes in the American economy, including the outsourcing of manufacturing jobs overseas after the creation of the Border Industrialization Project in 1965, increased automation that increased productivity while reducing employment, and growing attacks on labor unions by corporations beginning in the 1970s, to erode the middle class. Economic instability combined with racial animus in the wake of the civil rights movement to fuel the growing conservative movement that has sought to undermine unionized workforces and the New Deal provisions that created the middle class. This process continues today.
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THE FUTURE OF THE AMERICAN MIDDLE CLASS

In post–World War II America the rules of middle-class life were straightforward: find a good job, buy a home and start a family, work hard, fund your children’s education, save money for a rainy day, and retire in your sixties. Starting in the 1970s, these rules began to fade and no longer offered clear prescriptions for achieving middle-class prosperity. Rather than stability, what many members of the American middle class now face is uncertainty and apprehension. What does the future hold? What can the trends of the past 50 years tell us about the coming decades?

Since the 1970s changes in the workplace, global economic trends, and stagnant wages have produced a situation where American workers can no longer count on long-term employment and economic stability and a stable middle-class life. Business strategies of downsizing, outsourcing, and increased temporary work have made it difficult for many workers to find steady jobs, establish careers, and build a solid financial base. These strategies were developed in response to a globalized economy that has resulted in increased competition and a downward pressure on wages. As a result, average workers’ wages in the United States, when adjusted for inflation, have barely increased over the past 45 years (Bureau of Labor Statistics).

The purchasing power of the American middle class has been maintained in large part by increased consumer credit and household debt rather than increased wages. The deregulation of the banking industry in the 1980s played a key role in transforming the consumer credit landscape and increased the profitability of lending. As a result, many new forms of credit became available and more and more consumers took on additional debt. By 2007 there was nearly $1 trillion in outstanding revolving consumer debt—the type of debt that consumers carry from month to month and pay interest on (Federal Reserve).

Owning your home—a longtime indicator of middle-class status—has become problematic for many families. Rising home prices and the availability of easy credit encouraged millions of families to take out large first and second mortgages to purchase homes. For a while this seemed to be a smart investment strategy for middle-class families during the housing bubble (2004–2006). However, when the housing bubble burst the value of housing fell dramatically leaving many homeowners owing more on their home than the home was worth. By 2010, 23 percent of U.S. homes were worth less than their original mortgage loan (Carter 2012). The number of foreclosures rose dramatically as well, rising from a fairly consistent 2 percent of owner-occupied homes through the early 2000s to over 7 percent in 2009.

There have been a series of major government interventions into the economy in recent years that may provide a glimmer of hope for middle-class Americans. These acts of federal legislation (e.g., 2008 Troubled Asset Relief Program, 2009 American Recovery and Investment Act, and the 2010 Tax Relief, Unemployment Insurance Reauthorization, and Job Creation Act) and the first ever Middle Class Task Force, established by President Barack Obama in 2009, suggest a shifting political focus that places the economic health of the American middle class at the center of governmental policy. The long-term effects of these and other policies are yet to be seen.

Economic inequality, both within and between nations, has risen steadily since the early 1970s. Although the gap between the “haves” and the “have-nots” has at times fueled anger and frustration toward dominant economic and political systems (e.g., the Occupy movement), awareness is growing that even the vibrancy of the American middle class is at risk. Economic inequality weakens the fabric of the middle class by undermining shared understandings of fairness and the value of hard work. Middle-class workers who do not share in the bounty they have helped produce may be less willing or able to contribute to their broader communities. This could lead to the further unraveling of social bonds and loss of trust in the dominant economic and political systems.

Attention has turned toward questions of economic inequality and the structure of economic systems, fueled in part by works such as Thomas Piketty’s bestselling Capital in the 21st Century (Piketty 2014). Market economies offer many notable strengths, including the ability to generate unprecedented wealth and job opportunities which, in part, led to the creation of the American middle class. So the key question is not whether we should have markets, but, rather, how should the rewards of market activities be distributed?

In the wake of the Great Recession of 2008–2009, many observers hoped that we might see a new era of shared prosperity. Unfortunately, this does not seem to be the case. For example, while the U.S. economy is slowly recovering, most Americans have not felt it—indeed, 95 percent of the postfinancial crisis growth in the United States has gone to the wealthiest 1 percent; while the bottom 90 percent of households have become poorer (Saez 2013). To understand how this has happened, we need to ask questions about markets, about influence, and about political will. At the same time, we should also ask a different set of questions: How should people be rewarded for their work? Who should benefit from economic growth? How can we make the American dream a reality?

In a nation as diverse and expansive as the United States, it can be difficult to find common ground. Yet, regardless of political identification, for many, the American dream is essentially a dream of becoming solidly middle class, owning your home, having a steady job, providing educational and other opportunities for your children—and this dream has inspired and sustained millions of workers through the years. However, many middle-class Americans see a future filled with uncertainty and guided by an unattainable dream.

For decades since the late 1970s, the message coming from politicians and financial leaders was that the U.S. economy was consistently growing stronger, more productive, and more efficient. Yet, despite the overall growth in productivity most workers’ wages remained stagnant and their consumption (e.g., homes, cars, education) was maintained by increasingly available consumer credit. Clearly, for individuals and families, access to credit had many positive effects including the ability to purchase things that they needed and wanted. However, at the societal level, the effects were quite different. The use of debt as an instrument for maintaining consumption created an illusion of prosperity that masked important shifts in power and control within society. Workers and families who are living off borrowed money that they promise to repay later are in a fundamentally different place than those who are able to pay for current consumption with steadily rising incomes. The future stability and vibrancy of the American middle class depends on reversing this trend.

The challenges facing the middle class are not easily solved. Yet, since prosperous economies depend on the middle class as consumers, some changes are essential. Entrenched and powerful interests, global economic trends, technological change, long-held cultural beliefs, corporate actions, and governmental policies come together to shape the distribution of rewards in our economy and society. Only by challenging and transforming these institutions and trends can we reestablish the security and stability of the American middle class.

Public discussions of growing economic inequality and the indebted American middle class are important—in part because they raise fundamental questions of fairness, opportunity, and rewards in society. We need to find ways to talk across ideological and party lines and work toward an economic system that links capital accumulation with the financial well-being of the middle class; that invests in families by providing stable jobs, good wages, health care, and pensions; and that acknowledges the corrosive effects of extreme inequality.
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THE CRITICAL ROLE OF RACE IN DEFINING THE MIDDLE CLASS

An old adage states, “Oil and water do not mix.” While extracting the nuggets of wisdom embedded in this saying, many thinkers have argued that the categories of race and class analogically resemble oil and water. Hence, there has been a tendency to avoid analyses that mix these two categories. Those who favor this conceptual separation argue that, since class is more fundamental than race in understanding our sociopolitical reality, analyses of race are analytically futile.

Efforts to distance race from class, however, are not likely to succeed precisely because certain historical factors justify the view that race is intimately connected with class. We must specify that race is here understood as a sociocultural construction, rather than as a biological natural kind. History shows that white racial identity and middle-class status are intimately related, while black racial identity is intimately related to underclass status. As will be discussed later, the relation between race and the middle class emerges from the fact that whiteness plays a normative function in social consciousness. Hence, to be perceived as middle class requires appropriating or embracing white normativity.

A brief review of some of the scholarly literature on these topics will serve to establish this link between race and class. W. E. B. Du Bois (1935) refers to what he calls the “psychological wages of whiteness” by calling attention to the role of white racial identity in shaping the economic status of the white working class. David Roediger (1991) chronicles the active appropriation of white supremacy by white ethnics in the forging of a racially exclusionary class identity. Thomas and Mary Edsall (1991) present a fascinating account of the role of race in shaping the positions of white Americans on a broad range of issues, from welfare spending, to taxes, and union membership. Andrew Hacker (1995) describes the extent to which white and black Americans exist in two radically different worlds. Based on Hacker’s description, it is all but impossible to deny the ways in which race shapes the basic economic realities of whites and blacks. Finally, Ignatiev (2009) and Roediger (2005) describe the historical evolution by which immigrants must, as it were, become white as a condition for earning middle-class status. Again, the phenomena of becoming white and of embracing a worldview structured on the basis of race enables formerly marginalized immigrant groups to rise to middle-class status.

The previously mentioned scholars establish the intimate connection between race and class. Indeed, middle-class identity is not generic because it is infused by considerations of race. For example, white middle-class identity is oppositionally structured in relation to black underclass identity. In fact, the historical tendency has been to frame black identity in opposition to white middle-class identity. Here, various descriptions of blacks substantiate the blending of race with various conceptions of the “middle class.” Basing their analyses on the assumption that black identity represents a deviation from middle-class status, various thinkers have utilized class narratives to describe the condition of blacks. These narratives include those “of a chronic social disorganization and a tangle of pathology; of a break down of the norms that govern middle-class society; of a deviant subculture that tolerates and even sanctions criminal behavior; of a welfare dependency that destroys initiative and rewards sloth; of broken families and fragmented communities that eviscerate the social bond; and of a self-perpetuating culture of poverty” (Steinberg 1995, 5). Let us now turn to an alternative sociocultural approach, better suited to account for the role of race in defining the middle class.

The Sociocultural Approach

The sociocultural approach acknowledges economic considerations as a necessary but not sufficient condition for a plausible definition of “middle class.” This approach strategically shifts the focus to lifestyle and, more specifically, to the circumstances of people’s lives. The sociocultural approach emphasizes a hermeneutic approach to defining “middle class” in that it is less concerned with quantitative factors and more concerned with an interpretive account of middle-class experience and everyday lifestyle. Hence, from a sociocultural perspective, the middle class is dominated by a materialistic ethos or, in the words of Macpherson, by a “possessive individualism” and a preoccupation with material accumulation (Macpherson 1962). Another feature of such an existence is a commitment to rational control, that is, to the belief that individuals can determine their fate through their own initiative, as life unfolds in a linear trajectory. Thus, great emphasis is placed on retirement planning, annual vacations, investment portfolios, multiple home ownership, etc.

An essential aspect of the sociocultural approach, specifically as it relates to matters of existence and lifestyle, is identity. Identity refers to one’s conception of self and of one’s place in the world. The significance of identity in this context is the degree to which the American middle class has been associated with a distinctive racial identity. As previously stated, historically, middle-class status has been infused with the notion of whiteness and, since whiteness functions normatively, middle-class status is also defined in terms of white normativity.

Lipsitz argues that the American middle class has been possessively invested in whiteness (Lipsitz 2006). This investment in whiteness explains the historically segregated patterns in housing, occupation, and education and the income differentials that account for the asymmetrical outcomes between black and white Americans. For example, Lipsitz explains that, historically, the government actively encouraged policies that led to the creation of exclusively white segregated neighborhoods. These policies sustained the possessive investment in whiteness, because home ownership enabled whites to accumulate the assets and equity that come with home ownership. These monetary benefits were subsequently transferred to future generations of whites. This intergenerational transfer of wealth has been a deciding factor in sustaining the white middle class. On the other hand, since blacks were historically confronted with barriers to home ownership, they were denied opportunities to accumulate the assets and equity that come with home ownership. Unlike whites, blacks were unable to transfer monetary benefits to future generations of blacks and were, thereby, unable to break the cycle of poverty. Access to housing has also directly impacted educational opportunities. To the extent that school funding is determined by tax assessment in local municipalities and that white children tend to reside in middle-class neighborhoods, they have better educational opportunities than black children who tend to reside in poorer neighborhoods.

Joan Walsh (2012) has recently addressed the relation between race and the middle class. She argues that we should attribute the rise of the white middle class to a massive government building boom, to highway construction, to the GI Bill, and to the availability of affordable housing loans. Contrary to the myth of the white middle class as having emerged from the hard work of individuals who embrace the appropriate work ethic and other cultural values, Walsh underscores the extent to which government policies have historically facilitated the rise of the white middle class.

Since our focus has been on the role of race in defining the middle class, let us conclude by considering some efforts that have been made to define both “race” and “middle class.” The terms “race” and “middle class” do not designate natural kinds but, rather, designate categories that are culturally, economically, and sociologically constituted. Indeed, it would be unreasonable to demand rigid and universal definitions of “race” and “middle class,” precisely because of the radical differences that exist between different national, historical, and cultural traditions. In the absence of an essentialist characterization of “race” and “middle class,” it is best to settle for what Ian Hacking calls “dynamic nominalism” (Hacking 2004). Dynamic nominalism is the view that groups of people are constituted relative to the creation of categories. Hence, to the extent that different national, historical, and cultural traditions create different categories and designations of race and of middle class, we will find that different groups of people will be identified under these constructed categories.
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THE AMERICAN INDIAN MIDDLE CLASS

The creation of a American Indian middle class stemmed largely from a focused and determined federal policy to “[k]ill the Indian[,] and save the man” (Wolfe 2006, 387, 397). This policy emerged in the late 1800s with the proliferation of congressional attempts “to keep order in Indian country,” and to otherwise legislate Indian affairs for the “national interest.” The “national interest,” of course, was to “encourage Indian assimilation into the white system of private property ownership” (Yankton Sioux Tribe v. Podhradsky 2010, 999).

In 1887, Congress passed the General Allotment (Dawes) Act (24 Stat. 388 (1887) 25 U.S.C.), which allowed the federal executive branch to carve up Indian reservations into personally assigned allotments for distribution to individual Indians. In turn, the government purchased “surplus land” and opened surplused areas to white settlers (Deloria, 38 Ariz. L. Rev. 1996, 963, 978). The magic of private property ownership was supposed to drive Indians to adopt the “habits of civilized life” and in turn, toward the progressive individualism of the American dream (United States v. Park Land Co., 188 F. 383, 384 (D. Minn. 1911). “Within a generation or two, it was thought, the tribes would dissolve, their reservations would disappear, and individual Indians would be absorbed into the larger community of white settlers” (South Dakota v. Yankton Sioux Tribe, 522 U.S. 329, 335 (1998).

The Urban Indian Relocation Program also furthered the assimilationist agenda (Iverson 2013, 561, 573). In 1940, 92 percent of the Indian population lived beyond metropolitan areas (Harstad 2013), earning over four times less than non-Indian suburbanites (Native American Public Telecommunications 2014). Then, in 1952, the federal government declared its policy of Indian relocation, enticing reservation Indians to seven major cities where jobs were supposedly plentiful (Id.). Today, 64 percent of all Indians live outside of Indian country (Norris et al. 2012). Although the consensus is still out on whether these relocation programs worked, a gap emerged between those Indians who absorbed into the American middle class, and those who refused to assimilate. The 1928 Meriam Report, for example, found that while some “relocated” Indians lived in “cheaply furnished rooming houses with rents comparatively high” and conditions “below a reasonable standard of living,” the more “well-established” Indians were “rather attractively housed … in the less expensive suburbs” (Meriam 1928, 729).

World War II also played a role in the creation of the Indian middle class. American Indians served in the war in great numbers (Morgan 1995, 35). In national celebration of Indians’ war contributions and sacrifices (60 Ohio St. L.J. 1999, 901, 904), the United States declared “a new sense of capacity of Indian people and of American obligations to them” (Berger 2011, 1463, 1473). The government recognized Native American languages as having particular value during World War II, when Navajo and other Native American “code talkers,” utilizing their native languages in military communications, played an important role in the war effort. The federal government, claiming that “equality for American Indians depended on freeing them from federal supervision,” thus set out to secure “the progress of the Indian toward the goal [that] is rightfully his—to take his place in the white man’s community on the white man’s level and with the white man’s opportunity and security status (Berger 2011, citing H.R. Rep. No. 78-2091 1944 at 2). Federal termination policy ensued.

Although federal termination policy was later reversed, termination and early assimilation policies widened the gap between those “urban” Indians who settled into the American middle class, and those “rural” Indians who continued to live amid then fledgling tribal economies. Both ways had their downside. While the move to suburbia came at the expense of 38 percent higher rates of accidental deaths, 54 percent higher rates of diabetes, and 126 percent higher rates of liver disease and cirrhosis (National Urban Indian Family Coalition 2008), the poverty and unemployment rate on Indian reservations remained the worst in the nation, with 80 percent living below the poverty line and unemployment rates as high as 80 percent (Nixon 1970).

By the late 1960s, federal policy makers finally realized that Indian people and polities were not going away. Informed by federal “Indian self-determination” policy (Cornell & Kalt 2010) in the 1970s, Congress began enacting a slew of programs and laws committed to involving Indians in the development and implementation of reservation programs and services. As a result, the economic development of Indian country finally commenced in earnest. The “distinct legal and economic market opportunities” derived from the “sovereign status of tribes,” as described by Dr. Joseph Kalt (Economic Development on Indian Reservations 1996), has since played the largest role in evolving the American Indian middle class vis-à-vis a reservation-based or tribal middle class.

Indian self-determination, in practice, began with the reclamation of tribal resources. Although tribal peoples fished commercially for centuries, the practice fell victim to the “no special treatment” adage of the assimilation era (Bogen 2006). Then, in 1968, under the tribal threats of treaty enforcement litigation, Oregon and Washington reestablished an Indian-only commercial fishery on the Columbia River (Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission 2014). Likewise, after decades of timber harvesting stymied by federal control and red tape, in the 1970s tribes themselves began to reap the economic benefits of high-yield timber harvesting (Hill & Arnett 1995). The Indian commercial fisherman and logger emerged, earning enough money to no longer have their families live hand-to-mouth, and, in some instances, to live quite comfortably.

As the 1970s progressed, tribes and tribal members began to leverage tribal sovereign status to create market opportunities in high-stakes bingo and retail tobacco and fireworks sales. The absence of state regulatory or taxation authority over such on-reservation markets was (and remains) the lynchpin to their success. Like tribal commercial fisherman and loggers, Indian gaming, tobacco, and fireworks entrepreneurs began earning sufficient income for their families to join the growing on-reservation tribal middle class. In the process, the tribal private sector, comprised of individual Indian- and tribal family-owned businesses, emerged.

In reaction to such Indian success, in 1980, the U.S. Supreme Court handed down the Colville decision (Washington v. Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian Reservation 1980). In an economically racist opinion, the Court proclaimed that unless tobacco products derived from “value generated on the reservation” by activities involving Indians, states could tax the sale of those goods (Id. 156–57). After Colville, tribal “value generated” economies emerged—hundreds of millions of dollars over—most notably in the form of Indian-produced tobacco products (Freedom Holdings, Inc. v. Spitzer 2004). Those economies sustain the tribal middle class to this day.

By the late 1980s, a Reagan Commission on Indian Reservation Economies found that federal procurement policy obstructed Indian-owned businesses from obtaining federal contracts being fulfilled on their own reservations (Native American Contractor’s Association 2014). Changes to federal law ensued, exempting tribal corporations from “once in a lifetime” affiliation rules and caps on sole-source contracts. In the 1990s, tribal and Alaska Native businesses began venturing into the lucrative realm of federal “8(a) contracting” for construction, manufacturing, engineering, electronics, technology, and other services (Id.). In turn, Indian corporate executives emerged, joining the insurgent tribal middle class.

Then of course there was, and is, Indian gaming. What began with high-stakes bingo on various reservations in the 1970s has since the passage of the federal Indian Gaming Regulatory Act in 1988 (25 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.) blossomed into a now steady $28 billion industry (Press Release, National Indian Gaming Commission 2014). Although Indian gaming has most certainly catapulted thousands of reservation Indian families out of poverty and into much higher income brackets, the new money of Indian gaming per capita distributions has created a unique, unemployed segment of the tribal middle class. Ho-Chunk, Inc., CEO Lance Morgan has indicted those distributions as a “new form of welfare [that] is just the latest in a cycle of dependency that Indian Country has been trying to break out of for the last 100 years” (Cornell et al. 2007).

That new money has also catalyzed the ejection of tribal members en masse through what is called tribal disenrollment, a process of terminating members’ citizenship with their tribal government. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals recently took occasion to remark about what is in essence tribal self-termination: “membership disputes have been proliferating in recent years, largely driven by the advent of Indian gaming, the revenues from which are distributed among tribal members (Alto v. Black 2013, 1111, 1116 n.2). In what has been described as a disenrollment epidemic, tens of thousands of Indians—in 17 states and from over 60 tribes—have been jettisoned in recent years, relegating some of them into the lower class, if not abject poverty, and otherwise leaving them “culturally homeless” (Wilkins 2014). Disenrollment has, thus, uniquely caused socioeconomic stratification with tribes (Galanda 2015).

Meanwhile, those Indians who remain tribal members and still receive gaming per capita monies may not have made the definitional “sacrifices to create a better life for themselves” (Parker 2009), but they nonetheless comprise part of the tribal middle class.

Empirically, between the 1990 and 2000 censuses, reservation Indian income levels rose by 33 percent and the poverty rate dropped by 7 percent, with little difference shown between those tribal governments with gaming operations and those without gaming (Taylor 2007). Tribal data from the 2010 census no doubt correlates to the $11 billion to $26 billion growth in Indian gaming from 2000 to 2010, and show even more dramatic income gains in Indian country during the first decade of this 21st century (Norris et al. 2012, supra note 11). As Indian self-determination has firmly taken hold, so too has a tribal middle class.

See also: The Asian American Middle Class; The Black Middle Class; The Critical Role of Race in Defining the Middle Class; Environmental Crime: The Case of the Navajo; The Hispanic Middle Class; Immigration and the Middle Class; The LGBT Middle Class; The Origins of the Middle Class; The Rise of a New Black Middle Class; What Is Middle Class in America? Examining Income and Occupation; The White Middle Class
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THE ASIAN AMERICAN MIDDLE CLASS

In the media, Asian Americans are often portrayed as a model minority. They demonstrate higher educational attainment than all other racial groups, including whites. They also have higher average earnings and fewer behavioral problems (Sakamoto, Goyette, & Kim 2009). Asian Americans are the only racial minority in the United States for which the majority is middle/upper class. No other racial minority has ever achieved similar socioeconomic status. However, Asian Americans are a collection of diverse ethnic groups, and these groups vary substantially in socioeconomic status. Whereas the majority of Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Filipino, and Indian Americans enjoy a middle- or upper-class life, Southeast Asian Americans such as Vietnamese, Cambodian, Hmong, and Laotians suffer from a low standard of living.

The middle class is defined as a socioeconomic group that falls between working class and upper class. According to Weber (1922), a class is a group whose members share similar market situations and life chances. In this essay, “middle class” refers to those whose standard of living is equal to or higher than, but lower than the 95th percentile of, the national median for equivalent income. Equivalent income is computed as family income divided by the square root of family size. It reflects the consumption level of each individual. For example, an income of $30,000 for a one-person household is equivalent to an income of $60,000 for a family of four. Equivalent income is commonly used as a measure of standard of living by international organizations such as the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). See Table 1 for comparative socioeconomic attainment of Asian Americans and other racial groups in the United States.

By this measure, two-thirds of Asian Americans belong to the middle or upper class, a slightly higher percentage than for whites. Around half the U.S. population belongs to the middle or upper class. (Since 1972, the General Social Survey [GSS] has asked Americans to identify their social class. Americans classify themselves as upper class, middle class, working class, or lower class. The proportion of middle-class Americans has been remarkably stable over the last four decades. A small proportion of Americans identifies itself as upper class and around 40 percent of Americans think of themselves as middle class. The remaining half believes it is working class or lower class. Thus, the distribution of self-identified classes in GSS is similar to that computed here based on equivalent income.) Extraordinary educational achievement is the main reason why Asian Americans are ahead of whites. More than a third of Asian Americans earn a bachelor’s degree or higher. If we limit the survey to the prime-age working population (i.e., ages 25–54), a whopping 57 percent of Asian Americans have a bachelor’s degree or higher (whites 35 percent, blacks 19 percent, Hispanics 15 percent).

[image: image]

Asian Americans, however, are not advantaged in the American labor market. When disaggregated by level of education, Asian Americans do not have a higher average personal income than equally educated whites (Kim & Sakamoto 2010; Kim & Zhao 2014). Homeownership, a marker of middle-class status, is lower for Asian Americans than for whites. The “glass ceiling” is another obstacle Asian Americans face in American labor markets. They are less likely than whites to be promoted to an upper-level managerial position. The Asian American middle class is more highly concentrated in professional occupations than other racial groups. This is partially a result of Asian Americans’ tendency to choose science, technology, engineering, or mathematics as their college major.

In the 21st century, the Asian American middle class is composed predominantly of immigrants. It is the only racial group in America for which immigrants account for the majority of its population. As of 2010, 68 percent of Asian Americans are immigrants compared to 12 percent of all Americans. The proportion of immigrants that is Hispanic American is around 40 percent, substantially lower than for Asian Americans.

The ethnic diversity of Asian immigrants is an important factor in the Asian American racial category. Each ethnic group speaks its own language, which the other groups cannot understand, and each has its own unique culture. These ethnic groups also differ markedly in the historical context of their immigration to the United States. For instance, current Vietnamese Americans came to America mostly as refugees, whereas Indian Americans migrated mainly to seek a better job. Generational status with regard to immigration also varies across ethnic groups. Most current Asians Americans were born in Asia and came to the United States later, except that a majority of Japanese Americans (60 percent) are U.S. born. Even skin color varies more widely among Asian Americans than other racial groups.

This diversity is a source of differences in socioeconomic attainment. The socioeconomic status of Asian Americans varies substantially across ethnic groups. As shown in Table 2, in contrast to the model minority image of Asian Americans, only 12 percent of the Cambodian/Hmong/Laotian Americans are college educated in the United States, a figure that is lower than for African Americans. Measured by equivalent income, Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Filipino, and Indian Americans enjoy a high standard of living, even higher than whites. However, the standard of living for Southeast Asian Americans, such as Vietnamese, Cambodians, Hmong, and Laotians, and most South Asian Americans such as Pakistanis, Bangladeshis, and Sri Lankans, is lower than for whites. In fact, the economic status of Southeast Asian Americans is on a par with that of African Americans and Hispanic Americans. Three-fourths of Indian Americans belong to the middle or upper class, compared to only one-third of South Asian Americans.

Because of the low socioeconomic status of Southeast Asian Americans, some scholars contend that the model minority image of Asian Americans is a myth (Kao & Thompson 2003). They argue that this image is not only false but also harmful to those who do not fit the model. Thus, the model minority myth obstructs the allocation of resources to the disadvantaged Asian American groups.

[image: image]

Another unique characteristic of Asian Americans is their relatively high within-group inequality. Although their mean family income is higher than that of whites, the proportion of the Asian American population that falls below the poverty line is higher than that for whites. At the same time, the proportion of Asian Americans that is upper class is higher than for whites.

Despite their unique characteristics, the fact that a majority of Asian Americans have become middle class has an important implication for American racial stratification. Currently, the single-race Asian population accounts for 4.8 percent of the total U.S. population. As the proportion of Asian immigrants has recently surpassed that of Hispanic immigrants, Asian Americans are now the fastest growing racial group in the United States. Given the steady increase in the number of Asian immigrants and the success of their descendants, the Asian American middle class is expected to continue to grow.

See also: The American Indian Middle Class; The Black Middle Class; Civil Rights Act; The Critical Role of Race in Defining the Middle Class; Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC); The Hispanic Middle Class; Immigration and Its Economic Impact; Immigration and the Middle Class; The LGBT Middle Class; The Origins of the Middle Class; Racism; The Rise of a New Black Middle Class; What Is Middle Class in America? Examining Income and Occupation; The White Middle Class
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THE BLACK MIDDLE CLASS

The black middle class in the United States has generally been defined by sociologists along occupational lines, namely, as individuals who are employed in stable “middle class” (e.g., census-based service and retail occupational categories) and “upper middle class” (e.g., census-based managerial, executive, and professional occupational categories). Blossoming during the post-1965 civil rights era, the black middle-class population has grown steadily across several decades, and by the late 1990s approximately 45 percent of black families in the United States were middle class. However, the proportion of the black population that is middle class has since dipped, probably because of the onset of the sluggish American economy that culminated in the Great Recession of 2008. This essay provides an overview of the black middle class, discussing its origins and position as a middle class as well as discussing aspects of socioeconomic inequality experienced by this group. Overall, emerging is unprecedented privilege and opportunity for a segment of the black population but that remains beset by discrimination across institutional spheres that place them on an unequal and more fragile footing than white class peers.

Origins and Position of the Black Middle Class

The “new black middle class” is rooted in public sector employment opportunities in the aftermath of World War II. The federal government, in fact, compensated for discrimination in the private sector, creating opportunities for blacks to move into relatively privileged positions in government work. To this day, the public sector is the segment of the American economy where the black middle class achieves relative parity with whites in socioeconomic outcomes such as income and mobility prospects (Wilson, Roscigno, & Huffman 2013). Overall, disproportionate reliance on the government for privileged standing has introduced a political element into black middle-class attainment unlike whites so that middle-class black achievement is subject to “changing political winds” (Landry & Marsh 2011). Significantly, recent research indicates that the relative advantage in public sector employment for the black middle class may be waning as forms of privatization in work conditions increasingly penetrate this sector (Wilson et al. 2013).

Nevertheless, middle-class blacks have enjoyed privilege associated with their standing, particularly relative to the black population at lower levels of the occupational hierarchy. Accordingly, this research documents that race continues to be a determinant of economic prospects among the black middle class. Specifically, their lifestyle, consumption patterns, residential options, and overall economic prospects exceed those of the more economically marginal black population and arguably closely resemble those of white class peers. Additionally noteworthy is that as early as 1973 studies have found that the black middle class possesses the economic resources to pass on their privileged status to their children, a development which—to that point—was reserved for whites because discrimination severed the link in intergenerational occupational and status inheritance (Featherman & Hauser 1978). In other words, social class became increasingly important as a basis in determining intergenerational access to the black middle class.

Inequality and the Black Middle Class

Sociologists continue to document the ways—across major institutional spheres of daily life—in which the black middle class is penalized, particularly relative to white class peers, thereby injecting an important race element into class positon. Two institutional spheres—residence and the workplace/labor market—are discussed. Residentially, the black middle class tends live in segregated neighborhoods. When blacks attempt to integrate with white class peers, the whites tend to move out when a “tipping point (about 15 percent black) is reached. Middle-class blacks tend to live in more socioeconomically heterogeneous neighborhoods, residing with working-class blacks as well as living closer than middle-class whites to the near or absolute poor (Massey & Denton 1993). Accordingly, their investment in real property is inferior to that of the white middle class, paying a race penalty at time of purchase and sale of housing. Consistent with this pattern, neighborhood amenities and local opportunity structures are inferior, and residents in black neighborhoods tend to be excluded from important informational networks that often result in jobs and other economic opportunities (Massey & Denton 1993).

Middle-class blacks continue to face significant discriminatory barriers in the American workplace. In the private sector, significant elements of the black middle class such as managers and executives tend to be channeled to “race-based labor” (Collins 1997) involving interacting disproportionately with black customers and clients. This restriction to less important and profit-generating job functions puts blacks at a disadvantage to white class peers in terms of pay and promotional trajectories (Collins 1997). In addition, public sector employment places the black middle class on long-term reward trajectories that are inferior to whites who are more often prospering in the resource rich private labor market. Also significant is the research which documents that in an era of contraction of the public sector and firm downsizing, the black middle class experiences higher rates of job loss and downward occupational mobility than white class peers, probably because of a combination of factors that include being discriminatorily channeled into less meaningful work positions, the reduction in the scope of affirmative action laws, growing antigovernment sentiment, and the persistence of the traditional range of prejudice-based stereotypes about blacks’ lesser work ethic and commitment to labor market success (Stainback & Tomaskovic-Devey 2013).
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THE RISE OF A NEW BLACK MIDDLE CLASS

The 1980s ushered in the beginning of a new black middle class that was educationally and financially better off than the black middle classes of the pre–civil rights (1940s to mid-1960) and civil rights (1970s to late 1980s) eras. The new black middle class has greater social and economic opportunities and prospects for experiencing upward social and economic mobility. The black middle class today is not faced with the same limitations and restraints of the previous black middle classes. Today, thanks to five major governmental actions enacted during the 1950s and 1960s, the black middle class is no longer hindered by the de jure segregation (segregation according to law) and de facto (the reality of) segregation. The Brown v. Topeka Board of Education decision (Brown 1954) effectively eliminated de jure segregation by overturning the principle of “separate but equal” ruling of Plessy v. Ferguson (Plessy 1896). The Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Civil 1964) authorized the federal government to take action against segregation in public accommodations, public facilities, employment, and education. Executive Order 11246 (Executive 1965), issued in 1965 by President Lyndon B. Johnson, prohibited federal contractors from discriminating in employment decisions based on race and requiring them to take affirmative action to ensure that equal opportunity is provided in their employment. As part of President Johnson’s “War on Poverty,” the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (Elementary 1965) was passed allocating federal resources to meet the needs of educationally deprived children by emphasizing equal access to primary and secondary education and establishing high standards and accountability. Finally, the Civil Rights Act of 1968 (Civil 1968), now known as the Fair Housing Act, provided for equal opportunity in housing regardless of race, and made housing discrimination a federal crime.

Defining the Black Middle Class

Defining what constitutes the “middle class” is a rather ambiguous proposition, and trying to figure out who belongs in the middle class is even more arduous. A simple way to define the “middle class” is the group of individuals whose socioeconomic status is situated between the upper and lower socioeconomic groups. One’s socioeconomic status is usually determined by some combination of educational, financial, or occupational status. For our purposes, the middle class will be operationalized as those individuals whose socioeconomic status is situated in and above the middle socioeconomic position. Socioeconomic status grouping is determined by the proportional distribution of families based on total money income and the proportional distribution based on educational achievement.

Table 1 shows that the percentage of black families in the lowest income groups has declined from 59.9 percent to around 43.2 since 1972, while the middle income group has changed from 37.2 percent to 41.9 percent. The percentage of black families in the higher income category grew from 2.9 percent in 1972 to 14.7 percent in 2012. If we were to combine the middle and upper income groups, to consider as a representation of the black income–based middle class, we would see a growth in the size from 40.1 percent in 1972 to 56.6 percent in 2012.

Table 2 shows the proportional distribution of blacks based on educational attainment between 1972 and 2012. This group represents the status-based middle class because it indicates a social position that reflects both personal abilities and noteworthy accomplishments. Between 1972 and 2012, the percentage of blacks with less than a high school education declined from 63.4 percent to 15.0 percent. In 2012, 63.8 percent of blacks had a level of schooling between 12 and 15 years. On the other hand, the percentage of blacks who had at least four years of college rose from 5.1 percent in 1972 to 21.2 percent in 2012.




	Table 1    Proportional Distribution of Black Families Based on Total Money Income, 1972–2012




	



	
	
	Lower income group

	
	Middle income group

	
	Upper income group




	



	2012

	
	43.2

	
	41.9

	
	14.7




	2008

	
	41.3

	
	43.3

	
	15.5




	2004

	
	41.3

	
	44.3

	
	14.5




	2000

	
	38.9

	
	45.3

	
	15.7




	1996

	
	45.5

	
	43.5

	
	11.1




	1992

	
	51.1

	
	39.8

	
	  9.2




	1988

	
	48.0

	
	41.2

	
	10.7




	1984

	
	52.6

	
	40.1

	
	  7.2




	1980

	
	51.6

	
	42.2

	
	  6.2




	1976

	
	51.9

	
	43.7

	
	  4.5




	1972

	
	59.9

	
	37.2

	
	  2.9




	



	Note: Table F-23 of the Current Population Survey divides family income into nine categories ranging from under 15,000 to over 200,000. The three lowest income groups (under 35,000) were combined to make up the lower income group, the middle three income groups (35,000 to 100,000) were combined to make up the moderate income group, and the upper three income groups (100,000 plus) constituted the higher income group.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplements.









	Table 2    Proportional Distribution of Blacks Based on Educational Attainment, 1972–2012




	



	
	
	Lower educated group

	
	Middle educated group

	
	Higher educated group




	



	2012

	
	15.0

	
	63.8

	
	21.2




	2008

	
	17.0

	
	63.4

	
	19.6




	2004

	
	19.4

	
	63.0

	
	17.6




	2000

	
	21.5

	
	62.0

	
	16.5




	1996

	
	25.7

	
	60.7

	
	13.6




	1992

	
	32.3

	
	55.8

	
	11.9




	1988

	
	36.5

	
	52.3

	
	11.2




	1984

	
	41.5

	
	48.1

	
	10.4




	1980

	
	48.8

	
	43.3

	
	  7.9




	1976

	
	56.2

	
	37.2

	
	  6.6




	1972

	
	63.4

	
	31.5

	
	  5.1




	



	Note: Lower group less 12 years of schooling; moderate group completed 4 years of high school and more but less than 4 years of college; upper group completed 4 years of college or more.

Source: 1947 and 1952 to 2002 March Current Population Survey, 2003 to 2014 Annual Social and Economic Supplement to the Current Population Survey (noninstitutionalized population, excluding members of the Armed Forces living in barracks); 1950 Census of Population and 1940 Census of Population (resident population).






Table 3 provides an estimation of changes between 1972 and 2012 in the proportional size of the black middle class based on the socioeconomic status of blacks. This proportional representation in each class grouping was determined by combining the respective categories from the income and education data presented in Tables 1 and 2. The data indicate that the proportion of blacks in the lower socioeconomic status group declined from 61.7 percent in 1972 to 29.1 percent in 2012, while the percent of blacks in the upper socioeconomic status group rose from 4.0 in 1972 to 18.0 in 2012. It shows that the proportion of the black population in the middle socioeconomic status group rose by nearly 20 percentage points between 1972 and 2012.

Evolution of the Black Middle Class

The evolution of the black middle class has occurred over three eras: the pre–civil rights era (through the mid-1960s), the civil rights era (late 1960s through the mid-1980s), and the post–civil rights era. Famed sociologist E. Franklin Frazier (1957) referred to the pre–civil rights era black middle class as the “black bourgeoisie.” The black middle class that Frazier described could be thought of as a status-based black middle class. They had educational achievements that afforded them influence and high status mainly within the black community. The size of the pre–civil rights era black middle class was small. They often served as skilled service providers to the larger black community. They were the teachers, lawyers, doctors, and business persons, among others, that served the segregated black community. Because of racial discrimination and segregation, the pre–civil rights era black middle class was limited in their financial potential and upward social mobility.




	Table 3    Changes in the Proportional Socioeconomic Representation among Blacks, 1972–2012




	



	
	
	Lower socioeconomic standing

	
	Middle socioeconomic standing

	
	Upper socioeconomic standing




	



	2012

	
	29.1

	
	52.9

	
	18.0




	2008

	
	29.2

	
	53.4

	
	17.6




	2004

	
	30.4

	
	53.7

	
	16.1




	2000

	
	30.2

	
	53.7

	
	16.1




	1996

	
	35.6

	
	52.1

	
	12.4




	1992

	
	41.7

	
	47.8

	
	10.6




	1988

	
	42.3

	
	46.8

	
	11.0




	1984

	
	47.1

	
	44.1

	
	  8.8




	1980

	
	50.2

	
	42.8

	
	  7.1
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	Note: Based on the average for the respective proportional distribution of family income and educational attainment for the respective years.






The civil rights era black middle class were the initial benefactors of the civil rights legislation and court decisions of the 1950s and 1960s. The civil rights legislation provided many blacks with an opportunity to gain a better education, greater income potential, better job opportunities, and a chance to seek residency outside of the segregated communities of the pre–civil rights era black middle class. The primary difference between the civil rights era black middle class and the pre–civil rights era middle class was economic opportunity. Thus, while the pre–civil rights era was status based, the civil-rights era was economic based. As shown in Table 1, the percentage of blacks in the middle and upper income categories rose from 40.1 percent to 51.9 percent, while the percent of blacks in the two higher educational categories increased from 36.6 percent to 63.5 percent. It was the growth in educational attainment during the civil rights era that set the stage for the rise of a new black middle class.

The end of the 1980s saw the emergence of a new black middle class whose members were very young during the civil rights era, and they were the direct beneficiaries of the civil rights policy shifts that resulted in the expansion and protection of opportunities. They were better educated and had access to better job opportunities and greater financial resources. The new black middle class was younger when they achieved that status, and less restricted by segregation or the remnants of segregated society. Most of all, they were not confined by the overt denial of opportunity because of their race. Table 3 puts the rise of the black middle class in perspective. Between the early 1970s and mid-1980s, the percentage of blacks in the lower SES group declined from 61.7 to 42.3 percent. During the same time period, the percentage of blacks in the middle SES group increased by 12.4 percent and 7 percent for those in the upper SES group. Although the percentage of blacks in the lower SES group would decline by another 12.6 percent between 1992 and 2012, the percentage of blacks in the middle SES group would only increase by 5.1 percent. On the other hand, the percentage of blacks in the upper SES group would increase by 7.4 percent during the same period. In essence, growth in the size of the new black middle class has been greatest among the percentage of blacks in the upper SES group.

Conclusion

With the rise of a new black middle class came a black community that has become socially and economically bifurcated. On one hand, we find an increasingly affluent black population. On the other hand, we find a black population that is trapped in communities that are engrossed with social and economic despair. One consequence of the rise of the new black middle class is the decline of shared aspirations, social bonds, and values. Another consequence is divisions within the community that have affected blacks’ political ability to organize and effectively influence the economic and political interests of the larger black community. Finally, the black middle class remains fragile relative to the white middle class. The Great Recession (2007–2009) showed just how fragile the black middle class is, and many were barely hanging on during that financial crisis.
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THE HISPANIC MIDDLE CLASS

Belonging to the middle class depends on educational attainment and economic and occupational status. But, as it is well known, parents’ occupational and educational attainment influences their children’s social status in adulthood. The social status of U.S.-born Hispanics is what ties the experience of their immigrant working-class parents with their future generations’ participation in the American middle class.

As of 2013 there are about 54 million Hispanics or Latinos living in the United States, equivalent to 17 percent of the U.S. population, making this group the largest ethno-racial minority. Moreover, 50 percent (1.1 million people) of the U.S. population growth between 2012 and 2013 (2.3 million) is of people from Hispanic origin (U.S. Census Bureau 2014a). The projected Hispanic population by 2060 is about 128.8 million, which will constitute about 31 percent of the U.S. population (U.S. Census Bureau 2012).

Hispanics are persons of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin regardless of race (Office of Management and Budget 1977). Before the 1970s Hispanics were identified by their nationality (e.g., Mexican, Guatemalan), but since their numbers grew and immigration was a salient topic, the pan-ethnic label of Hispanics was created by the U.S. government and adopted by the media. In 2013, Mexicans ranked as the largest subgroup (64 percent), followed by Puerto Ricans (9.5 percent), Cubans (3.7 percent), Salvadorans (3.7 percent), Dominicans (3.3 percent) and other subgroups from Central and South America, and the Spanish-speaking Caribbean (U.S. Census Bureau 2014b).

Strictly speaking, we can trace three main sources of the U.S. Hispanic population. The first group are descendants from Spanish settlers in the United States. The presence of Hispanics in the United States is as old as its history. For example, in 1565, before the arrival of the Mayflower at Plymouth Rock in 1620, Pedro Menéndez de Avilés founded San Augustin, Florida, the oldest continuously occupied settlement in the United States (Hennesey 1981, 11). The second group are U.S.-born children or descendants of various generations of immigrants. And the third group are Latin American and Spanish immigrants.

Table 1 includes middle-class indicators for Latino immigrants and their U.S.-born children and grandchildren, as well as for non-Hispanics by race (white, black. and other). The indicators of middle class are earning a college degree, being employed in nonmanual occupations (also called white-collar occupations), having a relatively high income level (e.g., three times the poverty line), and homeownership. For Hispanics, and particularly for Hispanic immigrants, it is important to add variables that indicate their level of acculturation in U.S. society, such as English language proficiency, and their right to participate in American social institutions, such as citizenship.

[image: image]

Estimates in Table 1 are based on the noninstitutionalized civilian population between ages 25 and 65, employed at the time of the survey, and who in the last 12 months worked at least 40 weeks. The key question is what percentage of persons in each group are college graduates, proficient in English, have a job in nonmanual occupation, earn more than three times the poverty line, and own a house. The answer is that 27.89 percent of non-Hispanic white males participate in the American middle class. However, only 14.4 percent of U.S.-born Hispanics are middle-class members, and among Hispanic noncitizens only 2 percent are.

The next question then is what are the indicators that explain these large differences? First, the single most important indicator is citizenship. The lack of citizenship is an institutional barrier to social mobility and therefore to participation in the American middle class. Second, the proportion of college graduates among Hispanics is lower than for all other groups, and it is even lower among immigrants. Third, even if the proportion of fluent English speakers among Hispanics is high (e.g., about 97 percent for U.S.-born Hispanics and about 83 percent for immigrants), there is a need for nonimmigrant workers to increase their communication skills. Fourth, the proportion of Hispanics participating in nonmanual occupations is lower than for all other racial groups. Fifth, although about 53 percent of U.S.-born Hispanic males have annual incomes above three times the poverty line, Hispanic immigrants is the group with the lowest proportion of high-income workers. Last, U.S.-born Hispanics and Hispanic immigrants are more likely to own a home than African Americans or other non-Hispanics. This last point relates to the central role of the family among Hispanics (Sabogal et al. 1987). In summary, low participation in four indicators explain the Hispanic disadvantage among the American middle class: low college graduation among Hispanic citizens, low English proficiency among Hispanic noncitizens, low participation in white-collar jobs, and low relative incomes.

The aging of the Mexican population, the effects of the Great Recession in the U.S. labor market (Aysa-Lastra & Cachon 2015), and the increasing racialization of Latino immigrants in the United States have produced a slowdown in immigration growth. For the first time in decades, and after a sharp decline starting in 2004, the number of immigrants from Mexico fell below those from China and India (Chishti & Hipsman 2015). In the years to come, the main source of the Hispanic population growth will be its natural increase and no longer immigration. Since Hispanics are projected to be the largest minority in five decades, it is important for the development of a strong and diverse American middle class to lower the barriers of social mobility for all minority groups. According to the data, the right and access to citizenship as well as easing access to college education are key to increase the participation of Hispanics in the middle class. Giving an opportunity to a generation implies opening the door for the generations to come. Closing the doors to them most likely will result in the creation of a Latino underclass (Massey & Pren 2012).

See also: The American Indian Middle Class; The Asian American Middle Class; The Black Middle Class; The Rise of a New Black Middle Class; The LGBT Middle Class; The White Middle Class; Immigration and Its Economic Impact; Immigration and the Middle Class
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THE LGBT MIDDLE CLASS

For good reason, policy makers and researchers have been keenly interested in the economic state and well-being of the middle class. The middle class, in as much as it represents typical individuals, provides useful insight into the experience of average members of society. The earnings of the middle class relative to the earnings of the very rich as well as the ability of individuals to enter the middle class are two measures of the degree to which all members of a society face equitable treatment and opportunity. When comparing median earnings, middle-class lesbian, bisexual, and gay (LGB) individuals appear similar to or slightly more advantaged than the broader middle class of Americans. On the other hand, transgender (T) individuals more clearly experience earnings disadvantage compared to the broader middle class of Americans. A closer look at the full characteristics of LGBT Americans indicates that the LGBT middle class faces considerable disadvantage and vulnerability. It is much harder for LGBT individuals than for heterosexuals who identify with the sex assigned to them at birth to enter the middle class.

Just as heterosexual men and women experience different economic outcomes in which heterosexual men enjoy an economic advantage (colloquially referred to as the gender gap), LGBT individuals exhibit varying trends related to their economic success. The gender gap is particularly pronounced for posttransition transgender women who experience both an earnings penalty associated with being transgender as well as an earnings penalty associated with being a woman (Schilt & Wiswall 2008).a The gender trend, however, appears to be reversed for lesbian and gay men. The most recent data available, which only include cohabiting gay men and lesbians, indicate that median earnings for cohabiting gay men were $47,000 in 2011, just $1,000 less than those of married heterosexual men. Although median earnings show a slight disadvantage for gay men, cohabiting lesbians earned $8,000 more than married heterosexual women (Gates 2013). When researchers compare the earnings of both single and cohabiting gay men and lesbians to heterosexuals, these earnings differences are generally similar (Badgett 1995; Berg & Lien 2002; Cushing-Daniels & Yeung 2009).

Comparisons of typical or middle-class earnings of LGB individuals conceal important differences between LGB and heterosexual Americans. LGB Americans exhibit important differences in characteristics compared to their heterosexual counterparts. For instance, LGBT Americans are more educated, are more likely to live in urban areas, are younger, and have less children than their heterosexual counterparts (Gates 2013; Klawitter 2011; Martell 2013a).

The differences between LGB and heterosexual Americans indicate that LGB Americans should earn more than their heterosexual counterparts. Social scientists interested in the determinants of earnings have long established that earnings increase with education, an urban place of residence and, for women, decrease with the presence of children (Amuedo-Durantes & Kimmel 2005; Antecol et al. 2008). As such, it is important to take into consideration these important differences in characteristics between LGB and heterosexual workers. Taking the characteristics of LGB workers into account while looking at earnings patterns suggests that gay men and lesbians face obstacles in their economic lives.

Statistical techniques employed by researchers to estimate the earnings of LGB people while correcting for important differences in characteristics have repeatedly found that gay men earn approximately 20 percent less than heterosexual men with similar levels of education and other demographic characteristics. Indeed, if gay men did not face this disadvantage, they would earn approximately 10 percent more than heterosexual men as their characteristics should command higher earnings (Berg & Lien 2002; Martell 2013a).b The same exercise does not conclusively identify any difference in earnings between lesbians and heterosexual women with similar characteristics. Although some studies have found evidence of a lesbian earnings advantage, higher levels of education (Antecol et al. 2008) and the longer hours that lesbians put forth at their jobs (Klawitter 2011) can explain the lesbian advantage. Lesbian earnings reflect differences in relevant characteristics, while the earnings of gay men do not.

The lack of a clear earnings advantage for the LGBT middle class suggests that LGBT people find it more difficult to achieve middle-class status. Economists who have investigated the source of the earnings penalty for gay men have found the differential to be consistent with pay discrimination or behavior consistent with workers avoiding intolerant or discriminatory treatment (Antecol et al. 2008; Berg & Lien 2002; Martell 2013b). Although evidence of pay discrimination for lesbians has not been documented, researchers have documented discrimination against all LGBT individuals in hiring decisions (Grant et al. 2011; Tilcsik 2011). These findings are not surprising given the history of public attitudes toward homosexuality and the fact that discrimination against LGBT people is legal in approximately half of the United States. Given public attitudes toward homosexuality and the prevalence of discrimination, differences in human capital characteristics between LGBT individuals and heterosexuals may represent the efforts of LGBT people to offset the negative consequences of the discrimination and intolerance they face with a set of skills and characteristics that are better remunerated in the labor market.

Entering the middle class is becoming easier for LGB people. Differences in earnings between LGB and heterosexual workers have shrunk even in the last 20 years (Gates 2013). There is no data that researchers can use to investigate any diminishment of the transgender earnings penalty. Part of the decline in the gay pay gap can be attributed to the increase in the number of states, which has increased from a handful to nearly 25, making discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity illegal. These laws have decreased discrimination in pay for gay men (Klawitter 2011; Martell 2013b) and motivated gay men to spend more time at work (Martell 2014). Contemporaneously, public acceptance of homosexuality has been on the rise (Smith 2011). Should the rise in public acceptance of homosexuality and the expansion of rights for LGBT people such as legal recourse for unfair discrimination continue, LGBT people may be able to enter the middle class without having to surmount unnecessary obstacles.

See also: The American Indian Middle Class; The Asian American Middle Class; The Black Middle Class; The Rise of a New Black Middle Class; The Hispanic Middle Class; The White Middle Class; HIV/AIDS; Homophobia; Immigration and the Middle Class; Marriage Equality Movement; Same-Sex Couples and Health Care
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THE WHITE MIDDLE CLASS

To define the “white middle class” is difficult because as a concept the white middle class is complex and ambiguous. It refers to a monetary and social standing, a group of people, a cultural “space” in which some Americans thrive—all abstract and relative definitions. However, it is a concept that has at least two layers. The first layer is defining what the phrase means. The second layer is how the phrase is utilized.

What is the white middle class? It is a way of describing part of the white racial group. The descriptor “white” is a highly complex concept and commonly refers to those of European ancestry. The term “white” became commonplace in the late 17th and early 18th centuries as a way for those of European descent to define themselves and racialized nonwhites, who were deemed inferior. It is from this time period that race began to grow as a social concept in order to identify and prioritize European people from others. White in the United States is a category that is used as a social framework to differentiate white people from those who are not white. Those people who can identify as white have historically benefited in U.S. society through shifting systems, practices, and histories that culminate in privileges, resources, and power for whites at the expense of those who are identified in other racial categories.

Just as white is difficult to describe, so is the term “middle class.” In fact, there is no clear, income definition of middle class as determined by the U.S. Census Bureau. One of the best, albeit controversial, definitions of middle class was created by Thomas Piketty. According to Piketty, “The expression ‘middle class’ is generally used to refer to people who are doing distinctly better that the bulk of the population yet still a long way from true ‘elite’ ” (Piketty 2014, 251). This spectrum identified by Piketty is vast and also ambiguous. It could define a family that is wealthy enough to afford the suburban home, a child’s college education, or a family vacation every few years; yet it could also define a family or an individual living paycheck-to-paycheck, barely able to maintain their costs of living. This expansive group is associated with qualities defined by the upper class, which from the beginning of the United States has been white Europeans. Although the middle class has not quite made it to the position of wealthy, many individuals identified in this space are able to live more affluently than others because they know the rules of success—rules created by the dominant class, so rules that help out people who are similar to the top class.

These cultural requirements become obvious when one studies how the phrase “white middle class” gets used in U.S. society. The phrase as it is used in the United States is a cultural repertoire, a social framework, and system of boundaries. The phrase “middle class” itself also seems to connote different factors, such as education, wealth, and race. When used as a cultural repertoire, white middle class constitutes the “common sense” idea of society and provides conceptual frameworks for individuals. It creates the idea that the white middle class has reached this “American dream” stage of life. It is the “norm” of culture, what “everyone else is doing.” The myth of the American dream, as defined in popular culture, depicts a two-story suburban home with a white picket fence, a full family, and a pet or two. The Library of Congress defines the idea of the American dream by referencing James Truslow Adams, author of The Epic of America (1931), who writes the concept as “that dream of a land in which life should be better and richer and fuller for everyone, with opportunity for each according to ability or achievement. It is a difficult dream for the European upper classes to interpret adequately” (214–215). A dream interpreted, adequately or not, by only European upper classes is inaccessible to anyone who does not fall in that category, that is, people of color and whites in lower classes. It seems the common spirit of the middle class is connected to reaching for this imaginary American dream, but for a majority of America, some factors beyond their control negatively impact the chances of grasping it.

The idea of the white middle class is held in the collective or popular imagination of a society and invokes justification for policies and practices that maintain cohesion for the dominant group. The white middle class are the models evoked in historical and popular cultural representations and perspectives such as advertising, media, TV shows, movies, and everyday discussions about “good” neighborhoods and schools. The fact that a majority of models are white shows this complete mono-representation. As a social framework white middle class is an indicator of success, an aspirational phrase. For those who are poor and/or not white, being able to identify with the white middle class allows them to show that they are doing better than others, even though they still may not have fulfilled the myth of the American dream. It also means that those trying to reach this level of success have to play by the rules of the individuals who first succeeded—the white European elite. This is hard for people of color in our culture today when statistically, nonwhites are often hired less, paid less, and incriminated more. It seems they are following the rules in a game built for them to lose.

Finally, as a system of boundaries, being white middle class allows a person the ability to differentiate from those who are poor and/or working class, who have been historically defined as “white trash,” lazy, less desirable, and less intelligent. It also affords those in the white middle class to separate themselves from the rich and/or elite, “yuppie” class, providing protection from those who are hostile to the upper classes. Yet, the spectrum in between is comprised of people from all different backgrounds with a running theme of whiteness.

See also: The American Indian Middle Class; The Asian American Middle Class; The Black Middle Class; The Rise of a New Black Middle Class; The Hispanic Middle Class; The LGBT Middle Class; Immigration and the Middle Class
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aUnfortunately, there is very little nationally representative research investigating the economic experience of transgender Americans. Recent research shows that transgender individuals experience disproportionate levels of discrimination and workplace harassment that lowers their earnings. However, given the lack of precise data on the earnings of transgender individuals, exact measures of the transgender earnings gap are not available. However, it is clear that transgender individuals are more likely to be poor and less likely to be rich than the broader American population. As such, the transgender middle class exhibits a high level of economic vulnerability (see Grant et al. 2011).

bResearchers have not yet employed these statistical techniques to better understand the source of earnings differences transgender individuals face, most likely due to the lack of data. However, since transgender individuals also exhibit important differences in characteristics (Grant et al. 2011), it would be reasonable to expect them to experience an earnings advantage instead of the disadvantage they experience.


 

Part 1: Economic Uncertainty and the American Middle Class


 

Overview Essay

WHAT HAPPENED TO THE AMERICAN DREAM?

The American dream is the belief that Americans through individual effort have the opportunity to improve their social and economic status, and that each generation will be more prosperous than the previous. Implicit in the dream is that the potential to achieve is greater in the United States than in other countries. Thus, the immigration experience is a key component of the dream. To the extent that the dream was realized, it referred primarily to white males. The achievements of the civil rights movement and the struggle for gender equality created the possibility of the generalization of the dream. The growing inequality of income and wealth at the end of the 20th century and into the 21st century substantially constrained this possibility.

In 1930 James Truslow Adams coined the term “American dream”:

The American dream that has lured tens of millions of all nations to our shores in the past century has not been a dream of material plenty, though that has doubtlessly counted heavily. It has been a dream of being able to grow to fullest development as a man and woman, unhampered by the barriers which had slowly been erected in the older civilizations, unrepressed by social orders which had developed for the benefit of classes rather than for the simple human being of any and every class. (Adams 1931, 405)

The phrase “American dream” quickly became an overused cliché to epitomize the United States as a “land of opportunity” with emphasis on economic achievement. A reader of Adams’s book might in retrospect speculate as to whether the author would have altered his view had he written slightly later when the Great Depression hit with full force.

The American dream makes frequent appearance in literature, perhaps most famously in Thomas Wolfe’s fictionalized autobiography, You Can’t Go Home Again:

So, then, to every man his chance—to every man, regardless of his birth, his shining, golden opportunity—to every man the right to live, to work, to be himself, and to become whatever thing his manhood and his vision can combine to make him—this, seeker, is the promise of America. (Wolfe 1940, 508)

So mainstream is the dream that one can find its definition in the Library of Congress website under “classroom materials” (http://www.loc.gov). There it is linked to the famous passage in the second sentence of the Declaration of Independence, “that all Men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness.”

The other founding document of the United States, the Constitution, made clear by its implicit legalization of slavery that the dream was not initially open to all residents (Article I, Sections 2 and 3). This substantial qualification of the dream has been further generalized by Stephanie Coontz in a New York Times online debate (see also Coontz 1992):

[The] dream only became a possibility for white men as a result of the labor struggles and reforms of the New Deal, and it began to extend to minorities and women only after the civil rights and women’s movements of the 1960s and 1970s. (Coontz 2010)

Dream in Doubt: Mobility and Inequality

To whomever the dream might apply, its key component is mobility. One finds the dream linked to three dimensions of mobility. First, there is the belief that anyone can be rich through hard work and ambition. This might be called social mobility since it requires movement up the income and wealth distribution, thus a rise within the social ordering.

Second, and more modest, is the expectation of a rising standard of living during one’s lifetime, which may or may not involve raising one’s position in the social ordering. This might be labeled economic mobility, which provides the basis for status changes such as home ownership and self-identification as “middle class.” Third, and closely related to the second, is generational mobility, the belief that one’s children will enjoy higher incomes and status ad infinitum.

Considerable empirical work exists on each of these dimensions of mobility. The first is the hardest to assess empirically because it requires following a population cohort over time. Two studies, one from the U.S. Department of the Treasury (2007) and a second for the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston (Bradbury 2011), use cohort data for 1988–1998 and 1996–2005, respectively, and divide income levels into quintiles. Both studies precede the financial crash of 2007–2010, covering periods of rapid economic growth when one would most expect mobility within the income distribution to manifest itself.

For 1988–1998, of those households who began the period in the lowest quintile, 53 percent remained there in 1998, three-quarters (76 percent) remained in the lowest two quintiles, and 5 percent rose to the highest quintile. The other end of the distribution was almost the mirror image, with 53 percent of the wealthiest households remaining in the fifth quintile, 78 percent in the fourth and fifth, and only 3 percent dropping to the first quintile.

During the second period mobility was less, with 55 percent of the households in the bottom quintile in 1996 remaining there in 2005. The equivalent statistic for households in the fifth quintile was 61 percent, and 81 percent remaining in the top two quintiles. The poorest households that reached the highest quintile declined from 5 percent in the earlier period to 4 percent in the later one.

The statistical results can be simply summarized. From the late 1980s to the late 1990s the likelihood of a poor family achieving riches was at most 5 in 100, and a decade later this probability was lower, 4 in 100. These results are consistent with the findings of Piketty and Saez (2014) that show a growing concentration of income among the richest 1 percent of U.S. households. Other work by Piketty indicates an even greater concentration of household wealth (Piketty 2014).

The concentration of income at the top of the distribution links to the second dimension of mobility, a rising living standard. From the end of World War II inflation-adjusted employee incomes in the private sector rose steadily, reaching their peak in 1972. In 2007, just before the financial crisis, real earnings were down by almost 15 percent compared to the 1972 peak (Weeks 2014, 188–189). As earnings declined the number of people in poverty rose from less than 10 million people and less than 10 percent of the population in the mid-1970s to over 16 million and 11 percent of the population in the mid-2000s. The U.S. economy expanded and wealth accumulated during the 1980s, 1990s, and 2000s; the number of people in poverty rose and the incomes of the median (“representative”) household stagnated.

International statistics indicate that the third component of the dream, generational mobility, has been lower in the United States than in other high-income countries. A 2012 study by the Organization of Economic Development and Cooperation (OECD) found for the United States, Japan, and 11 European countries, the impact of parental income on secondary school attainment was the highest in the United States. Finland showed the lowest impact with parental income explaining less than 40 percent of student performance, with the United States highest at over 60 percent (OECD 2012, 181ff.).

Many studies indicate quite low U.S. intergenerational mobility, substantially lower than for several European countries.

Recent studies suggest that there is less economic mobility in the United States than has long been presumed.… And, by some measurements, we are actually a less mobile society than many other nations, including Canada, France, Germany and most Scandinavian countries. This challenges the notion of America as the land of opportunity. (Sawhill & Morton 2007, 1)

Explaining the Fade of the Dream

Several important trends over the last four decades suggest why social mobility might have declined and with it the probability of realizing the dream. The obvious one discussed previously is growing inequality of income and wealth. Equally obvious is the stagnation of working class and middle-class incomes.

The increasing cost of a university education can represent another mobility-depressing trend (Greenstone et al. 2013). Census data indicate the number of people in tertiary education continued to increase notwithstanding the rapid rise in cost of attending a university. However, tuition fees vary substantially across institutions, which may reflect the quality of the education obtained and/or access to high-income employment.

The impact of immigration represents one of the controversial issues in the discussion of the extent to which the dream persists. For many commentators, both academic and in the media, the “immigrant experience” is the essence of the dream. Thus, if immigration causes inequality, the entire dream hypothesis is called into question. Mixed empirical evidence indicates a very small negative impact of immigration on private sector wage levels, as well as increasing inequality.

This small negative impact may not be generated by immigration itself, but by another more powerful trend, the secular decline of trade union membership (Weeks 2014, 188–190). Indeed, this trend could in part explain the others. The share of employees in trade unions reached its peak of 23 percent in 1968. It declined continuously to 11 percent in 2014 with the vast majority of members in the public sector (Bureau of Labor Statistics). The decline had two principal causes, one being the adoption of antiunion strategy by private employers. A second is the near disappearance of industries characterized by high union density, with steel being an obvious example.

The decline of unions in white-collar work professions such as teaching impacts the middle class directly. In addition, union strength in blue-collar industries provided the core for a wage and salary structure that supported middle-class incomes and status (Goldin & Katz 2007). An important parable of the dream is the rise from the working class to the middle class. Somewhat ironically, unions played a major role in that rise. The weakening of unions appears closely linked to the perceived fading of the dream.
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AFFORDABLE CARE ACT AND THE LABOR MARKET

President Barack Obama signed the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (HR 3590) into law March 23, 2010. Coupled with the Health Care and Education Reconciliation Act (HR 4872) signed seven days later, the legislation significantly changed the health care markets with the intent of reducing health care costs and increasing access to health care services. The two bills and related amendments are frequently referred to as the “ACA” or “Obamacare.”

Due to the high cost of many health care services, health insurance is often vital for access to these services. Mandates are tools utilized to expand health insurance coverage. The ACA utilizes both individual and employer mandates. The employer mandate is a “pay or play” mandate, requiring firms with 50 or more full-time equivalent (FTE) employees to offer full-time employees approved health insurance or pay a penalty. This mandate presents economic questions, particularly for the firms at the margins of the employee and hourly thresholds. The response of firms to the employer mandate could impact labor markets as measured by employment, the unemployment rate, hours of work, and wages in both the short and long term.

How Does It Work?

The details of employer responsibilities, including the employer mandate, are found in Sections 1511–1515 of HR 3590. Changes to the legislation have been made since its signing in 2010. The details necessary for an economic analysis are discussed here and are based on the most recent version of the rules.

Large firms (based on prior year’s data) must provide affordable health insurance with minimum value and essential health benefits to full-time workers and their dependents or potentially pay penalties. Minimum value requires that the insurance must pay 60 percent of covered health care expenses. Insurance is considered affordable if employees pay no more than 9.56 percent of their family income for the coverage. Essential benefits are defined by 10 specific health care services. The law considers 30 hours per week full-time work.

Failure to offer insurance meeting the ACA requirements can result in an assessment. If an employer does not cover at least 70 percent of full-time workers and their dependents (95 percent in 2016), the monthly penalty is $2,084 divided by 12 times the number of full-time employees minus 80 (30 in 2016) The penalty amount will increase by the same rate as health insurance premiums in 2016. For example, assume a firm with 200 full-time employees fails to cover 70 percent of them in 2015. The firm’s potential monthly assessment is $2084/12 = $173.67 times 200 − 80 = 120 employees, or $20,840. Over 12 months the firm would be assessed $250,080.

The assessment for firms who do not offer coverage that is affordable or provides minimum value depends on the number of full-time employees who receive either a premium tax credit or cost-sharing subsidy. For each employee receiving such government assistance, the employer’s monthly penalty is $3,126 divided by 12, but is capped at the penalty described in the previous paragraph. Using our sample firm, suppose 50 workers receive either a tax credit or subsidy. The firm’s monthly assessment is $3,126/12 = $260.50 times 50, which equals $13,025. Over 12 months the firm would be assessed $156,300. A firm’s decision to offer health insurance will be based on a comparison of the direct and indirect costs and benefits. Small firms (fewer than 50 FTE) are not required to offer health insurance, but the ACA does provide incentives for them to do so.

The initial timeline regarding the employer mandate authorized by the ACA in 2010 has changed. The current timeline for employer assessments is outlined as follows:


	Firms with 100 or more FTE must cover 70 percent of full-time workforce to avoid penalties in 2015.

	Firms with 50–99 FTE have until 2016 to comply.

	Large firms must cover 95 percent of full-time workforce to avoid penalties in 2016.



Theoretical Economic Impact

The employer mandate theoretically will impact labor markets in a variety of ways in the short term, including reduced full-time employment and hours of work. The largest potential impact on the labor markets will be near the two thresholds created by the mandate: (1) 30 hours per week and (2) 50 employees. If possible, firms will attempt to reduce hours/employees when just above the threshold and not add hours/employees when just below. Added workers are more likely to be part-time. Workers hired through temporary agencies or other intermediaries could become more attractive as they are considered employees of the intermediary and not the firm.

The minimum wage poses an additional constraint. In 2014, the average employer cost per hour for health benefits was $2.75 (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2014). For large firms employing workers within $2.75 of the minimum wage ($7.25–$10.00/hour), the full cost of offering health insurance cannot be offset through lower wages. In the short term, employers can reduce employment or hours of work to avoid the added costs of production unless they are able to raise the price of the good or service being produced. According to CPS data, 1.3 percent of workers earned between $7.25 and $10.00 per hour and worked at least 30 hours per week in 2014, which amounts to 1.1 million workers (author’s calculations using CPS data.). These workers are at risk of losing hours of work or their job due to the minimum wage binding constraint.

Long term, wages will not rise until the marginal revenue product of workers catches up to the increased total compensation from the added health insurance benefit. Employees earning between $7.25 and $10.00 per hour who work 40 hours per week (the most common schedule for all workers) make between $14,500 and $20,000 annually, which is below 200 percent of the federal poverty line for a single individual. Thus, the addition of the employer mandate could have disparate effects on poor workers and be regressive.

Minimum wage workers or not, adjusting a workforce can be expensive and is not always possible for firms. Thus, the reduction in hours and employment will not occur for all firms. For example, manufacturing shifts may be at capacity and a reduction in labor inputs is not possible or optimal. Additionally, contractual agreements may prohibit such adjustments.

The long-term effects of the employer mandate are reduced wage growth and employment and increased prices of goods and services as firms attempt to recoup outlays from the required increase in worker compensation. Relatively cheap capital (which does not require health insurance coverage) may become more attractive. Additionally, the mandate serves as an added cost of starting a large business and may deter some from entering various markets, particularly if production is labor intensive. Finally, the employer mandate will increase the average variable cost of production and eliminate economies of scale over certain quantities previously available.

What Has Happened So Far?

The actual impact of the employer mandate on the labor markets are yet to be seen due to the delays in enforcement of the law. We can look to states that have employer mandates in place, such as Massachusetts and Hawaii, for clues. Such comparisons must appreciate differences between the states and the nation and the proposed laws. In Massachusetts employers offering health insurance coverage to full-time employees increased from 63.3 to 64.6 percent in 2011(Blumberg, Holahan, & Buettgens 2014). This increase is modest, but the employer penalties were smaller in Massachusetts than in the ACA and the national employer coverage rate fell from 56.3 to 51.0 percent the same year, likely due to recession effects. Between 1979 and 2005 employment probability and wages did not fall in Hawaii with the imposition of an employer mandate, although there was an increased reliance on part-time workers who do not fall under the mandate (Buchmueller, DiNardo, & Valletta 2009).

If the employer mandate does not increase coverage of full-time employees but adds significant costs of production for firms, should it be maintained? Would expanding Medicaid or some other method be a more effective way of increasing health insurance coverage? If the mandate is replaced, how will the national budget be affected? How will revenues from the penalties be replaced? The CBO predicts that between 2014 and 2023 revenues from the assessments will be $140 billion (Congressional Budget Office 2013). These are questions that will likely be discussed in the coming years as the impact of the mandate is observed.

See also: Health and Economic Inequality; Medicare; Social Determinants of Health
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AMERICAN CAPITALISM IN THE 21ST CENTURY

Capitalism is a social system of political economy. Tens if not hundreds of writers have proposed definitions and descriptions of capitalism. But in the end, the four essential, defining elements of capitalism are private property, voluntary exchange, freedom, and just law.

History shows unequivocally that the four principles of capitalism work to generate widespread prosperity for humans, whenever and wherever they are practiced together consistently. Private property, voluntary exchange, freedom, and just law “work” to generate widespread prosperity for humans. Yet, for all its success in generating human prosperity, capitalism is reviled by hundreds of millions of people around the globe in the 21st century, including many people in America.

From the founding of America, and continuing for perhaps its first 140 years, the four principles of capitalism had free expression. The resulting rise in human prosperity was nothing short of spectacular. Yet, over the most recent 100 years, the American political economy has retreated from the principles of capitalism. Property rights are circumscribed by government regulation and eminent domain. Voluntary exchange is regulated by government (e.g., restrictions on who may sell consumers investment advice, haircuts, dental services, and pharmaceuticals) and sometimes not permitted at all (e.g., no sale of alcohol on Sundays or by the drink in some states; no sale of human organs; no sale of marijuana in most states). Personal freedom is restricted by numerous laws, and the U.S. Code of laws runs to hundreds of thousands of pages. America in the 21st century has abandoned capitalism in favor of what may aptly be called “democratic cronyism.”

Democratic cronyism, which is thought by many to be capitalism, is a system of political economy that includes some or all of the following:


	Regular elections of government operatives (a.k.a. politicians) who are usually elected by simple majority, but which candidates get on the ballot for elections is closely controlled by government operatives, and which citizens get to vote for which candidates is also closely controlled by government operatives (consider gerrymandering and designation of voting districts).

	Malleable laws, which can change with the pronouncements of top government operatives, even if a constitution is enshrined as the supreme law of the land (as it is in practically every country on earth); the constitution is said to be “interpreted” by courts (whose judges are often appointed by government operatives) to be a “living” constitution, with no enduring principles that cannot be ignored.

	Favoritism and privilege granted by government operatives to particular persons, businesses, or industries; concentrated benefits to the few with costs widely distributed across taxpayers as the general rule.

	Subsidies granted by government operatives (often through the tax code) that favor particular persons, businesses, or industries over others; again, concentrated benefits to the few with costs widely distributed across tax payers as the general rule.

	Tax advantages, loop holes, or so-called tax preferences (if you like the obfuscation of economic jargon) that favor one individual, business, or industry over others; again, concentrated benefits to the few with costs widely distributed across tax payers as the general rule.

	Legal barriers to entry into industries or professional activities (in the form of positive laws), often in the form of licensing required from a government agency (e.g., SEC, FCC, FTC, FERC), or perhaps licensing from an appointed “institutional authority” that is purported to be a “nongovernmental organization” (e.g., FINRA, FDIC, ABA, AMA).

	Trade associations and labor unions financed by mandatory fees for membership, which use the mandatory fees to lobby government operatives and to provide financial support for particular political candidates who support the associations’ and the unions’ special interests (think K Street in the United States).

	Legal prosecution of certain individuals or businesses for infringement of certain government regulations, with a blind eye afforded other individuals or businesses who also violate the same regulations (recall Martha Stewart).

	A stupefying preponderance of rules and regulations written in copious, ambiguous, eye-glazing legalese by bureaucrats (employees of elected government operatives), which allows bureaucrats and courts to apply rules and regulations unevenly and capriciously.

	Bailouts, financed by tax dollars, for businesses said by government operatives to be “too big to fail”; again, concentrated benefits to the few with costs widely distributed across taxpayers as the general rule.

	Money creation by a central bank (the Federal Reserve in the United States) that directly finances government spending (60 percent of which spending is transfer payments from those who earned income to those who did not) or props up businesses and whole industries that have friends in high governmental places (e.g., GE, Citi Bank, Goldman Sachs).

	Loans guaranteed by the government (which reduces the cost of borrowing) for particular businesses or industries, but which are available only to particular persons, businesses, or industries.

	Protection of domestic businesses from international competitors, via tariffs and nontariff trade restrictions; certain businesses and industries benefit, but hundreds of millions of consumers pay prices higher than would prevail without trade restrictions (consider, for example, sugar and other “essential” commodities like mohair, of all things, in the United States).

	No-bid contracts for tax-financed expenditures offered by government operatives to particular persons or businesses operating in particular industries (formerly called earmarks in the United States).



Simply put, what is called capitalism in 21st-century America is not capitalism; the political economy of America in the 21st century is democratic cronyism (Kendall 2015). Given its demise in America, circa 1913, capitalism is not practiced anywhere on earth in the 21st century, much to the disadvantage of the American middle class.

See also: Consumerism; Deindustrialization; Executive Compensation; Financialization; Household Debt; Regulatory State; Small Business Administration
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ANTITRUST POLICY

The main purpose of antitrust policy in the United States is to limit anticompetitive behaviors by firms, which result in less competition and higher prices for consumers. Antitrust policy has evolved in the last century, with some behaviors becoming specifically illegal while others remaining subject to the “rule of reason,” where courts determine, given the specific situation at hand, whether the behavior has the effect of reducing competition and, if so, proposes a remedy for it. As our understanding of economics and markets has improved and evolved in the last century, so too has antitrust policy. Judges used to make decisions on complicated economic matters with arguably little understanding of economics. Now, more antitrust policy is conducted by federal regulators, the Department of Justice and the Federal Trade Commission, and when cases do make it to court, justices have more understanding of the economic principles and theories under consideration. However, improved economic understanding means that fewer behaviors are specifically illegal, and most cases hinge on the specifics of the firms and markets in question. This makes it increasingly difficult for firms to predict whether a potential merger or other business practice will be ruled illegal. As our economy becomes more global, the threat of domestic monopolies has disappeared, leading to a significant reduction in the number of antitrust cases brought in the last four decades. With increasing technology and information available to both consumers and government regulatory agencies, it is increasingly difficult for firms to engage in illegal anticompetitive behaviors without being caught.

History

In the mid to late 1800s, there were great advancements in the American industrial sector. New technologies like the sewing machine, dynamite, and the telephone were developed. Railroads were becoming the dominant form of transportation for commerce. This led to more efficient and cheaper ways to produce and transport goods.

Once the Civil War ended, all of the labor and capital that was being infused into the war effort was naturally redirected toward business. This increase in available labor and raw materials, combined with more efficient production and transportation infrastructure, led to companies supplying goods and services far beyond what the market demanded.

The companies that provided these goods and services had to lower their prices, and therefore their profits, due to the heightened level of competition. In an effort to regain these lost profits, the dominant companies in an industry would band together to form a cartel. (A cartel is two or more businesses, acting through collusive behavior, who act as a monopoly when setting price and determining output.) These cartels would then regulate the amount of output that the individual companies would produce or provide through collusion and legal mechanisms such as trusts. A trust is a legal entity that was created to control the resources of the member firms, but by creating a trust, the firms effectively were establishing a legal cartel.

Because of this, consumers had to pay higher prices due to reduced output and capitalists who wanted to enter these markets were blocked by the existing cartels, which later became branded simply as “trusts.” The frustration felt by these two groups was championed by both political parties. This culminated in the passing of the first antitrust law, the Sherman Act of 1890.

This law addressed two aspects of the public’s concerns at the time. The first section addressed restraint of trade, which has to do with fixing pricing and/or output levels to benefit firms and harm consumers. The second section made it illegal to conspire to monopolize an industry. The Sherman Act defined the behavior that the government was trying to reduce, but it was vague and not applied consistently. This led to the passing of the Clayton Act and the Federal Trade Commission Act, both in 1914.

The Clayton Act was more specific about which behaviors were unacceptable. Some would still be governed by a “rule of reason,” determined by the courts, as was the case under the Sherman Act. Any business practice whose effect was to lessen competition was unlawful, but many business practices and mergers also have efficiency or cost justifications that judges also considered. Other practices were specifically outlawed, so-called per se violations: interlocking directorates, exclusionary practices, and tying arrangements, for example. (Interlocking directorates are where the same person sits on the boards of two competing companies, which facilitates collusion between these two companies. Exclusionary practices are when a company tells a consumer that if they want to buy their product, they are not allowed to also buy from a competing firm. Tying arrangements are where a company tells a consumer that if they want to buy product A, they must also buy product B from them, allowing them to extend any monopoly they may have in the market for product A into the market for product B as well.) The Federal Trade Commission Act established the FTC as the government entity in charge of policing businesses and ferreting out anticompetitive business practices.

Overview

There are two types of antitrust cases in the United States. The first is a criminal charge that can only be filed by the Department of Justice. The second is a civil action that can be initiated by the DOJ, the FTC, a state government, or a private individual or competing firm that is adversely affected by a company’s anticompetitive behavior.

There are many business behaviors that are covered under current U.S. law, but two are of the largest importance. The first is business practices, and the second is mergers. The umbrella term “business practices” covers a variety of economic concepts. Price fixing and collusion, price discrimination, limiting output, and stifling competition all fall under this heading.

Many of the early cases under antitrust laws were centered on price fixing, collusion, and limiting output. These activities lessen the amount of a good or service that a customer may be willing to buy, and the price for these goods and services go up in relation to the lower quantity that is provided.

Price discrimination can be either a legal act or a violation of antitrust laws depending on the execution and type of discrimination. Price discrimination in services (such as discounts for senior citizens at the movie theater) is acceptable, so long as the practice does not significantly lessen competition. Charging different prices on different goods to different customers is only acceptable if there is a legitimate business reason to do so. For example, a company that ships goods to different places can charge more for longer distances traveled. However, a company that charges a customer more because the customer refuses to enter into some other contract very well may violate antitrust laws.

Stifling competition is also an antitrust violation. This can be seen in the practices that Microsoft undertook in the 1990s concerning licensing their browser to be packaged with their operating system. Since customers would already have a browser on their computer (Internet Explorer), they would have little need to purchase a rival product (Netscape’s Navigator).The court found that Microsoft was in violation of U.S. antitrust laws, and fines were levied against them by the government.

Under the various antitrust laws, some mergers must gain government approval. One of the ways the FTC, DOJ, and the different states decide to allow or block a merger is to measure what is known as market concentration. This is done by using a mathematical formula called the Herfindahl-Hirschman index (HHI), which measures the intensity of that concentration. The HHI is calculated by squaring the market share of each firm competing in the market and then summing the resulting numbers. A pure monopoly would receive an HHI of 100 × 100 = 10,000. If an industry has an HHI above 1,800, antitrust agencies consider it highly concentrated.

A growing trend in mergers is allowing companies to combine if they cannot exist individually in the current marketplace. An example of this can be found in the 2008 merger between Sirius and XM Radio. Even though both companies originally committed to never merging, neither was profitable and they argued that the market was only big enough for one company to survive—either by merger or by one company going bankrupt, with merger being the least disastrous of the two. These mergers also tend to come with restrictions such as price caps, operational requirements, and methods of organization.

Antitrust Theories

The philosophical debate concerning antitrust measures has three main sides. Some economists maintain the traditional view that the bedrock of the American economic system is a fair playing ground. Monopolies threaten and infringe upon that system, so they should be broken up or regulated strictly. Those that argue this position point to the oil, railroad, and telecommunication industries and how the breakup of these industries was necessary to ensure fair pricing and competition.

The second school of thought is that America is built upon a property rights system, where monopoly profits are the incentive for hard work and investment. Since monopolists want to maintain these profits, there is a strong push for them to innovate and keep prices low enough to keep competition from taking over their market. And while a company may have a monopoly for some period of time, these profits encourage somebody else to design a better product and overthrow them. Proponents of this argument look at businesses that have remained complacent in a monopoly position only to lose that market power as new and cheaper goods become available. Examples that support this school of thought include the airline industry, cell phone providers, and car manufacturers.

The third argument revolves around a more holistic approach to determining which companies should be allowed monopoly power and which companies should be allowed to merge. This idea is based around the concept of efficiency. There are often cost reductions in a merger due to economies of scale, decreased transportation costs, and other such efficiencies whose benefits can offset any harm to consumers from slightly higher prices. Supporters of this method point to cases that may not meet the current legal criteria for mergers or other business practices, but nonetheless would benefit both consumers and businesses. A perfect example of this is the proposed merger between Heinz and Beech-Nut in the baby food market in 2000.

Gerber was the dominant brand, representing 73 percent of sales and found on the shelves of 90 percent of supermarkets. Heinz and Beech-Nut each represented approximately 12 percent of sales in the industry, but most stores only carried one of these firms’ products. The two smaller companies wanted to merge to take advantage of some cost efficiencies and compete more effectively against Gerber. They claimed that without such a merger, Gerber would have no significant competition and would eventually drive one or both from the market. Merger guidelines state that efficiencies “almost never justify a merger to monopoly or near monopoly.” Since this merger would have given the top two companies 97 percent of the market, it was rejected. Over the next six years, Gerber continued to increase its market share from 73 to 81 percent, with both Heinz and Beech-Nut being forced to sell to other, more profitable companies.

Thus, supporters of this method argue that the FTC’s use of strict merger guidelines, and refusal to consider industry-specific characteristics, resulted in the market becoming even more concentrated after the merger was rejected. Detractors of this method point to the logistical difficulty of determining which measure of efficiency to use, how to compare consumer benefit against producer benefit, and who sets and regulates these standards.

Recent Trends

In recent decades, there are a few significant trends in antitrust policy that have implications for consumers. First, there has been a significant decrease in the number of antitrust cases brought by both government and private parties. One possible reason is that an increase in globalization has decreased the market power of U.S. firms, so even a virtual monopoly in the United States may not allow a firm to raise prices if it competes with firms from other countries. Another possible reason is that, as a result of Bell Atlantic v. Twombley in 2007, the standard of proof required for plaintiffs to prove an antitrust violation in civil court increased, making it harder to bring a successful claim.

Second, there has been a shift away from “per se” violations toward “rule of reason” considerations. For example, consider the practice of retail price maintenance, where a manufacturer sets a lower limit on the price that retailers may charge for the product. The practice has been ruled illegal since 1911, since it can clearly be used as an anticompetitive behavior, as it prevents price competition by retailers. However, in 2007, the court ruled in Leegin Creative Leather Products v. PSKS Inc. that it can be justified in some cases. Congress tried to pass the Discount Pricing Consumer Protection Act of 2011 to once again make the practice illegal, but it was not enacted. One result of this change is that it is increasingly difficult for businesses or consumers to know what is and is not an illegal business practice, which may also help explain why there have been fewer antitrust cases brought in the last few decades.

Third, rather than rule specific practices or mergers unlawful and ban them entirely, the DOJ and FTC have increasingly been willing to allow business practices and mergers to continue as long as specific provisions are continually met by the company. Some economists believe this is an appropriate practice, since it allows the government to wait and see if a merger has negative consequences for consumers rather than simply forbidding it. Others believe this changes the function of these government agencies from enforcing laws to regulating firm behavior, which it is arguably ill-equipped to do.

In conclusion, the goal of antitrust policy is to prevent companies from taking advantage of consumers, raising prices, and preventing new competitors from being able to gain ground in a market. In practice, antitrust policy can be difficult to implement in a way that is both transparent to businesses and consumers, consistent across industries, and responsive to new markets and technologies.

See also: Deindustrialization
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AUTOMOBILES AND THE AMERICAN WAY OF LIFE

America’s love affair with the automobile was initially part of an engineered psychology by manufacturers to change popular sentiments against the first cars as dangerous vehicles in the early 20th century as cars competed with pedestrians, wagons, and other horse-drawn carriages. Law favored the pedestrian and kids were allowed to play in the streets. Automobile manufacturers set out to win hearts and minds: first they got pedestrians off the streets and invented the term “jay walking,” the American Automobile Association became the chief instructor of a road safety curriculum in schools during the 1920s, and later TV shows in the early 1960s supported by Dupont popularized the phrase “America’s love affair with the automobile” (Norton 2008).

Owning a car became mainstream after World War II, and Americans spent almost 15 percent of their household budgets on car ownership in the later 2000s. Automobiles became part of the family: they were given names (male and female), they became deeply associated with leisure, transport, interests, and pastimes, etched into the American psyche and the very definition of American sexuality. As Peter Ling comments, the automobile helped to define courtship in the Jazz Age: “Some contemporaries saw ‘fast cars” and ‘fast’ conduct as inextricably mixed. But did the automobile really deserve to be called ‘the Devil’s wagon’ or ‘a brothel on wheels’?” Cars redefined courtship and introduced “dating” into the American way of life. Automobiles had become a necessity for “lifestyle” encouraged by the “hidden persuaders”: the make, color, and accessories defined status and social position. Spatially, cars altered everything: the American house and garage, the city, suburbs, and small towns of “ribbon development,” and the mall with lots of free parking. The mass production of automobiles ushered in the Fordist era and created new assembly-line factory work.

Culturally, the car freed up women in myriad ways and encouraged social mobility, while trading on deeply embedded metaphors of sexual comparison between the curves of cars and women. The automobile passed into American iconography and into literature and film (Hey 1980). Through its emphasis on speed, mobility, elegance, and comfort the car retrofitted the American dream. In the 1980s and 1990s suburban America, infatuated with the car, individualized its ownership for each family member of driving age, and found that three-car garages could barely accommodate all the vehicles.

Cars as a form of mass and personal transportation were buttressed with a greater infrastructure of regional and national highway systems, bridges, flyways, and city parking facilities, and also closely aligned with the interests of the oil industry, car sales and advertising, spare parts industry, and various national associations.

In the 1970s a host of books like Dead End, Running on Empty, and Beyond the Automobile proclaimed the end of the auto industry and of the way of life predicated on cars, arguing that the manufacturers had misunderstood the destiny of the car and misinterpreted its destiny (Goldstein 1980).

The year 2009 was a critical one for the American automobile industry as the world economic slump forced a major restructuring of the Big Three—General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler—and placed the long-term future survival of the industry in jeopardy. The Big Three had a combined U.S. market share of 51.8 percent in December 2007, but by October 2008 their market share had declined by 5.1 percentage points to 46.5 percent. During that same nine-month period, Toyota and Honda increased their U.S. market shares by 3.1 percentage points to a combined 28.4 percent. In 2007, the Big Three sold 18 million autos for $387.5 billion whereas Toyota and Honda sold 12.2 million autos for $304 billion. (These figures are based on a December 3, 2008, press release from http://www.procon.org. This source also revealed that Ford received a $1.29 billion tax refund in 2007 while General Motors paid $37.16 billion in 2007 taxes.) The globalization of the international automobile marketplace and the emergence of Japanese and South Korean auto transplants in North America together with the adoption of new flexible production methods suggest that the prospects for renewal of North American auto manufacturing in the face of global competition has come to an unavoidable impasse. These global competition problems are heightened by the role of union labor in the reorganization of the workplace and the technological advances developed by competitors invested in the new hybrids.

These were not trivial problems. At a time of economic crisis and rapidly rising unemployment it has not escaped the attention of commentators that in the United States alone the Big Three directly employ 242,000 people and an estimated 2.5–3 million indirectly. In the worst slump in the auto market for 36 years the Big Three tried to recover from their botched attempt in December 2008 to seek an expanded $34 billion bailout and had to submit extensive restructuring plans and concession commitments from unions and bondholders to an interagency task force headed up at the time by Timothy Geithner (U.S. Secretary to the Treasury) and Lawrence Summers (Director of the National Economic Council).

The automobile industry is not just an employer of 3 million people. The automobile plays a significant role in American myth and reality, shaping an experience that was 20th-century industrialism. The automobile industry defined the American dream and embedded the ideology “automobilism” in American society, an ideology that puts a premium on the mobility of the individualized self in modern society where the ideal is one car per person of driving age. Now often three-car garages are no longer sufficient, or at least they were not before the subprime housing crisis—everyone must have a vehicle, mom, dad, and each of the children as they come of driving age. Dad might have in addition a truck or pickup, and there might be other means of auto-mobility such as motorbikes, as well. Driving around California one sees automobiles parked behind each other in driveways. Before the slump the demand for five-car garages was rapidly becoming the norm for the middle class.

Henry Ford founded the Ford Motor Company in 1903, experimenting with and institutionalizing the assembly line as an essential part of mass production. The Model T was introduced in 1908 and sold for $825, becoming progressively cheaper every year after. By 1914 sales were in excess of $250,000. When sales of the Model T started to flag, Ford introduced the Model A in 1927 and sold over 4 million by 1931. In My Life and Work Henry Ford (1922) set forth the principles of his service that defined his brand of welfare capitalism: (1) an absence of fear of the future or of veneration for the past, (2) a disregard of competition, (3) the putting of service before profit, and (4) manufacturing is not buying low and selling high. (This is an abbreviated statement that is referred to in the first and last chapter, taken from the The Project Gutenberg EBook at http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/7213.) Ford argued, “We must have production, but it is the spirit behind it that counts most. That kind of production which is a service inevitably follows a real desire to be of service.” He also suggested that:

To make the yield of the earth, in all its forms, large enough and dependable enough to serve as the basis for real life—the life which is more than eating and sleeping—is the highest service. That is the real foundation for an economic system.

He went on to argue that the problem of production has been solved and the material mode of our life is provided for and he warned:

But we are too wrapped up in the things we are doing—we are not enough concerned with the reasons why we do them. Our whole competitive system, our whole creative expression, all the play of our faculties seem to be centered around material production and its by-products of success and wealth.

Ford was a notorious anti-Semite (Baldwin 2002; Ford 1920) and antidemocrat, yet his life and work were emblematic of Americanism: of the search for sources of modern identity in consumerism, the optimism of technology to solve all problems, the tension between freedom and authority, the emphasis on invention and practicality, the respect for rural traditions, and the obsessive quest for efficiency (Watts 2005). Ford’s ideal of self-fulfillment through mobility was the basis for a consumer system based on advertising that matched a tide of ever-increasing consumer demand with the principles of mass production. In essence, it defined American capitalism, the individualism of American society (one person, one car), the dream of leisure and freedom from drudgery at work. It also contributed to the Five-Dollar Day that reformed labor in manufacturing by doubling the existing wage.

In 1934 in an insightful essay in the Prison Notebooks, Antonio Gramsci (1971) defined Americanism as “mechanicist,” crude, brutal—“pure action” in other words—and contrasted it with tradition. He attempted to demonstrate how Fordism was destructive of trade unions, leading to a crisis in high wages, hegemony at the point of production, and the production of new Taylorized workers. Fordist production entailed an intensified industrial division of labor; assembly-line flow of work with increasingly specified tasks by management increased the potential for capitalist control over the pace and intensity of work and led to the displacement of craft-based production in which skilled laborers exercised substantial control over their conditions of work.

Fordism came to define an economic and social system based on the shift from craft to mass production that led to higher levels of material advancement especially from the 1940s through the 1960s only to give way to forms of post-Fordism as new forms of flexible specialization, just-in-time manufacturing, and total quality management based on the Japanese experience came to predominate. Post-Fordism arose as a response to globalization of consumer markets and as a new form of flexibility that made greater use of the prospects for customization and personalization made available though new information technologies. Whether this shift represents a new techno- economic paradigm, a new regime of accumulation, or a new form of production and consumption, clearly there have been changes in demand and in the perception of consumers who are no longer regarded as an undifferentiated mass market but rather highly segmented accordingly to income, preference, age, and gender, among other variables (Amin 1994). In one sense the change comes from increasingly complex patterns of consumption driving changes to the production system and greater customer involvement in the production process (rather than vice versa).

Yet Ford also had serious misgivings about the effects of mass automobilism and the materialism it spread. Fordism defined more than the dream of automobilism as a society system permitting freedom of movement and a commensurate lifestyle. The mass production of the automobile to a large extent determined the massive infrastructure investment and building that accompanied superhighway construction and the design and growth of cities and suburbs across America; it defined urban, household, and personal space, and tutored spatial sensibilities. The drive-in came to epitomize convenience in entertainment, banking, and shopping. In 1900 the United States had 8,000 cars and 144 miles of paved roads; by 1985 there were over 395 million passenger cars and 109 million commercial vehicles worldwide. There were approximately 600 million in the world in 1997, a figure expected to double in 30 years. (See “Number of Cars,” http://hypertextbook.com/facts/2001/MarinaStasenko.shtml.)

These frightening figures have led a host of commentators to criticize the United States as the “Asphalt Nation” (e.g., Kay 1998) and to emphasize how the automobile has ravaged America’s cities and landscape over the past 100 years. Others have taken a radical stand to argue that car culture is unsustainable and that we must move to new cultural practices (Graves-Brown 1997). Tim Dant and Peter Martin (1999) echo Hawkins (1986) in bemoaning the lack of sociological interest in the car and its impact and point to the predictable condemnation of the car as a form of personal transport that many sociologists see as accelerating the decline of community further atrophying social solidarity and the trend toward individualization.

John Urry (2004) has theorized the impact of “automobility” that reconfigures civil society, involving distinct ways of dwelling, traveling, and socializing in, and through, an automobilized time-space. Urry identifies six components of automobility, or the “social and technical system of the car”: manufactured object, individual consumption, machinic complex, quasi-private mobility, culture, and environmental resource-use (Urry 2004). While car culture reinforces globalization, there is little chance that there will be any large-scale replacement for the demand for real, corporeal, individual travel in the foreseeable future. Urry is concerned with how to conceptualize and theorize the nature of the car system by reference to the notion of systems as self-reproducing or autopoietic. In particular he wants to understand the origins of the 20th-century car system and its astonishing expansion across the globe.

After the global financial crisis the White House strongly indicated that the U.S. auto industry must undergo a broad restructuring, requiring sacrifice on the part of autoworkers, creditors, shareholders, and the executives who run the companies, if it is to thrive again. GM and Chrysler were required to submit their so-called viability plans, as a condition for receiving $17.4 billion in federal loans and obtaining billions more in the future, but Ford did not seek government loans. It is clear that the White House cannot allow the Big Three to fail, nor will auto executives contemplate Chapter 11 (Chapter 11 is a chapter of the U.S. Bankruptcy Code that permits reorganization of a firm under U.S. bankruptcy laws) because they claim consumers will not buy from a bankrupt company. It is equally clear that the U.S. auto manufacturing system was poised at a critical historical juncture, a symbolic watershed—the end of Fordism.

In face of the economic downturn and intensified global competition, perhaps this moment provides the opportunity and beginning of a new flexible, responsive, customized manufacturing regime that builds fuel-efficient, hybrid, IT-smart vehicles based on a state-aided total restructuring of the industry, with new investment and market development, new models and product lines, and the diversification beyond motor vehicles. Already “small is beautiful” and the electric car is gaining recognition. Google’s driveless cars have already been tested on public roads; electro-hydraulic mechanisms have automated manual transmission. The U.S. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration recently announced that it will begin taking steps to enable vehicle-to-vehicle (V2V) communication technology, and precollision technology has helped drivers detect blind spots and enhanced safety through senses. Smart car technology using Android auto enables drivers to GPS, maps, streaming music, weather, and many other applications. These technological developments have encouraged pundits to suggest that the auto industry has entered a new era emphasizing innovation.

The Obama administration made substantial pre-election commitments to what Emma Rothschild (2009) calls the “post-auto-industrial society” based on his energy policy and the prospect of a low-carbon economy. The new energy plan looks to invest $150 billion over 10 years for a clean energy future with a commitment to 5 million green jobs and to putting 1 million plug-in hybrids on the road by 2015 as well as reducing gas emissions. One estimate for jobs in the expanding green economy is promising (Pollin & Wicks-Lim 2008), and there is no doubt that the new information technologies can greatly assist not only in design terms but also in collapsing spaces between work and home, and all kinds of services from travel to entertainment and shopping. Yet Rothschild (2009) argues convincingly that the bailout and restructuring need to be organized around the revitalization of urban and public infrastructure, including public transportation, that specifically includes those who have long suffered immobility, long waiting times, and poor connections between different modes of transport. This points to the entrenched difficulty of automobilism as an ideology and as a policy problem—it is so connected to many other policy areas that a change is needed in culture and world view in order to harness all resources to tackle the network of related problems in energy, public transport, urban design, economy, technology, and education.

President Obama announced his auto plan on March 20, 2009, saying that he was “absolutely committed” to the survival of the industry both at home and internationally but remarked that “our auto industry is not moving in the right direction fast enough.” On those grounds he denied further long-term federal bailouts for General Motors (GM) and Chrysler, indicating that all stakeholders needed to make further concessions and that clearer restructuring plans were required. GM and Chrysler received $13.4 billion and $4 billion in government loans in February and were looking for a further $16.6 billion and $5 billion, respectively. He also did not dismiss the possibility of controlled bankruptcy while indicating the government would act as guarantor.

In an extraordinary move the Obama administration also forced the retirement of Rick Waggoner as CEO of General Motors, who was resistant to change and whose focus on the big gas-guzzlers production lines of trucks, Hummers, and SUVs flew in the face of Obama’s green energy emphasis on smaller, energy-efficient and more customer-responsive vehicles. GM was given 60 days to come up with a more acceptable reorganization plan, and Chrysler had 30 days to sort out obstacles to the merger with the innovative and highly successful Italian automaker Fiat if it was to receive $6 billion in government bailout funds. So far the auto industry reputedly employing 3 million has lost 400,000 jobs in 2011 and both companies (employing some 140,000 in the United States) were expected to announce further layoffs.

Chrysler entered into bankruptcy procedures under Chapter 11 in early May 2009. It aimed for a “surgical” bankruptcy to wipe out a portion of its debts, allowing the creation of a new firm tied to Fiat to put the Detroit firm on the road to profitability. The fear was that scores of auto suppliers could follow Chrysler into bankruptcy as massive production cuts wiped out revenues. U.S. auto sales were down 34 percent in April and were not expected to improve in the next few months. Meanwhile General Motors which had until June 1 to present a viability plan to the U.S. Treasury plans to shut most of its assembly plants during May, June, and July. The era of Fordism not only in the auto industry but in the U.S. manufacturing sector is now clearly over, and investors, shareholders, and customers look to the age of more flexible smart, modular, and responsive design based on cleaner and alternative fuels, and better industry efficiencies aimed at making the U.S. auto industry internationally competitive once again.

Yet once again, as we head toward 2020 “the end of car culture” is being talked up as climate change advocates become more vocal and Obama looks to check gas emissions. Elisabeth Rosenthal (2013) writing for The New York Times indicates that “recent studies suggest that Americans are buying fewer cars, driving less and getting fewer licenses as each year goes by,” leading scholars and commentators to pose the question: “Has America passed peak driving?” Yet new digital technologies that provided better engineering processes, cleaner green motoring and cleaner fuels, more electronic systems to enhance visibility, safety and traffic decongestion, and self-driving cars indicate that the auto industry has turned a corner moving from the Fordist to post-Fordist era and is committed to long-term improvements that may change the car as a symbol of American modernity and mobility but may also deepen the impact and significance of “auto” in the automobile.

See also: Trade and Manufacturing; Part 5: Crime and the American Middle Class
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Michael A. Peters

BANKS AND THE U.S. ECONOMY

Banks have a significant influence on growth in the U.S. economy, mainly through financing business activities. In this way, banks contribute to economic growth and job creation. Banks serve as a primary source of financing both for consumers and businesses. However, the influence of banks is not always toward more growth, as evidenced by the economy-wide slowdown often associated with a financial crisis. Government responses designed to address concerns about financial crises include deposit insurance, laws requiring banks to invest in the local community, and an agency that oversees consumer lending practices.

A bank is a business that takes deposits from customers, issues checking accounts and other accounts to customers, and makes a wide variety of loans to individuals, businesses, and governments. Economic theory says that one of the most important functions of a bank is to link savers, who deposit their saved funds at a bank, with borrowers, who take out loans from a bank. This matching of the saver’s funds and the borrower’s need for funds is something that a bank can do very efficiently.

Banks affect growth in the economy because they have an advantage especially in lending to a small business or a start-up business. A business needs financing, such as obtaining a loan from a bank or issuing new bonds (debt) in the public bond market, because financing is necessary for growth of the business. For example, a business needs financing for its purchases of new equipment, plants, technology, and training. These purchases help the business to expand, and that generally helps the business to hire more workers.

Economic theory (Diamond 1991) suggests that banks have an information advantage when lending to a business compared to other sources of financing for a business, such as the bond market. A bank can provide detailed screening of business loan applicants and additional on-site monitoring of the business once the loan has been made to ensure proper use of funds and repayment of the loan. These information advantages give a bank a competitive advantage in lending compared to the bond market, especially to small or start-up businesses that may be unwilling or unable to share such detailed information with a public bond market. And they give a business a source of funding, when it might otherwise have no good sources. Thus, bank financing helps these businesses to grow. Some evidence (Birch 1987; Haltiwanger, Jarmin, & Miranda 2013) indicates that a sizable portion of the growth in jobs in the U.S. economy comes from these businesses.

Evidence compiled by economists suggests that the theories described previously explain real-world data well. King and Levine (1993) and many others have shown a link between well-developed financial markets, including banks, and economic growth across many countries. That is, a well-organized and complete financial market is not simply an outcome of economic growth but an important precursor to a country’s future economic growth.

Through lending, banks also play an important role in transmitting monetary policy to the rest of the economy. Monetary policy comes from the Federal Reserve System, the U.S. governmental agency with the authority to make monetary policy. The policy choices for the Federal Reserve involve controlling the amount of money in the economy and interest rates. The Federal Reserve uses its control of money and interest rates to make progress toward its goals. The goals of the Federal Reserve are sustained economic growth and low inflation, that is, stable prices overall.

If the Federal Reserve decides, for example, to lower interest rates, then banks also lower the interest rate charged on the loans they provide. A lower interest rate is more attractive to businesses and consumers, because it means that a loan costs less to repay than before. Businesses would then take out more loans from banks, and the economy would grow as businesses hired new workers and invested in new plants or equipment.

Banks are also a major source of loans for individual consumers, especially for those who wish to buy a home. These loans, known as mortgages, allow an individual to make an initial down payment on the home, usually a small fraction of the total cost of the home, and then to borrow the remaining funds from the bank, while repaying the bank over many (often 30) years. Partly because of the availability of affordable mortgages through banks, many Americans have become homeowners.

One major concern about the role of banks in the economy is that banks occasionally experience a financial crisis. The most recent example in the U.S. was in 2008, when many banks failed and closed, while other banks struggled with loans that had gone bad. As a result, the economy fell into a recession, in which economic growth became negative and the unemployment rate increased substantially.

The causes of a financial crisis are complex but generally involve bad loans or bank runs. A bad loan is one in which the borrower can no longer make payments to the bank. The bank suffers a loss on this loan. If the bank has many bad loans, it may suffer such a large loss that it must close because it becomes bankrupt.

A bank run occurs when most depositors become worried about the financial system and demand their deposits from a bank. A bank would not be able to fulfill all the requests for withdrawals at once. That is because one fundamental characteristic of banking is that a bank holds only a small percentage of its deposits in cash, called reserves. This is known as fractional-reserve banking. The bank uses the rest of its deposits to fund its loans. In normal times, the system works well, allowing banks to finance much business growth. But when depositors try to withdraw funds at the same time, a bank run would occur because the bank would not have enough cash to pay all the depositors.

Congress established the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) in 1933, during the Great Depression, to reduce bank runs. Without deposit insurance, a bank failure likely means that depositors get none of their deposits, so that when depositors suspect a bank might fail, they begin a bank run as they all attempt to withdraw their deposits before the bank fails. However, with deposit insurance, depositors are assured of getting back at least the portion of deposits covered by insurance, so most depositors have no incentive to withdraw their funds or begin a bank run. Because of the FDIC, most bank failures in the U.S. today are linked to bad loans rather than to bank runs.

As of 2015, the FDIC insured bank deposits up to $250,000 per depositor, per bank. This large amount of coverage highlights another important reason for deposit insurance: it provides a safe place for people to accumulate wealth through savings. A low-risk method to store savings could be especially helpful for people who do not have access to or information about other means of saving such as buying equity stock on a stock market.

Another concern is whether a bank’s deposits are used to support local business, that is, whether the bank lends in its local community rather than to distant communities. To address this concern, Congress passed the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) in 1977, which is designed to encourage banks to lend to their local communities, including low-income communities. The FDIC assigns each bank a rating to show its level of compliance with the law, and consumers can access this information through the FDIC’s website.

The financial crisis of 2008 prompted additional concerns about lending to consumers, especially moderate-income homeowners. As a result, Congress passed the Dodd-Frank Act of 2010. Among other provisions, the law established the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB), which provides additional government oversight of lending by banks and other financial institutions to consumers.

See also: Efficient Market Hypothesis; Federal Reserve System and Monetary Policy; Financial Derivatives; Friedman, Milton; Keynesian Economics; Monetarism; Mutual Funds
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Linda M. Hooks

BEHAVIORAL ECONOMICS

Economists study how individuals and society make decisions in an environment characterized by scarcity. Scarcity refers to the limited nature of resources that are used by economic agents to satisfy their unlimited needs and wants. Scarcity is the reason people cannot have everything they want and are faced with the need to make decisions about how to allocate their limited resources. Traditionally, economists have assumed that individuals make rational choices about resource allocation. An individual who makes rational choices has complete information about the costs of each option and can rank the options she has based on her preferences. Given this information, she can conduct a cost-benefit analysis and choose the option that maximizes her net benefit (the difference between benefits and costs). Over the last several decades however, it became increasingly clear that in some cases rational choice theory fails to accurately predict our actual decisions. One way to improve traditional economic models and bridge their gap with reality was to start incorporating elements and new developments from the fields of psychology and neuroscience into traditional economic models. This movement gave rise to the field of behavioral economics, which enjoys great popularity today by professional economists and the general public alike.

In 1979 Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky laid the foundation of what will soon become behavioral economics with their seminal article “Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk.” In this paper they use the principles of cognitive psychology to show that when evaluating different options individuals often subjectively classify them as losses or gains. Moreover, the authors also demonstrate the existence of a loss aversion bias. The idea that people dislike losses more than they like gains implies that the subjective perception of a loss or gain can sometimes overpower traditional cost-benefit analysis resulting in irrational decisions (Kahneman & Tversky 1979). For his pioneering work in the field of behavioral economics Daniel Kahneman was awarded the 2002 Nobel Prize in economics.

The loss aversion bias is one of many biases shown to influence the behavior of economic agents, but field experiments have confirmed the effect of many other biases on individual decision making. Some examples include the anchoring bias, which represents the excessive focus on only one piece of information when making decisions (Zhang, Lewis, Pellon, & Coleman 2007), the overconfidence bias when agents are too confident in their own judgment (Pohl 2004), the status quo bias, which is the individual’s desire to preserve the current state of affairs (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler 1991), and many others. Research has also demonstrated that the framing of different options matters for choice even when the options are perfectly equivalent (Thaler & Sunstein 2008). A separate strand of the behavioral economics literature questions the traditional exponential time discounting where individuals are assumed to discount future events and decisions at a rate that increases with the length of time. In contrast, behavioral economists have studied hyperbolic time discounting where large discount rates in the near future and smaller discount rates later on fit better with observed behavior (Laibson 1997).

The principles of behavioral economics have been applied in many fields, most notably in marketing, public policy, organizational behavior, finance, and education. In marketing, behavioral economics concepts are used to influence consumer choice—in choice architecture, the different alternatives are presented to consumers in a particular way in order to steer consumer choice in a particular direction without really affecting the individual’s true preferences (Thaler, Sunstein, & Balz 2014). Choice attributes that have been shown to influence the decision-making process include the number of choices presented, which option is designated as the default option, the choice description, and the way choices are presented among others (Johnson, Shu, Dellaert, Fox, Goldstein, Häubl, Larrick et al. 2012). The tools of choice architecture are also used in the domain of public policy. For example, the presentation of information about the available choices of Medicare drug plans can affect the choice of particular plans—providing personalized plan cost information to beneficiaries rather than simply making this information available induces them to choose a more cost-effective plan (Kling, Mullainathan, Shafir, Vermeulen, & Wrobel 2011). In the field of organizational behavior these principles find application in game-theoretical settings to determine firms’ entry, product diversification, and pricing strategies (Ho, Lim, & Camerer 2006). Behavioral economics can also be used to improve the effectiveness of personal finance strategies. For example, retirement savings rates can be increased by designing program choices that overcome unfavorable behavioral biases and increase retirement plan participation (Thaler & Benartzi 2004). The field of corporate finance also uses these principles to overcome behavioral problems of internal and external value creation faced by the firm (Barberis & Thaler 2003). In addition, behavioral economics is also incorporated in stock market analyses to explain stock market volatility and individual trading behavior (Barberis & Thaler 2003). The field of education research has also benefited significantly from the recent advances in behavioral economics where studies are focused on harnessing the power of behavioral biases to improve student outcomes. For example, it has been shown that the behavioral bias of loss aversion combined with a monetary incentive can be useful in improving teacher and student motivation (Fryer, Levitt, List, & Sadoff 2012; Levitt, List, Neckermann, & Sadoff 2012).
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Maria Apostolova-Mihaylova

BUCHANAN, JAMES M. (1919–2013)

James M. Buchanan (1919–2013) is best known for his leading role in the establishment of public choice, the application of economics to political decision making. In 1986, he was awarded the Nobel Prize in economics “for his development of the contractual and constitutional bases for the theory of economic and political decision-making” (Nobel Prize Committee 1986). His work provides support for the American constitutional structure, federalism, and restraints on the use of centralized power. It also elevates the importance of exchange based on agreement and explains why even democratically elected political officials will often undertake counterproductive actions that undermine the economic well-being of ordinary citizens.

From the time of Adam Smith (1723–1790) until the 1960s, economics focused on how markets worked, why they sometimes worked poorly, and what the government might do to improve market outcomes. The impact of collective decision making on the allocation of resources was virtually excluded from economic analysis. James Buchanan and other public choice scholars broadened the domain of economics. They used the tools of economics to analyze how the political process operates and explained why it often results in unproductive allocation of resources.

The ideas of 19th-century Swedish economist, Knut Wicksell (1851–1926), exerted a major impact on Buchanan’s conceptualization of government. While still a graduate student at the University of Chicago, Buchanan read Wicksell’s Investigations in the Theory of Public Finance (1896). Wicksell’s work stressed that the appropriate standard for collective action is consent and unanimity, not majority rule. Unless agreement is present, there is no assurance that the action will improve the welfare of the citizenry. Wicksell advocated a supra-majority rule, such as approval by a three-fourths majority, as a mechanism to ensure that a collective action is consensual, or at least the consensual standard is approximated.

Wicksell’s influence is seen most clearly in The Calculus of Consent, a classic work Buchanan coauthored with Gordon Tullock (1922–2014). The Calculus of Consent analyzed how constitutional rules and political structures influence the operation of the democratic political process. It highlighted the importance of both supra-majority rules and decentralization of government as mechanisms to promote collective action based on agreement. Compared to majority rule, a supra-majority rule provides a minority with greater protection against the imposition of personal costs by the majority. Similarly, decentralization and the “exit option” it facilitates provides members of the minority with a method of escaping the burdens of spending, taxes, regulations, and other policies passed by the majority that reduce their welfare. This exit option helps to discipline the majority and bring government action more into harmony with the preferences of the citizenry.

The Calculus of Consent spawned a new body of literature that challenged the methodology of a sizable portion of the economics profession. With time, the development of this literature became known as the “public choice revolution.” When monopoly, externalities, or public goods are present, markets will fail to achieve ideal efficiency conditions. Prior to public choice, most economists modeled government as if it was a corrective device and the role of the economist was to discover ideal solutions to improve economic outcomes when market failures were present.

Buchanan was at the forefront of the public choice economists arguing for a different approach to economic analysis. In a 1962 article, he challenged the view that market failures represent a prima facie case for government intervention. The political process itself results in actions that inflict external costs on the minority that opposes such action. Thus, external effects are present in both cases. In general, there is no reason to expect that the external effects imposed by the government action will be more efficient than the external effects generated by the market. He went on to criticize idealized interventions that are unlikely to flow from the political process. As Buchanan put it, “to argue that an existing order is ‘imperfect’ in comparison with an alternative order of affairs that turns out, upon careful inspection, to be unattainable may not be different from arguing that the existing order is ‘perfect.’ ” (Buchanan 1962, 23).

Buchanan (1979) stated that public choice is politics without romance. Public choice analysis indicates that the political process, like markets, has many systematic failings. First, there is the rational ignorance effect, the weak incentive of voters to acquire information about issues and candidates because they recognize that their vote will not be decisive. Second, when political action generates substantial benefits for well organized groups at the expense of costs spread thinly among the bulk of voters, elected officials will have a strong incentive to support projects favored by well organized groups. Politicians will solicit these groups for contributions and use these resources to provide rationally ignorant voters with messages that enhance their chances of winning the election. This will be true even when the projects are counterproductive. Public choice economists call this the special interest effect. Third, as the share of resources allocated by special interest politics expands, businesses and other concentrated interests will invest resources into rent-seeking actions designed to obtain government favors, like lobbying. Inefficiencies arise as resources are shifted toward rent seeking and away from providing consumers with more value relative to cost. Fourth, public choice indicates that the political process will be shortsighted—it will be biased toward policies that provide highly visible current benefits that result in less visible future costs.

The contribution of Buchanan and public choice is straightforward: sound economic analysis must be comparative. In the real world, the choice of economic organization is always between various forms of market and political arrangements, both of which have systematic shortcomings. Buchanan stressed this point in the following manner: Normatively, public choice forces the analyst to compare relevant institutional alternatives. In one sense, public choice is a “theory of government failure” comparable to the “theory of market failure” that emerged from mainstream theoretical welfare economics (Buchanan 1979, 50).
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BUSINESS CYCLES IN THE UNITED STATES

Business cycles are extremely costly, not just in terms of lower income and higher unemployment but in terms of disrupted lives as measured by higher suicide and homicide rates, higher poverty levels, lower birth rates, lower educational attainment, and higher divorce rates. As a result, recessions have economic, social, and personal consequences that persist for a very long time. Business cycles also have a disproportionately negative impact on the most vulnerable groups in American society—minorities, the poor, and the less educated. As a result, recessions typically worsen economic inequality.

Households that are in the middle and lower end of the income distribution are most vulnerable to recessions for many reasons. First, they have lower wealth and fewer financial resources to fall back on in the face of falling incomes. As a result, poorer households are forced to reduce their overall standard of living most sharply during a recession. In addition, lower income households rely more heavily on wages as opposed to earning returns from their wealth, leaving them more vulnerable to layoffs and the longer spells of unemployment associated with economic contractions. Finally, unemployment rises most sharply among less-skilled, blue-collar jobs in the manufacturing sector (where activity is strongly cyclical) than it does in higher-skilled, white-collar jobs in the service industry (which behaves less cyclically).

Calling the periodic contractions and expansions in aggregate income within the U.S. economy a “business cycle” is really a misnomer: downturns in economic activity are not cyclical, as they are neither regularly spaced nor similar to each other either in terms of length or in terms of their size. Some recessions have been mild, lasting only six months, with aggregate income falling by less than 1 percent. On the other hand, the Great Recession lasted 43 months during which income fell by more than 25 percent.

Recessions in the United States have changed over time: they have been less severe in the post–World War II era than they were in the prewar era. Recessions have generally been shorter in the postwar era (averaging 11 months in duration, as opposed to 19 months in the prewar era). Recessions have also been less severe, with the decline in aggregate income averaging only 2.3 percent in the postwar era compared to nearly 20 percent in the earlier period.

Why are some business cycles worse than others, and why have they become milder over time? The principal reason appears to be that the worst recessions occur in conjunction with financial crises. Financial systems are extremely important in providing resources to firms to fund new investment and to households that help them stabilize their consumption in the face of fluctuating income. During a financial crisis, financial institutions such as banks suffer large losses as a result of declines in asset values (such as stocks and housing) and increases in defaults associated with loans tied to these assets. As banks suffer losses, they are forced to restrict their lending, forcing larger declines in consumption, investment, and aggregate income than would otherwise occur if financial stability had been maintained. As documented by economists such as the historian Charles Kindleberger (1978), the largest recessions in U.S. history—the Panic of 1873, the Great Depression, and the 2008 Great Recession—have each been associated with significant financial crises.

The fact that financial crises have become less common in the United States during the postwar era is the primary reason why recessions have been milder and less frequent. Following the Great Depression, three important changes to the U.S. financial system were implemented. First, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation was formed in order to protect bank depositors and prevent the destabilizing bank panics that regularly occurred when depositors lost confidence in the banking system and withdrew their deposits en mass from banks. Second, the financial system was more strictly regulated in a number of ways by the federal government. The most important of these new measures was the Glass-Steagall Act, which forced the separation of commercial banking activities from riskier investment banking activities, such as issuing stocks and bonds. This strict separation gradually eroded over time, and the legal separation imposed by Glass-Steagall was officially ended in 1999. Third, the Federal Reserve was reformed and power centralized in a Federal Reserve Board of Governors. Previously, the Federal Reserve effectively operated as 12 separate regional central banks with little coordination and limited ability to systematically act to stabilize the financial system. In the postwar era the reformed Federal Reserve has aggressively pursued financial stability in an effort to stabilize aggregate income and prevent/moderate recessions. It has done this in three ways: (1) in its role as “lender of last resort” to banks in need of short-term financing during times of panic; (2) through its ability to change the supply of money in the financial system and, as a result, impact interest rates and the prices of other assets; and (3) by being a primary regulator of banks and limiting the risk in their lending practices.

These postdepression reforms have been lauded and criticized for reasons closely linked to different economic theories as to why business cycles occur in the first place. On the left, or liberal side, of the debate are economists led by the most famous economist of the 20th century, John Maynard Keynes (1936). Keynes argued that the economy is inherently unstable because the future is fundamentally unpredictable. As a result, economic behavior tends to be volatile (in a manner Keynes referred to as “animal spirits”), leading to booms and busts in consumption and investment that drive recessions and expansions. As a result, Keynes and his followers argue that both monetary and fiscal policy should be used to “lean against the wind”: stimulate the economy during economic busts while slowing the economy during economic booms. In general, it is Keynesian theory that motivated the reforms that followed the Great Depression and that has justified the more active role government policy has played in responding to all postwar business cycles. Keynesians argue that increased postwar stability is direct evidence of the value of activist stabilization policy.

On the right, or conservative, side of this debate, critics of the expanded role of government policy, such as Friedrich Hayek (1944) and Milton Friedman (1968), argue that by adhering to activist Keynesian stabilization policy we have only replaced the ups and downs that are the natural consequence of economic development with business cycles that are the consequence of government policy. In the conservative view, efforts to prevent business cycles simply encourage excessive risk taking that sets the stage for future, and larger, recessions. For example, by providing deposit insurance and bailouts to banks, banks will make even riskier loans in the search for higher returns. When these loans go bad and a future financial crisis occurs, banks can appeal for help from the government and not pay the consequences for their behavior. In addition, by cutting taxes and increasing spending to speed up the economy in the short run as Keynesians argue, governments run large budget deficits that conservatives believe create future financial turmoil and that eventually force fiscal tightening that slows economic growth over the longer term. Finally, by creating money to artificially stimulate economic activity, the Federal Reserve creates inflation. Conservatives believe inflation is very costly because it eats away at the real value of anything with a fixed price and distorts many forms of economic behavior. Eventually, as the Federal Reserve recognizes the costs of the higher inflation it has generated in its attempt to moderate a current recession, it is forced to reverse course and contract the money supply triggering a future recession. This exact scenario occurred in the United States during the 1970s, when spiraling inflation peaked at nearly 14 percent. In 1981, the Federal Reserve was forced to take actions to sharply cut the money supply and inflation, triggering a severe recession.

Because of these different views between liberals and conservatives regarding the causes of business cycles and the best responses to them, policy debates related to business cycles in the United States have always been, and continue to be, extremely contentious. The heated policy debates surrounding the Great Recession of 2008 are only the most recent example of this. Keynesian-style expansionary fiscal and monetary policies as well as government-financed bailouts of financial institutions were adopted during the early stages of the Great Recession and supported by Keynesian economists such as Alan Blinder (2013). This occurred despite the fierce opposition of many conservatives, such as Charles Calomiris and Stephen Haber (2014), who argued that the easy lending, excessive borrowing, and low interest rate policies of the government were the cause of the crisis in the first place.
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CHILD CARE IN THE UNITED STATES

Child care or day care is more accurately described today as early care and education (ECE). The current landscape of early care and education in the United States is dispersed and diverse in how it intersects with public policy and affects middle-class American families. We discuss ECE in today’s America through multiple lenses: the objectives of ECE, the rise of a formal sector, the role of government, and the financial sustainability of providing and securing ECE.

Early Care and Education Objectives

In the late 20th century, scientific discoveries about the developing brain and the risks of economic deprivation pointed to the importance of exposing very young children to educationally and socially enriching settings with highly skilled caregivers to promote and support their subsequent development (Heckman 2013; Noble et al. 2012). This is in contrast to the prior century, when formal types of non-parental care settings had been viewed as unfavorable for children’s development. This view led to the creation of mother’s pensions at the turn of the 20th century that would allow women not to have to work, and to controversy in the late 20th century as to the (possibly harmful) effects of maternal employment and child care exposure on children’s outcomes.

Today, 70.4 percent of mothers with children under the age of 18 are employed (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2015). Parents may use ECE to support their own employment schedules, to promote their children’s socioemotional and cognitive development, or some combination of these purposes. Although high-quality ECE settings can be very effective in promoting children’s well-being, not all ECE settings achieve this standard. As American workers increasingly work evenings, nights, weekends, and irregular shifts, supporting parental employment and exposing children to high-quality early education can be difficult to do simultaneously. Care in center-based settings is mostly offered during the day with set hours and fee structures (NSECE 2015a).

The Emergence of ECE in the Public Sphere

Children spending time without parents and with relatives, friends, neighbors, or self-care—whether or not mothers are working—is not new. This type of informal or home-based early care has been in existence in almost every known civilization. What is new is the emergence of ECE in the formal market and public support for it. Children under age 5 receive non-parental care across a variety of settings from grandparents who live in the household to public prekindergarten operated by a public school district in the very same building and with the same staff that also provides kindergarten through fifth-grade education to older children. Child care became an organized public issue in the late 19th century in response to concerns over the well-being of young children of largely income-poor mothers. These women had to earn a wage, but with few safe or structured options, often left their children unattended or accompanying them in the fields or factory (Child Care Aware of Washington n.d.). Another response was to create day nurseries in the interest of protecting “children’s welfare.”

Still today, among children ages 0 to 3, the most common form of non-parental care is unpaid care by someone like a family member or friend. Figure 1 shows that 2.1 million children aged 0–3 years old are cared for by someone who is unpaid in a home environment. Figure 1 also shows that nearly 5 million children aged 3 through 5 (but not yet in kindergarten) are enrolled in some type of center-based care such as preschool, a day care center, or a public prekindergarten program (NSECE 2015b). Enrollment in center-based care also varies by household income. When household income is defined relative to the federal poverty threshold, 23 percent of the lowest income (100 percent below the federal poverty threshold) and 27 percent of middle income (100 to 300 percent of the poverty threshold) 3-year-olds participate in some type of center-based care, whereas 49 percent of higher income (300 percent or higher than the federal poverty threshold) participate in some type of center-based care (author’s tabulations, National Survey of Early Care and Education Survey).

The Role of Government and Policy

The government and public investment takes on several significant roles in ECE. The first is to ensure the health and safety of children in care through basic licensing, regulation, and inspections; this primarily occurs in the formal sector. The second role is to defray the cost of ECE that supports parental employment through tax credits and subsidies, the former particularly helping middle income families and the latter targeting the lowest income families. The third role is to provide other forms of direct individual assistance including information about available options to assist low-income families in securing ECE so that they can go to work. In limited but growing instances, public policies also seek to improve the quality of child care available and to assist low-income families with access to high-quality care to promote child development, whether or not parents are working. Examples include the Head Start program that serves about 1 million 3- to 4-year-olds whose families meet income eligibility irrespective of parental work status (Office of Head Start 2012). This diversity of public roles and investments is observed through variation in how public and private dollars are distributed in ECE centers as shown in Table 1 (NSECE 2014).
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Figure 1  Providers of Child Care by Age of Child

Source: 2012 National Survey of Early Care and Education.





	Table 1    Center-Based Early Care and Education Programs by Receipt of Public Funding
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Financial Sustainability

The final lens is financial. Unlike other countries in the developed world, such as France and Scandinavia, there is no universal public coverage of ECE for young children in the United States. Although some public and private subsidies are available for financing child care, parents primarily pay for child care out-of-pocket, or family members and friends provide the care for free. The cost of formal child care is routinely found to exceed the cost of public higher education. Yet parents are typically younger and earn less when they need child care than when they have college-age children, and options such as loans and grants are almost unheard of for child care.

Despite the tremendous expense of child care on families who pay for it, the economics of child care provision mean that child care workers typically earn wages much lower than those earned by similarly educated individuals in other occupations. There are 1,000,000 individuals working as teachers and caregivers in early care and education centers serving children ages 0 to 5 years (NSECE 2013b). There are another 2.4 million individuals providing paid, home-based care to young children (NSECE 2013a). In contrast to kindergarten teachers in public schools, ECE teachers and caregivers are far less likely to have a college diploma. At the same time, average wages of center-based child care workers with four-year college degrees were just 54 percent of what college graduates earned in other fields in 2012 (NSECE 2013b).

Conclusion

In America today, ECE for 0- to 5-year-olds attempts to meet two objectives. The first is to support parental work. The second is to support positive children’s development. Both objectives have given rise to expanding care of children by people other than their parents as a private issue to a public one, and thus giving rise to a formal sector for providing ECE. Current public policies and government investment balance these objectives by providing free or subsidized care (to reduce cost), building programs, regulating quality, and more recently stimulating availability of quality care. One particular challenge, somewhat unique to America as an industrialized nation, is financial sustainability of ECE. Greater appreciation for the potential economic benefits of high-quality early care and education has increased interest in improving the quality of care and the workforce, but such improvements require more secure public and private financing.
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CLIMATE CHANGE, ECONOMICS OF

The potential economic consequences of climate change are far reaching. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), small changes in average planet temperature can cause large changes in the regional climate and weather. These may include changes in the amount or timing of precipitation, which could alter both the timing of the growing seasons and the types of crops that are suitable in a particular area. These land use changes will impose ecological costs on ecosystems and the wildlife that depend on those ecosystems. There may also be higher sea level, which could impact housing and commercial property availability and property values in existing coastal and island communities. In addition, there are concerns that climate change may lead to more intense weather events, such as hurricanes or tornadoes, which generally require costly rebuilding efforts (EPA Impacts 2014).

The EPA defines climate change as a significant change in a particular measure or group of measures of the world’s climate that lasts over a long period of time. The effects of climate change can be measured through an examination of comprehensive changes in temperature or weather patterns that persist over decades. In order to measure climate change scientists have examined historical changes in temperature and have used models to predict future temperature changes. According to the EPA, the burning of fossil fuels has led to substantial carbon dioxide (CO2) and other greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions over the last 100 years. The earth is experiencing climate change today; the average temperature has increased by 1.4°F over the past century. These changes are expected to be magnified in the next century as the temperature is projected to rise an additional 2 to 11.5°F (EPA Basics 2014).

For economists, determining the appropriate policy response to climate change requires an analysis of the costs of mitigating climate change and the benefits of doing so. As the costs and benefits are both far reaching, there are several possible policy prescriptions that may be applicable. Some of the policy options include the regulation of GHG emissions, a tax on GHG emissions, a tax on the consumption or production of fossil fuels that lead to GHG emissions, the adoption of a cap and trade program that will limit the amount of GHG emissions, or not enacting climate change mitigation policies. Each policy or set of policy options has costs and benefits of implementation that must be considered. Depending on those costs and benefits, the optimal solution may be to not enact any climate change mitigation policies. The cause and potential impacts of climate change can only be determined through scientific study. Economists can then use that information in order to quantify the costs and benefits of climate change mitigation.

When economists consider the issue of climate change mitigation, they are often using a public goods framework. One classic example of a public good is national defense. If you are in the United States, then you experience national defense whether you pay for it or not; that is, it is not excludable. In addition, your “consumption” of national defense does not diminish anyone else’s use of it; that is, it is nonrival. (For a more extensive discussion of public and private goods, see Mankiw 2015, Chapter 11.) Importantly, national defense is not the only public good; a more relevant public good for this discussion is the atmosphere. The atmosphere is also nonrival, assuming there is air for everyone to breathe, and your intake of oxygen does not interfere with other people breathing. In addition, the atmosphere is not entirely excludable. One can’t legally prevent another person from using the atmosphere to breathe, although the U.S. Clean Air Act and other policies do regulate the level of pollutants that can be emitted into the atmosphere. Because no individual, firm, or country can be excluded from using the atmosphere, each of these actors are incentivized to overuse it to maximize their private benefits, leading to the degradation of the resource. Overuse or misuse of the atmosphere is more commonly thought of as pollution, or in this case, GHG emissions. In order to reduce GHG emissions, policies could be put into place that address the public goods nature of the atmosphere, by using policies to limit the amount of GHG emissions that a firm or individual emits into the atmosphere.

One example of a climate change mitigation policy is a tax on GHG emissions. This would increase the costs for every individual and/or firm that generated or consumed a unit of GHG emissions as part of the production of other goods, that is, the production of coal-generated electricity. The policy may reduce GHG emissions because if producers and/or consumers had to incur an additional cost, they may choose to participate in fewer GHG-emitting transactions. The reduction in emissions would benefit society by reducing the magnitude of the impacts of climate change, but may also cost society by increasing the costs for goods and services that are produced. As policy makers debate whether a tax on GHG emissions is optimal and if so what the size of the tax should be, they are weighing both the costs and benefits of the tax.

In addition to taxes, there are several regulations that can be put into place to mitigate climate change. These include regulating the amount of GHG emissions from fossil-fuel fired power plants, or the emissions from automobiles. Each regulation will impose costs on firms and consumers; therefore, in order to advocate for a regulatory solution, an economist would have to consider whether the benefits of the climate change mitigation outweigh those costs. Lastly, some policy makers have proposed implementing a cap and trade system for GHG emissions. This would entail establishing an optimal level of GHG emissions and allocating permits for each unit of GHG emissions to firms and consumers. Firms that want to emit beyond their permit allocation could purchase GHG permits in a market from other firms that have excess permits because they have reduced their emissions below their allocated number of permits. In this way a limit on the amount of GHG emissions would be implemented, and those firms that find it least costly to reduce emissions would do so and sell their excess permits to high cost firms. Each policy option or combination of policy options would entail a distinct set of costs and benefits.

The challenge of climate change mitigation is embodied in both the determination of the costs and benefits of climate change policies and in the public goods nature of the atmosphere. As policy makers seek to limit the effects of climate change, countries will need to continue to reach agreements that will provide benefits to society that do not outweigh the costs. In addition, they will be required to work together to manage a vital public good.

See also: Environmental and Natural Resource Economics; Environmentalism; Renewable Energy; Sustainability

Further Reading

EPA Basics. (2014). Climate change: Basic information. Retrieved December 9, 2014, from http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/basics

EPA Impacts. (2014). Climate change impacts and adapting to change. Retrieved December 9, 2014, from http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/impacts-adaptation

Mankiw, N. G. (2015). Chapter 11, Public goods and common resources. In Principles of microeconomics (7th ed.). Stamford, CT: Cengage Learning.

Karen K. Maguire

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

When commentators discuss the cost of living in the United States they are referring to how much it costs to achieve a certain standard of living. There is no perfect measure of the cost of living, but the most commonly used government-produced statistic is the consumer price index (CPI)—frequently called the cost-of-living index. The CPI measures what it costs the “typical” consumer to buy a specified “market basket” of goods and services.

The CPI is produced by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), a branch of the U.S. Department of Labor. The first step in the process is the establishment of the market basket. The market basket is the collection and quantity of goods and services that consumers typically buy. The items included are not just the things that can be purchased in retail or grocery stores. The market basket also includes insurance premiums, highway tolls, water and sewage fees, airline fares, and college tuition, among many others. It is determined by doing surveys of consumers, usually updated every decade or so. There are literally thousands of goods and services in the market basket.

Next every month the BLS sends a small army of survey takers out into the market to record the prices of all these items. Often a good or services will be selling for different prices at different locations. This permits the BLS to produce a CPI for different regions of the country, and to average these prices to get a national index.

Assume the market basket only consists of two goods—20 gallons of gasoline and 1 bushel of peaches. Refer to Table 1. In Year 1 the price of gasoline is $3.00 per gallon and peaches are $40.00 per bushel. This means that the consumer spends $60 on gasoline and $40 on peaches for a total expenditure on the market basket of $100. In Year 2 the price of gasoline rises to $4.00 per gallon while the price of peaches rises to $45.00 per bushel. The cost of the market basket would then be $125.00. Since the same collection and quantity of goods costs more in Year 2 than Year 1, we can conclude that the cost of the market basket increased and infer that that the cost of living increased.




	Table 1    A Simplified Example of Computing the CPI




	



	Year

	
	1

	
	2




	
	Price

	
	Cost

	
	Price

	
	Cost




	



	20 gallons of gasoline

	
	$3.00/gallon

	
	$60.00

	
	  $4.00

	
	$80.00




	1 bushel of peaches

	
	$40/bushel   

	
	$40.00

	
	$45.00

	
	$45.00




	Cost of market basket

	
	
	
	$100.00  

	
	
	
	$125.00  




	





There is one mathematical trick that is used when this information is presented to the public. The cost of the market basket in terms of dollars and cents is never revealed. Rather what is presented are index numbers. An index number is a number that stands for another number, often because using an index number is more convenient. In the case of the consumer price index, one time period is arbitrarily chosen as the base. In this example, let Year 1 be the base year. Then the CPI for each year is given by this equation: CPIt = ((Cost of market basket)t/(Cost of market basket))base × 100. In the base year (Year 1) the CPI would be ($100/$100) × 100 = 100 (the base period always has an index value of 100). In Year 2 the CPI would be ($125/$100) × 100 = 125. Note that index numbers are pure numbers and do not have units attached. The Year 2 index is simply 125, not $125. Think of a price index as standing for the average level of prices for that year.

Once you have the price indices, computing the rate of inflation is easy. The rate of inflation is simply the percentage change in the average level of prices between one period and the next. If the CPI is 100 in Year 1 and 125 in Year 2, then prices increased 25 percent in Year 2—there was 25 percent inflation.

There are several shortcomings of the CPI as a measure of the cost of living. On a conceptual basis, a person’s standard of living does not just depend on the material goods and services she is able to consume. It also depends on the quality of the environment she lives in, whether she is afraid of being a victim of crime, how much leisure she has, and how healthy she is, among many other things whose price and quality would be nearly impossible to measure. So many important items are not in the market basket.

There are other more practical problems. The CPI is computed for a typical household. The typical household for the most widely used CPI is an urban, blue-collar household. If you are from a suburban, white-collar household, the movement of the CPI is unlikely to mirror your own personal experience. Another issue is known as substitution bias. The CPI uses a fixed market basket—the quantities of the goods and services in it do not change from year to year. But that is not the way real consumers act. If the price of beef rises relative to the price of chicken, consumers will substitute more of the now relatively cheaper chicken in place of beef and keep their cost of living from rising as much.

The CPI has no foolproof method of taking into account changes in the quality of goods. For example, if computers get better while their price stays the same, the cost of computers will appear to remain the same while you are actually getting more for your money. Finally, what happens when new goods are introduced that take the public by storm, such as digital music players, tablet computers, and smart phones? The public spends money on these goods, but it might take another decade before the goods actually enter the market basket.

Although measuring the effect of omissions is not easy, some economists believe our consumer price index tends to overstate the rate of inflation by about 2 percentage points per year.

See also: Gross Domestic Product (GDP); Inflation; Unemployment
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CONSUMER PROTECTION MOVEMENT

The foundations of consumer movements that have shaped consumer protection in the United States are embedded in the history of the nation and reflected in the structure of our competitive marketplace. The Declaration of Independence (1776) was issued the same year that Adam Smith’s The Wealth of Nations was published. The ideas espoused in both works have shaped the society, as well as the marketplace, because in the United States, democracy and capitalism are inextricably intertwined. A functioning democracy requires educated and active citizens, just as a competitive marketplace requires informed and rational consumers. The interests of producers (sellers) and consumers (buyers), however, have not always coincided, and debate has been fierce about how to best balance those interests. The emergence of the consumer protection movement in America has been, in part, a reflection of the society’s attempts to manage these conflicts and to maintain real competition in the marketplace, efforts that continue to this day. Despite this difficult history, by the end of the 1960s, the idea of “consumer protection” was largely institutionalized in American society. Consumer protection is now a stable element of political concern overwhelmingly supported by the public and especially the American middle class.

Important middle-class values and beliefs that support and are central to American democracy, as well as to a competitive marketplace, include these: a preference for rational thinking, especially in the marketplace and the formation of policies concerning the efficient distribution of scarce goods and resources; a belief in the free flow of information; a belief in equal opportunity; a respect for private ownership of property; a belief in achievement or merit as the proper basis for social reward; opposition to the use of force or fraud to achieve goals; and a belief in the government’s obligation to control the public order (i.e., the management of threats to society’s health, safety, and general welfare). These American values have been at the core of consumer movements and are grounded not only in the ideology of American political institutions, but in the image of economic life associated with a competitive market that was articulated by Smith.

Especially important to Smith’s conception of a competitive market is that consumers have enough information or knowledge about a product or service to make a rational purchasing decision. Rational consumers operating with complete information should purchase the highest quality product or service that is offered at the lowest competitive price. This market structure rewards the rational consumer at the same time it disciplines the producer, as those producers selling shoddy or overpriced goods or services will be driven from the market. Equally important then to Smith’s competitive marketplace is the presence of many producers, competing in a meaningful way, without fraud or collusion. These producers, even when acting only to further their own interests, should have the incentive to manage themselves efficiently and without the need for government interference because of the market discipline created by the purchasing power of rational consumers.

Government interference in the market therefore was criticized by Smith as creating inefficiencies. Of course, Smith’s criticisms were largely in response and opposition to mercantilism, an economic theory that espoused the virtues of monopolies (a single producer) and/or oligarchies (a few dominant producers) created by a grant of authority by and usually for the exclusive benefit of an absolute monarchy (e.g., the king), an economic system that was prevalent in England and Europe. Smith saw no role for the state in choosing “the winners” in any economic arena. Instead, Smith argued that, in order to increase the wealth of the nation and its citizens (not just the king), such concerns were better left to a market to resolve.

Whether a competitive, self-regulating market is possible has long been the subject of ideological debate in the United States. The history of consumer protection tends to demonstrate how difficult it is to bring Smith’s vision of a competitive marketplace into existence. In the modern marketplace, government regulation is required to maintain competition—particularly since many consumers are unable or unwilling to expend the efforts required to make rational purchasing decisions when faced with today’s complicated and often complex products and services. Consumers, in fact, may be persuaded by sophisticated marketing and advertising to act irrationally and make unnecessary or ill-advised purchasing decisions. Consumers also frequently lack complete information when making purchasing decisions, and even when they do have it, they may not fully understand that information; the U.S. population’s general reading level is low and financial illiteracy is high. When consumers lack the basic skills needed to evaluate complex products and services, the result may be economic harm, bodily injury, or even death. Additionally, producers may collude with each other, engage in fraudulent behavior, or otherwise employ unfair, deceptive, or abusive acts or practices. These methods of competition may provide those producers who employ them with an unfair competitive advantage over other producers who do not, which may result in market inefficiencies or even failures. Consumer protection tends to occur in response to these consumer harms or market inefficiencies, particularly when they are widespread or catastrophic or are otherwise made known to the public.

Government intervention and thereby consumer protection in the United States began during the Progressive Era, or the period around the turn of the 20th century, during the Industrial Revolution. During this period, U.S. society changed dramatically and quickly, as technological developments and rapid industrialization moved people off the farms and into the cities in significant numbers. These technological developments also expanded the marketplace beyond localism. Where producers and consumers previously might have been acquainted with each other, live in the same locality, or enjoy a business relationship established over time—all factors that tend to constrain the producer from attempting to “cheat” the consumer—the Industrial Revolution created conditions that displaced this type of community. Modern society was instead characterized by urbanization, a complex and widespread division of labor, the emergence of specialized production roles, and the nearly complete loss of relationships between the producer and the consumer. These changes left consumers with little trust in anonymous producers and distributors and little knowledge of the products they disseminated.

The disruption caused by such shifts in the major institutions in society was difficult and was later complicated by the dire social conditions of the Great Depression of the 1930s. During the Progressive Era, though, these difficulties were accentuated by the prevailing ideology in the marketplace, which carried over into social relations, and were exemplified in a laissez-faire (hands-off) approach to the market and a dog-eat-dog mentality toward social relations. Caveat emptor (“let the buyer beware”) was the prevailing market ideology. In response to these social disruptions, some journalists and authors, who were dubbed “muckrakers” because they successfully directed the public’s attention to many of untoward effects (the muck) of these changes, turned their attention to the marketplace. For example, Upton Sinclair (1878–1968) wrote The Jungle (1906), a novel about the filthy, noxious, and nauseating environment that often surrounded the production and distribution of food (the meatpacking industry), which captured the public’s attention. The muckrakers’ efforts made it clear to the consumers of the day that they had little knowledge or even information about what they were eating. The pharmaceutical industry was found equally unacceptable in that its products were not subject to inspection or testing—even the so-called patent medicines, many of which were ineffective or poisonous. In the absence of regulation (standards, inspection, and enforcement), how could the average consumer have any idea what he or she was really purchasing let alone make that purchase rationally?

One result of the Progressive Era was the passage of the Pure Food and Drug Act of 1906, which among other things, established the federal Food and Drug Administration (FDA). Decades later, during the Great Depression, the infamous elixir sulfanilamide tragedy that resulted in the deaths of 100 or more people who took the adulterated medicine helped lead to the passage of the 1938 Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, which further expanded the powers of the FDA. The FDA regulates the safety and soundness of America’s food supply, along with the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The FDA also regulates the production, labeling, and advertising of pharmaceutical products and medical devices, among other things. These new regulations enabled and expanded the regulatory apparatus in society by creating administrative agencies with significant authority to inject themselves into the market. Today, attempts to regulate the nation’s food supply remain controversial within some elements of society; it is worth noting, for example, that much of the modern vitamin and food supplement industry remains unregulated. Important contemporary controversies about food include issues related to the production and labeling of organic (no additives or pesticides allowed) and genetically modified (additives or pesticides built in) foods, a continuum of difference that illustrates the continued complexity of this industry segment for the average consumer.

The Progressive Era, and especially President Theodore Roosevelt (1901–1909 presidential term), was also concerned with the emergence of a few dominant producers in the market, especially in the railroad (e.g., Northern Securities Company), energy (e.g., Standard Oil Company), steel (e.g., United States Steel Corporation), and tobacco (e.g., American Tobacco Company) industries, that occurred during this period of industrialization. The contentious history of President Roosevelt’s “trust busting” underscores another difficultly in the efforts to institutionalize a competitive market: most producers prefer the economies of scale that come with dominating a market segment and eliminating competing producers. Successful producers strive for monopolies! Passage of the Sherman Antitrust Act of 1890, along with several key decisions by the U.S. Supreme Court, however, helped control these monopolies.

The 1914 passage of the Federal Trade Commission Act, which created the Federal Trade Commission (FTC), further helped to institutionalize a focus on these concerns. The FTC has a dual mission: to protect competition in the marketplace (antitrust) and to protect the consumer. Unsurprisingly, the focus of this dual mission reflects the ideological underpinnings of the competitive market envisioned by Smith. For example, the FTC continues to scrutinize mergers and acquisitions in various industries and prohibit the establishment of monopolies (i.e., provide market conditions favorable for many producers instead of one or a few); and the FTC Act’s section 5, which prohibits unfair and deceptive acts or practices, has resulted in a focus on providing the consumer with true and understandable information about the products or services being sold in commerce (i.e., the consumer needs correct information to make a rational purchasing decision).

The effectiveness of the FTC’s and other regulatory agencies’ efforts to regulate the marketplace have varied over the course of their existence. Regulatory agencies are generally funded by Congress and congressional willingness to do so has ebbed and flowed over time. During most of the 1920s, for example, intervention by the federal government in the market substantially declined, as the presidential administrations of that period were either indifferent toward or in ideological opposition to government activity in the economy. But the prosperity of the 1920s was followed by the near collapse of the economy and the Great Depression. In response, and with the election of President Franklin Roosevelt (1933–1945 presidential term), a more active reform of the nation’s economic institutions began. Through World War II and the administration of President Dwight D. Eisenhower (1953–1961 presidential term), however, there was no major legislation passed by Congress directly affecting consumer protection.

This changed with the election of President John F. Kennedy (1961–1963 presidential term) who renewed America’s focus on consumer rights. In a 1962 speech, President Kennedy outlined what has come to be known as the Consumer Bill of Rights, which advocated for the consumer’s right to safety, information, choice, and voice. After Kennedy was assassinated in 1963, President Lyndon B. Johnson (1963–1969 presidential term) gave consumer issues renewed and substantial support, becoming the first president to make consumer protection part of a presidential legislative agenda. Johnson’s support of such issues helped reinvigorate the consumer protection movement in the United States. Additional impetus was provided by the 1965 publication of Ralph Nader’s exposé of the automobile industry, Unsafe at Any Speed, which focused the public’s attention on safety issues in this industry.

Nader, and his Nader’s Raiders, became a champion of the consumer protection movement, and much of the significant legislative developments of the time can be credited in part to his efforts. By the end of the 1960s, and certainly by the 1970s, the idea of consumer protection had become largely institutionalized in U.S. society. This period included the passage of numerous and significant consumer protection laws related to the automobile industry (e.g., the National Highway Safety Act of 1970, which created the National Highway Safety Traffic Administration), product safety (e.g., the Consumer Product Safety Commission Act, which in 1972 created the Consumer Product Safety Commission), and consumer credit (e.g., the Truth in Lending Act and other titles that were part of the Consumer Credit Protection Act passed in 1968).

The debate regarding regulation in the marketplace, of course, did not stop with the broader institutionalization of the idea of consumer protection. President Ronald Reagan (1981–1989 presidential term), in fact, was elected by running on a platform of limited government, especially in the marketplace. His election heralded another period in U.S. history of ideological opposition to regulation generally. Much like the laissez-faire approach to the market prevalent during the 1920s, Reagan advocated shrinking the size of government and in particular reducing taxes. Variations of this economic theory found advocates in many prominent politicians of the time, and significantly, in the governing decisions of Alan Greenspan, who believed the financial markets could benefit from less regulation, and who chaired the Federal Reserve from 1987 to 2006. Chairman Greenspan’s efforts were especially encouraged during the administration of President William “Bill” Clinton (1993–2001 presidential term). For example, in 1999, President Clinton signed the law that repealed the Banking Act of 1933. This 1933 law had prohibited financial institutions from offering consumers banking, in addition to investment, products and services, because of the inherent conflict of interest that may result when a financial institution does both. During this period, the regulatory environment in the financial services industry relaxed fairly dramatically, expanding this sector’s significance for the U.S. economy. Much of the growth in this industry was centered on financial assets and securities that involved consumer residential mortgages, spurring an asset bubble in housing.

When the U.S. housing bubble that was driving the financial industry’s growth collapsed, the U.S. economy (and much of the world’s economy) entered the Great Recession (2007–2009) and has still not fully recovered. In 2010, President Barrack Obama (2009–2017 presidential term) and a democratically controlled Congress passed the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (commonly known as Dodd-Frank), which among many things, established the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB). The CFPB’s mission is to protect American consumers by providing them with the information they need to make rational purchasing decisions about consumer financial products and services.

Although there was negative public response to the conditions surrounding the economy’s collapse and the events that followed, especially toward Wall Street, a widespread consumer movement did not emerge to advocate for the creation of the CFPB. The Great Recession was so traumatic that there was bipartisan support in 2008 for the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act, which bailed out the few large financial and other institutions considered too important to the U.S. economy to fail, as well as Dodd-Frank, though to a much lesser extent. Elizabeth Warren, then a Harvard law professor, was considered the primary architect and motivator for the CFPB, but she was seen as too controversial to be nominated to head the CFPB. In her role as a special adviser to the president, however, she played an instrumental part in creating the structure of that entity. Prior to that appointment, she sat on a congressional committee that oversaw the implementation of the bailout, and she was subsequently elected as a U.S. Senator from Massachusetts (2013–2018 Senate term).

The social, political, and economic circumstances surrounding the creation of the CFPB, even without the support of a broader social movement, demonstrate the extent to which U.S. society, including the political elite, has adopted the concept of consumer protection. The question of what kind and how much regulation is required to maintain a competitive marketplace, however, will no doubt remain the subject of controversy, as it has for the last 125 years.

See also: American Capitalism in the 21st Century; Consumerism; Household Debt; Predatory Lending; Regulatory State

Further Reading

Harris, M. (1981). Why nothing works: The anthropology of daily life. New York: Touchstone Books.

Packard, V. (1957). The hidden persuaders. New York: Pocket Books.

Sullivan, T. A., Warren, E., & Westbrook, J. L. (2001). The fragile middle class: Americans in debt. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Vargo, S. (2012). Law and society (10th ed.). New York: Routledge.

Warren, E., & Warren Tyagi, A. (2004). The two-income trap: Why middle-class parents are going broke. New York: Basic Books.

Laurie A. Lucas

CONSUMERISM

Consumerism describes a society in which the economy and culture revolve largely around the mass consumption of goods and services. Consumerism is also a political ideology that supports mass consumption as an economic driver of society. There are many more definitions given to the concept of consumerism, so much so that consumerism is widely considered to be a very amorphous term. This entry will focus on consumerism as a concept that describes a consumer society and its surrounding ideologies that define individuals in that society as consumers.

The history of consumerism begins with the history of mass production, a product of the Industrial Revolution and the birth of capitalism. Only with the mass production of commodities was mass consumption possible and encouraged. The mass production of commodities was a result of a capitalist economy, in which production is increasingly automated to produce the greatest number of commodities at the cheapest costs and in the shortest time. Such aims of production in capitalism require that the goods produced be sold, meaning that mass production requires some form of mass consumption. In order to sell everything that is produced and to maximize profits, industry employed new techniques of advertising. In this process, new needs were created that had not existed previously, fueling greater consumption. The sum of these processes was the creation of consumerism in fully industrialized capitalist nations.

The history of consumerism and mass consumption is deeply intertwined with economic developments. The profit motive has been central to the development of mass consumption, without which there would not be the demand necessary to realize profits in the sale of commodities. The recognition of the importance of consumer demand was central to Keynesian economists in their design of economic policy after World War II. Although there had been a level of consumerism before World War II, the post–World War II golden age of capitalism was marked by Keynesian policy concerns for enabling greater consumerism through wage increases. This fostered economic growth by boosting effective demand. In addition, the emphasis on increasing wages for this purpose greatly expanded the size of the middle class in the United States. Thus, the American middle class as it is known today was created for the purpose of greater consumerism and the economic growth found therein.

The ties between consumerism and the middle class have led to a definition of the middle class based largely on purchasing power and the ability to participate in mass consumption. This has had great cultural significance in the United States, as it has led individuals to define and distinguish themselves in terms of what they buy. Possessions serve as an indicator of social standing and one’s membership in the middle class. This cultural phenomenon has been fueled by an advertising industry that boomed around the same time as the post–World War II expansion of the middle class. Advertising has typically enforced the definition of self in terms of what one owns and furthered the creation of needs that had not existed before, both of which have bolstered consumerism. The lasting cultural impacts of consumerism have played a significant role in its sustenance even as income of the middle class has stagnated over the past four decades.

In addition to its economic and cultural elements, consumerism has had a critical impact on politics. After the Keynesian policy efforts to boost consumerism, there have been a multitude of other political movements surrounding consumerism. Many of these have fought for the creation of consumer protection laws, such that consumers have more information and safeguards in their purchasing decisions. Additionally, consumerism has been used as an economic stimulus after a number of economic crises. One of the most recent examples came after the Great Recession, when the government created the “cash for clunkers” program, in which consumers could turn in their old cars for a credit toward purchasing a new car. By fostering consumerism, the government is able to boost effective demand during a crisis in an effort to spur economic growth.

On the other side of these proconsumerist elements in politics are movements against consumerism that have sought to end consumerism altogether. Many such movements have cited the destruction of the environment and global climate change as reasons for needing to end mass consumption, as such consumption produces a significant amount of waste. Instead, such groups advocate for a less wasteful and simpler lifestyle that is not centered on possessions. One such advocate is Pope Francis, who calls for an end of consumerism out of concern for both the planet and humanity. Some have gone as far as to advocate the replacement of a capitalist economic system with a new economic system, since it is argued that capitalism requires mass consumption to sustain its existence.

In addition to the problems of environmental sustainability, consumerism has presented problems of economic sustainability. In order to maintain a level of mass consumption against the stagnation of middle-class wages over the past four decades, middle-class households have increasingly taken on more credit card and loan debt. This has drastically increased the level of household debt in the United States while simultaneously decreasing the level of household savings, as households have had to prioritize repaying debts. This has presented serious problems for the middle class and the entire economy, as overindebtedness was a central reason for the Great Recession. Without Keynesian economic policies to bolster wages and the pursuit of mass consumption, consumerism has become increasingly unstable and dependent on unsustainable levels of credit and loan debt.

In light of the environmental and economic unsustainability of consumerism, the movements to redefine the American self along nonconsumerist lines have intensified. “Going green” has become a new social-status marker and is competing with older consumption-based symbols of status. Such movements question how the American middle class will be defined in the coming decades, as economic and environmental limitations threaten to shrink the middle class even further. The problems of consumerism also raise questions as to how continued economic growth will be attainable if the effective demand provided by mass consumption decreases in the coming decades. From the self to society, the challenges presented by consumerism will continue to confront the first world and especially the American middle class.

See also: Consumer Protection Movement; Environmentalism; Household Debt; Keynesian Economics; Materialism; Sustainability
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CRONY CAPITALISM

Crony capitalism is an economic system in which businesses and capital are privately owned, but their profitability depends on political connections. Individuals and businesses that are more closely connected to the political power structure will be more profitable because those who design government policies will favor their cronies over those who are less well connected.

In addition to the inherent unfairness of a system biased this way, if profitability depends on political connections, businesses will have more of an incentive to work toward cultivating those connections and less of an incentive to work toward producing goods and services that benefit consumers—the general public. Crony capitalism saps the productivity of the economy and, to use Mancur Olson’s (1982) terminology, leads to the decline of nations.

The fascist and corporatist economies of Germany and Italy between the world wars are extreme examples of crony capitalism, but there has been a growing concern about an increase in cronyism in the United States in the 21st century. In 1961, President Eisenhower warned of the dangers of the military-industrial complex, and the Occupy Wall Street movement that began in 2011 is a more recent manifestation of popular concern about crony capitalism. The concern, to use the language of the Occupy movement, is that government policy is favoring the 1 percent at the expense of the 99 percent.

This idea that government policy favors the elites over the masses, which goes back at least to Karl Marx, is increasingly being promoted by individuals throughout the political spectrum. Nader (2014) describes a growing left-right coalition of critics who are speaking out against government policies that favor the economic elite over the general public interest. Historian Gabriel Kolko takes issue with the conventional wisdom about the Progressive Era in the United States, which dates roughly from the beginning of the 20th century until World War I. The Progressive Era is commonly viewed as a period in which government policy worked to promote the public interest by limiting the power of concentrated economic interests, but Kolko argues that the regulatory apparatus of the Progressive Era served to stabilize the economic status quo, so that those at the top could remain there (Kolko 1963).

Kolko (1963, 6) says, “In the long run, key business leaders realized, they had no vested interest in a chaotic industry and economy in which not only their profits but their very existence might be challenged.” The economic and political elites worked together to design a regulatory system in which each could retain their power, so those with connections—the cronies—were able to benefit at the expense of the general public. More recently, the “too big to fail” doctrine offers a good example of the cronyism Kolko described. Not only are small firms hampered by tax and regulatory schemes that favor large firms, those smaller firms must sink or swim on their own while large firms get government bailouts to prevent them from failing. Profits go to the firms, but losses are borne by the taxpayers. Mills (1956) referred to those cronies as the power elite.

The commonality of ideas on crony capitalism across the political spectrum can be seen in books by Stiglitz (2012), writing from the political left, and Stockman (2013), writing from the political right. A decade into the 21st century, both conclude that America’s political and economic problems are the result of government policies that favor the elite over the masses. They both argue that the crony capitalism that characterizes the political and economic system is undermining the market economy and the nation’s democratic political system. Stiglitz includes a chapter titled “A Democracy in Peril,” and Stockman (2013, 614) says that crony capitalism leads to “… the destruction of any semblance of a free market economy.… Most importantly, it means a fatal corruption of political democracy.”

These critics that span the political spectrum agree that cronyism is the cause of contemporary economic and political problems, and they agree that the effects are damaging to both the economy and to the political system. These two authors are representative of the left-to-right agreement on the causes and effects of crony capitalism, but many others share their views. And while the term “crony capitalism” tends to be used in the popular press more than in academic writing, Holcombe (2013) notes that the ideas underlying crony capitalism have a solid academic foundation.

Although there is widespread agreement on the causes and consequences of crony capitalism, there is no agreement across the political spectrum on what should be done to control it. Those on the political left tend to favor more government oversight and control, and additional government programs to check the power of the economic elite. Those on the political right argue that government is the cause of the problems, which can only be remedied by reducing the power of government, eliminating regulations, and allowing the market to work without government interference. If government is the cause of the problem, less government would seem to be removing the cause, while more government would allow even more cronyism and favoritism.

Capitalism’s critics argue that the capitalist system promotes cronyism, while capitalism’s defenders argue that crony capitalism is not capitalism at all, but a movement toward more government control of the economy leading to socialism. There is widespread agreement across the political spectrum that crony capitalism is a problem, but widespread disagreement on what should be done to address the problem.

See also: American Capitalism in the 21st Century
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DEINDUSTRIALIZATION

Deindustrialization is a complex trend spanning decades and with roots going back to the 1940s. From the 1790s, the United States had used a policy of import tariffs to finance the nation and to promote manufacturing. Abraham Lincoln in the 1860s would establish a policy of protectionism. It was the scientific protectionism and trade reciprocity of President William McKinley that took America to the position of the dominant industrial nation, creating the world’s best steel, iron, glass, and rubber industries. World War II would give birth to the idea of international capitalism linking markets and countries as a basis for world peace. The change would be called free trade and would slowly bring down American heavy industry, forcing world competition on labor costs, business taxes, and energy costs. It would erode the tax base of our cities and states.

The earliest roots of American deindustrialization go back to 1947 in Switzerland. A meeting was assembled by free market economist Friedrich Hayek. The group known as the Mont Pelerin Society was committed to the belief that economics was the key to world peace. One plank of their six guiding principles was the creation of an international order conducive to the safeguarding of peace and liberty, and permitting the establishment of harmonious international economic relations. The Mont Pelerin Society, in particular, opposed government interference and import tariffs, following the ideas of Adam Smith. The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 1947 required all nations to fully implement the principles of the Mont Pelerin Society. Few at the time realized that the meeting would change industrial America forever; but by the 1980s, free market Mont Pelerin style economists would dominate American government and universities. GATT also established the institutions of the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund favoring foreign industrialization. GATT would be replaced by an even stronger World Trade Organization (WTO) in 1995.

In 1947, however, America had little to fear from the war-broken manufacturing plants of the world even with free trade. For example, 80 percent of the world’s cars and 60 percent of the world’s steel were manufactured in America. As the decades of the 1950s and 1960s passed, Europe and Japan built modern productive plants. Countries like Japan, Russia, and Germany looked to build industries like steel that could assure full employment by price cutting. It was, however, not just international economics and government policy that would start the wave of deindustrialization; in the end, it was a confluence of many factors. Unions and industrial management would also play a role. One key event would be the four-month, nationwide steel strike of 1959.

The automotive industry in 1959 purchased less than 2 percent of its steel from foreign sources. The 1959 strike opened the door to a flood of low-cost, quality steel. In 1957, American steelworkers were earning $2.92 an hour compared to 75 cents an hour in Germany and 45 cents an hour in Japan. The settlement of the strike would increase the hourly wage in American mills to $3.32 an hour. The opening of the American market, steel wages at over four times that of Europe and seven times that of Japan, and the modern foreign mills would sink the once dominant industry. After the 1959 strike, U.S. steel production was at 26 percent of the total world market (the lowest since the 1870s) and would continue to fall for decades following the strike. By 1982, there were days that the great Monongahela River steel valley of Pittsburgh produced no steel (the first time that had happened since 1840). This was a far cry from 1944, when the Monongahela Valley steel mills outproduced the combined output of the mills of Germany, Japan, and Italy.

The American steel industry employed over 650,000 in 1959. As the industry became uncompetitive due to huge pension packages negotiated in 1959, steel companies started to merge, to reduce costs, and some sold out to foreign companies. Japanese competition forced many into bankruptcies. When LTV Steel, the nation’s second largest company, filed for bankruptcy in 1987, there were five retirees on the books for every active worker. With tens of thousands of retirees, number 3 Bethlehem Steel lasted a few more years until filing for bankruptcy. This was typical and only promoted more Chapter 11 bankruptcies, so companies could turn their pension liabilities over to the government. Almost a half million workers would lose their jobs and another half million in related industries.

The fall of the American rubber industry would highlight yet another factor in the wave of deindustrialization. Even in steel, some deindustrialization was due to the new technology of minimills, but the initial deindustrialization of the rubber industry can be directly related to technology. The oil crisis of 1973 drove demand for steel-belted radial tires developed by Michelin of France for better mileage. Imported cars with radials further created a demand for replacement radials. Then Michelin signed a major deal with Sears, breaking the American market wide open. The auto companies now demanded that the American tire companies supply radials. These American tire makers had been blocked from conversion by the same automakers who refused to pay the higher price of radials prior to the oil crisis. Now automakers were out to save themselves from auto imports with better mileage and radial tires. In 1973, American tire makers lacked the equipment and capital to make a quick conversion to radials. By 1976, radials were 45 percent of the tire market. The impact of the Rubber City of Akron told the story. In 1964 Akron made over 60 percent of American auto tires. In 1964 there were 37,100 rubber jobs; in 1974 with the first wave of decline, it was 32,700; by 1984, it was 15,400 and finally leveled out in the 1990s to around 5,500. In the 1980s, deindustrialization took millions of jobs in the furniture, clothing, glass, and other areas.

By the 1990s, deindustrialization had made it to the top of the industrial food chain. The auto industry was crushed from high wages, pensions, cheap quality imports, and government regulations. Detroit tells the story of the fall of the auto industry and deindustrialization in general. Detroit had the highest per capita income and the highest home ownership rate in the United States. Now it ranks lowest. At its peak in the 1960s, Detroit had over 290,000 manufacturing jobs, which by 2009 had fallen to under 27,000. Amazingly Detroit, General Motors, and Chrysler would end up in bankruptcy.

The deindustrialization of the auto and other industries would eventually affect the economic infrastructure of the nation. Deindustrialization would change the very fabric of American society. Industrial communities were suffering from the loss of industry taxes forcing cuts to teachers, school systems, police, and local government. Retraining and high tech industries failed to replace the high-paying jobs of heavy industry. Once great industrial cities such as Detroit were dragged into bankruptcy as industrial taxes and philanthropy disappeared. Other cities such as Youngtown, Ohio; Buffalo, New York; Trenton, New Jersey; and even small cities such as Fostoria, Ohio; and Weirton, West Virginia became poverty zones similar to Detroit. National social programs and entitlements to the unemployed would also balloon our national debt. Deindustrialization had social effects as well. The one-income family would all but disappear by the 1990s.

Deindustrialization in America continues after 50 years as an unprotected American industry is burdened paying the world’s best wages and benefits as increasing costs are put on product costs. American industry carries the world’s highest environmental costs in its product costs as well. Unlike most of the world, American industry also carries the cost of health care in its product cost, making America uncompetitive with new industrial giants such as China. In addition, rising world energy costs have further burdened American manufacturing.

See also: Antitrust Policy; Automobiles and the American Way of Life; Hayek, Friedrich A.; International Trade; Trade and Manufacturing; Trade Deficits and the U.S. Economy
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EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT

The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) was enacted as part of the Tax Reduction Acts of 1975. The EITC has two goals: (1) act as a safety net for low income individuals and families and (2) provide work incentives by encouraging low-income individuals and families to enter the workforce.

After Medicaid, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), and Supplemental Security Income (SSI), EITC is the fourth largest federal government program to help people with low incomes. These four largest programs account for almost 60 percent of total federal spending on programs to help people with low incomes. In 2009, EITC spending was over $42 billion (U.S. Congress 2012).

The EITC has three ranges: the phase-in range, the maximum credit range, and the phase-out range. In 2014, a family with two or more children would be in the phase-in range if they earned less than $13,650, in the maximum credit range if they earned between $13,650 and $17,830, and in the phase-out range if they earned between $17,830 and $43,756. The phase-in and phase-out ranges are narrower for people with no children or only one child present. People without children are not eligible for the EITC once their earnings exceed $14,590. Likewise, people with one child are not eligible for the EITC once their earnings exceed $38,511.

The EITC is more generous for those with more children. However, the benefit does not increase after three children. In 2014, the maximum benefit for those with no children was $496, with one child $3,305, with two children $5,460, and with three or more children $6,143. Most of EITC benefits go to households with two or more children present (Meyer 2010).

The EITC is a refundable tax credit. Tax credits reduce taxpayers’ tax liability by the amount of the credit. Nonrefundable tax credits can only reduce tax liability to zero. However, with refundable tax credits, if the tax liability is less than zero, the government will send a check with the difference to the taxpayer. In 2012, the refunded portion of the EITC was more than $56 billion dollars, which was about $2,300 per tax return (IRS 2012). Almost 90 percent of the EITC is refunded to taxpayers. There is evidence that some taxpayers do not claim all of the benefits they are entitled to while other taxpayers claim more benefits than they are entitled to (Joint Committee on Taxation 2014, 15).

For those receiving the EITC, only the phase-in range encourages work effort. The maximum credit range and the phase-out range discourage work effort. In the phase-in range, the EITC is a wage subsidy. As workers earn more, they receive more transfers. Wage subsidies encourage work effort. In the maximum credit range, the EITC is a lump-sum subsidy where the transfer is the same regardless of earnings. Because of the income effect, lump-sum subsidies reduce work incentives. In the phase-out range, the EITC is a negative income tax. Negative income taxes reduce people’s incentive to work because earning more reduces the tax credit.

The EITC encourages work by encouraging low-income people to enter the workforce. Eissa and Liebman (1996), Meyer (2010), and others find that the EITC increases labor supply especially among single mothers.

Meyer (2010) notes that most recipients are in the maximum credit range and phase-out range. The EITC encourages people to work less in these ranges. However, current evidence is that recipients don’t reduce their labor supply. Meyer (2010) believes that this is primarily because recipients imperfectly perceive these implicit marginal tax rates.

Recipients also frequently transition in and out of the EITC. Dowd and Horowitz (2011) found that 61 percent of families beginning a spell are likely to have completed the spell after two years. However, the amount of time that people receive the EITC has increased mainly because the EITC was greatly expanded in the 1990s. In 1989, the ending income of the phase-out range was $19,340. This increased to $29,290 in 1997.

In the official U.S. poverty measure, income is based on pretax cash income. The poverty measure doesn’t include noncash income such as SNAP or after-tax income such as the EITC or Child Tax Credit. Since the EITC is not included as income, the effect of the EITC in reducing poverty is not reflected in the official poverty rate.
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ECONOMIC GROWTH, CONFLICTING VISIONS OF

Economic growth occurs when the total output produced by an economy expands over time. The purpose of growth theory is to explain this process. Growth theory usually focuses on the long term—periods of several decades or more—rather than the short-lived booms of the business cycle. Of particular interest to growth theorists is the expansion of output per person, or per capita output. Per capita output growth makes everyone better off, at least on average. As this last statement suggests, economic growth is important because it plays a direct role in the improvement of living standards. Growth can also result in major social change, affecting how and where people live and the political and social institutions of civil society.

Sustained economic growth is a relatively recent phenomenon, confined to the last few centuries. Table 1 shows the extent of growth since the early 19th century in various advanced, middle-income, Latin American, and Asian economies. The significance of the growth rates reported in the last two columns of Table 1 is illustrated by the average annual rate of growth in the advanced economies (those that have the highest per capita incomes and the longest histories of economic growth). This is sufficient to ensure that per capita income doubles once every 40 years or so—that is, within the working lifetime of each generation. Table 1 also illustrates the unevenness of growth. The advanced economies, already the richest in 1820, subsequently grew faster than the rest of the world. As a result, compared to other economies, they were even richer (in both absolute and relative terms) by 2007. In other words, growth over the past two centuries has involved divergence: the early start and relatively rapid growth of the advanced economies has seen them “forge ahead” of the rest of the world, which has “fallen behind” in a process of increasing global income inequality. Table 1 does provide some evidence of “catching up,” however. The final column shows that since 1950, Asian economies have grown almost twice as quickly as the advanced economies. This has closed the per capita income gap between these economies since the middle of the 20th century.

[image: image]

Growth theory has a long history that has resulted in the development of competing schools of thought. These differ with respect to what they identify as the “engine” of growth. Classical Marxian and neoclassical theories emphasize the development of inputs into the process of production on the supply side of the economy, whereas in Keynesian theories, the demand for final output drives growth. Classical Marxian and neoclassical theories differ with respect to their treatment of the supply side, however. Neoclassical growth theory suggests that increases in the quantity and productivity of capital and labor determine growth. In classical Marxian theory, meanwhile, the accumulation of capital drives growth—a process that is vitally affected by the social organization of the economy and, in particular, class conflict over the distribution of income between wages and profit. The competing theories of growth introduced previously are the product of economists’ differing opinions about the essential properties of capitalism—whether, for example, it is demand that reacts to supply or vice versa, and whether the economy is best thought of as a collection of impersonal, technical relations or something that is socially determined and historically evolving.

As noted previously, in classical Marxian and neoclassical analysis, growth results from the increased availability and/or productivity of factors of production (labor and/or capital). This determines the expansion of the economy’s potential output and, as a result, its actual rate of growth. The demand for output adjusts to accommodate whatever is produced, so in this view there is no role for demand in determining the rate of growth.

Keynesian economists, however, argue that there is no mechanism in the economy that causes aggregate demand to automatically adjust to the level required by potential output. Economic growth is instead understood to result from the growth over time of aggregate demand itself. In other words, it is changes in aggregate demand that drive growth, with the production of output on the supply side of the economy adjusting to meet expansion of the demand for goods.

Figure 1 illustrates these opposing views using the concept of a production possibility frontier (PPF). The PPF shows what combination of any two goods the economy can produce when it fully utilizes its available resources. In neoclassical growth theory, increases in the quantity and/or productivity of factors of production (labor and capital) push the PPF out, from PPF1 to PPF2 and PPF3. In the classical Marxian growth process, increases in the quantity of capital would produce the same series of shifts: labor is considered abundant and does not act as a constraint on the economy’s productive capacity at any point in time. In both theories, actual output expands (from A to B to C) in tandem with these developments in accordance with the principle that “supply creates its own demand” (Say’s law).

The Keynesian growth process differs markedly from that described by classical Marxian and neoclassical theory. Increases in the quantity and/or productivity of factors of production again push the PPF out over time, from PPF1 to PPF2 and PPF3. This time, however, actual (as opposed to potential) output expands independently of these developments, from D to E to F. This is because aggregate demand—not the availability of labor and/or capital—explains the level of output at any point in time, and hence the expansion of output (economic growth) over time. Both capital and labor will be chronically underutilized as a result of the Keynesian growth process. The economy will generally operate in the interior of its PPF (that is, at an actual level of output below potential output), as a result of which there will be unemployed labor and idle capital.
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Figure 1  Classical Marxian, Neoclassical, and Keynesian Growth Processes

Although the classical, neoclassical, and Keynesian theories of growth are markedly different, they do share some similarities. As we have seen, neoclassical and classical Marxian growth theories share a focus on the supply side of the economy as the source of growth. Both classical Marxian and Keynesian growth theories, meanwhile, predict that unemployment will be an unwanted accompaniment of growth. It is unlikely, however, that there will ever be a compelling synthesis of all three traditions, resulting in a unified theory of growth. This is because of fundamental differences in the basic conceptions of capitalism that inform the three theories. It is likely, then, that growth theory will remain diverse, so that both the analysis of growth and the design of policies to promote growth will remain contentious issues.
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ECONOMIC GROWTH, SUSTAINABILITY OF

Economic growth means an increase in the amount of output (goods and services) produced over a period of time. Since economic growth enhances a better standard of living, raises income levels and reduces poverty, the realization of economic growth is the primary goal of every government in the world.

In a classical view, changes in labor force, capital stock, and productivity are considered as the main reasons why output changes. Labor force and capital stock represent a number of workers who can participate in production and a set of physical tools (e.g., machines and factories) used for the production of output, respectively. Productivity is the economy’s invisible ability to utilize given labor and capital resources in the production process.

An American economist, Robert Solow, who won the Nobel Prize in economics in 1987 for his contribution to the study on economic growth, proposed a theoretical model to explain the origin and features of economic growth. According to the model, technological progress is the ultimate source of sustainable economic growth.

The Solow Model and Technological Progress

Suppose an economy where a change in output is proportional to a change in inputs: if all inputs are equally doubled, then output is doubled in this system. Holding other inputs constant, however, as more of one input is added, its marginal product falls. For example, as shown in Figure 1, if a number of workers increase while a number of machines are unchanging, workers’ productivity falls because machines per worker falls. This leads to a fall in marginal products as an additional worker is hired. The marginal product of capital also decreases as capital stock increases, holding the amount of labor fixed. In economics, this phenomenon is called diminishing marginal returns (to labor or capital). The Solow model notes that because of the law of diminishing returns, assuming a fixed labor force and no technological progress, the continuing supply of capital stock does not guarantee unlimited increase in output.
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Figure 1  Example of Diminishing Marginal Returns

A change in capital stock is in fact a consequence of investment that is driven by saving. Recalling that capital stock is depreciated over time, it might be possible to have a situation where the additional investment by increasing saving is just used to replace worn-out capital stock. Such an economic situation is called a steady state, and it implies a zero economic growth because saving equals depreciation and thus the investment is no longer creating any extra capital stock. Recalling that changes in the labor force are determined mainly by population growth, an increase in population growth in a steady state will lower capital stock per worker; hence a fall in workers’ productivity; hence a fall in output per worker.

Different from the other two factors of production, however, it is known that productivity has a linear relationship with output: the higher the productivity, the more the output. The lesson of the Solow growth model is that an increase in productivity is achieved by technological progress, and it is therefore a main source of sustainable economic growth.

Measuring Productivity

The value of total output produced in the economy is assumed to be equal to the value of total income the economy earned, which consists of wages (labor’s share, α) and profits (capital’s share, 1 − α). In the case of the United States, labor’s share and capital’s share are known to be about 70 percent (α = 0.7) and 30 percent (1 − α = 0.3), respectively. According to the Solow model, labor’s (capital’s) share of output is the percentage change in output as a result of a 1 percent change in labor (capital). Therefore, for example, a 1 percent increase in the amount of labor leads to a 0.7 percent increase in output. In the same way, a 1 percent increase in capital stock leads to a 0.3 percent increase in output.

Now, one can finally estimate the contribution of productivity to economic growth if the other three measures (output, capital stock, and labor force) are known: an increase in output not accounted for by both labor and capital shares of output can be interpreted as a measure of productivity. Such a computing method is called growth accounting, and productivity’s share of output growth is referred to as the Solow residual or total factor productivity (TFP). Since it was introduced by Solow (1957), the methodology has been further developed. Table 1 shows the Conference Board’s growth accounting report and notably, it measures the quantitative and qualitative contributions of labor to output growth (GDP) as well as the shares of ICT (Information and Communication Technology) and non-ICT capital stock. According to the data, productivity’s share of output appears to be about 0.6 percent over the past 25 years, and it was relatively large in early 2000s.

Economists have attempted to find the source of technological progress while the Solow model simply took it as exogenously given and did not explain. The so-called endogenous growth theory interprets economic growth as an outcome of internal processes from within an economic system. Endogenous growth theory and its upholders regard knowledge as an important component of capital stock and focus on the role of workers who produce knowledge. Furthermore, knowledge-equipped workers are classified as human capital, so economic growth is significantly influenced by the utilization of knowledge, human capital, and innovation (Romer 1986). Based on such arguments, today many believe that technological advances can be achieved through the investment in research and development (R&D); deregulation; and privatization of public services. Furthermore, the innovative idea and creative entrepreneurship are also identified as important determinants that can develop new growth engines for the economy.




	Table 1    Growth Accounting in the United States, 1990–2014




	



	Year

	
	Annual GDP growth (%)

	
	Contribution to annual GDP growth (%)




	



	Labor quality

	
	Labor quantity

	
	Capital (ICT)

	
	Capital (non-ICT)

	
	TFP




	



	1990–2014

	
	2.4

	
	0.2

	
	0.4

	
	0.6

	
	0.6

	
	0.6




	1990–1994

	
	2.4

	
	0.2

	
	0.5

	
	0.6

	
	0.5

	
	0.5




	1995–1999

	
	3.9

	
	0.2

	
	1.3

	
	1.0

	
	0.8

	
	0.6




	2000–2004

	
	2.6

	
	0.3

	
	−0.1  

	
	0.7

	
	0.7

	
	1.1




	2005–2009

	
	0.9

	
	0.1

	
	−0.3  

	
	0.5

	
	0.6

	
	0.0




	2010–2014

	
	2.2

	
	0.1

	
	0.7

	
	0.4

	
	0.3

	
	0.7




	



	Source: The Conference Board Total Economy Database™.






On the other hand, a substantial literature has investigated the influence of noneconomic factors (such as political and social institutions) in raising the level of income. Empirical results have shown that less corrupt democracy can be a robust determinant of economic growth. Therefore, these studies argue that building a stable political and legal environment is crucial to sustainable economic growth.
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ECONOMIC GROWTH THEORY AND ACTUAL GROWTH

A great part of modern debate among U.S. policy makers arose from confusion and contradiction about strategies to promote economic growth. The debate extends over two centuries. At the core of the debate is the role (or lack thereof) of the government. The extent of government intervention depends on striking the right balance between establishing the right government institutions and the efficiency of unfettered markets. These should complement each other, not compete (substitute) with each other. Production efficiency depends on creating the right institutions to guide the allocation of scarce resources. Ideally, government policy should be setting the right legal institutions to help the market system to enforce contracts, protect property rights, promote competition, and fight corruption, while simultaneously promoting equity and economic growth.

In a significant number of policy analyses, the underlying theory guiding allocation of resources and the relationship between capital accumulation and economic growth are provided by the neoclassical model of growth developed by Robert Solow (1956). In the Solow model, the long-run level of output per worker is dependent on society’s saving rate and the resulting rate of capital investment. As such, the Solow model is an exogenous growth model, in that growth is caused by forces such as the saving rate and the total factor productivity that are not explained by the model itself. Post–World War II, U.S. real GDP per capita showed sustained growth. Given constant growth in total factor productivity (TFP), the Solow growth model exhibits constant growth in real GDP per capita in the long run. Thus, the growth process in the United States is driven by TFP growth, just as it is in the Solow growth model. It is, however, unclear whether the TFP should grow at a constant rate. Hence, we have no evidence that past growth in the United States will continue in the future. The best fit to real GDP time series indicates that the average growth rate in real GDP over the postwar period was 3.24 percent. The trend shows that real GDP was above trend during the period 1960–2000, but below trend between 1947 and 1960 and after 2000, notwithstanding the recently reported growth of 3.7 percent during the second quarter of 2015. This latest reported growth is consistent with the notion that real GDP will have to grow faster than 3.24 percent to return to the trend. For one thing, as reported by Reinhart and Rogoff (2009) and Williamson (2014), financial crises, such as the one recently experienced in 2008, are more prolonged than for a typical recession. For another, if lower than trend-level growth persists, this could signal a structural shift in the U.S. economy indicating changes in the labor market, or loss of competitive edge in technology.

The Solow growth model enunciates that one reason for differences in growth rates between countries is that some countries accumulate their physical capital through higher rates of investment spending based on exogenous higher savings. Critics argue that large disparities in income (real GDP) per capita between developed and developing countries are inconsistent with the Solow’s model claim that economies converge toward a common steady state of output per worker. By way of contrast, the endogenous growth model appears consistent with the fact that there are persistent differences in per capita income among poor countries and richer countries. The endogenous growth model embodies the capacity for continuous growth, irrespective of TFP. A possible explanation of this is that in regions of the world where labor and capital are mobile, and where skills are easily transferable, there are important human capital externalities. These endogenous growth findings accord with the Barro and Sala-i-Martin (1992) and Barro (1991) models where the growth rate of real per capita GDP is positively (and endogenously) related to initial human capital. The slow absorption of labor (diminishing returns) of investible skills (knowledge) in poor countries indicates that, over time, labor has not been significantly innovative to save enough capital. Such arguments elucidate the importance of the technical endogenous relationship between skilled labor (knowledge) and capital. Essentially, the power of labor to innovate emanates from its ability to substitute (save) investible capital. As Murphy, Shleifer, and Vishney (1991), Stokey (1991), Romer (1990a, 1990b), and Nelson and Phelps (1966) point out, human capital helps generate the new products or ideas that underlie faster technological progress, and hence, faster growth rates. Tallman and Wang (1992) and Schultz (1961) suggest that the value of human capital may be at least as big as the value of tangible physical capital, with a rate of growth in excess of capital growth. Murphy and Tamura (1990) and Lucas (1988) discern some spillover benefits resulting from an increase in the rate of return on human capital over some range.

Economists observed that there is a positive correlation between the level of education (human capital) of a country’s population and the rate of growth in real per capita GDP. But correlation need not reflect causation. This suggests that there might be other omitted factors that promote growth or that causation might be running both ways between education and growth. Bils and Klenow (2000) find that causation running from education to growth accounts for 30 percent of the relationship between education and growth. Thus, although real per capita GDP is probably the best measure of economic growth, it is limited in missing some dimensions that are important in judging the health of the economy such as income and wealth distribution, economic inequality, and happiness (leisure). Income distribution is skewed to the right favoring the wealthy members of society. With technology as the main driving force of the economy, the wage gap between high-skilled and low-skilled workers widened. Import competition from countries like China and developing countries widened this gap. Further, the substantial increase in the income of financial institution CEOs, especially those bailed out by the U.S. government, received a lot of criticism from the public. This suggests that other factors such as patent policy, protection of property rights, the role of government in research and development, and building of the right institutions, which help minimize misallocation of resources, might prove more important. Hsieh and Klenow (2009) suggest that the effects of misallocation of resources can be substantial. They compared the rise in production (marginal product) with increases of labor and capital across manufacturing firms in China and India. If capital and labor are allocated efficiently, their marginal products across firms should be equal. Hsieh and Klenow document substantial variations in the marginal products of China and India. They estimate that reallocating capital and equating marginal products across firms within each country could raise total factor productivity (TFP) in the two countries by approximately 40 percent. They show that rapid growth in China can be partly attributed to improvements in allocation of capital and labor through improvement in property rights laws and privatization of state-owned enterprises.

It is thus abundantly clear that, although the contribution of modern theory to strategies of economic growth is significant, there is still an urgent need for research on growth and other related issues of income distribution and inequality.
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Osman Suliman

EFFICIENT MARKET HYPOTHESIS

The economics discipline commonly employs two principles to derive market equilibrium. The first is a behavioral assumption that market participants rationally pursue their interests under complete information. This assumption governs the mechanism by which agents make economic decisions. The second principle is that the pursuit of interest-maximizing actions results in an equilibrium for which there exist no additional profit opportunities. This zero profit condition has its analogy in finance. The efficient market hypothesis (EMH) simultaneously expands and limits the intuition of the field of finance.

To understand the role of the EMH in modern finance, let us define the hypothesis and then trace back its assumptions so that we may better understand the utility and limitations of the hypothesis. The principle of the EMH, in its various forms, is that the price of a security properly incorporates all available information. Hence, unless one has information that is not publicly known, it is impossible to “beat the market” by buying underpriced securities or selling securities that are overpriced.

There is nothing heretical about the principle of the EMH. It follows directly from two fundamental principles of economics. One is that agents can participate freely in markets to optimize the net benefits they extract. Two is the zero profit condition.

Elaborating on the zero profit condition, we can say the following. A firm that offers a good at a price that exceeds its average costs would earn a profit per unit sold. This profit would attract other similar firms, expand available supply, and hence drive the price down until there remains no advantage for more firms to enter the marketplace.

This process of the erosion of profits to zero through free entry, resulting in zero profits in equilibrium, is analogous to the ways in which multiple investors will continue to buy a stock on positive news, or sell on bad news, until the stock precisely reflects the value of the firm once such news is properly incorporated.

In other words, arbitrage, or the buying and selling of securities or their derivatives in various markets to take advantage of differing valuations, resulting in a convergence of all valuations for the same asset, is the process that guides the price of a security to its fundamental value. In the purest sense, such arbitrage continues until further trading cannot result in a net gain without incurring costs or disproportionate risk.

In fact, the theory allows that a security could be mispriced slightly if the degree of the mispricing is so small that it does not exceed the cost of trading and of garnering the information necessary to better price the security

The concept of zero profits dates back to the beginnings of the classical model of economics in the latter half of the 19th century. Since the invention of the zero profit condition, it has been invoked routinely to characterize equilibrium in models of economic behavior. Its employment is so routine that most economists have come to accept it as a truth that requires scant defense. We should not be surprised that a number of economists, including Franco Modigliani, Merton Miller, Eugene Fama, and Paul Samuelson, brought with them to finance the equivalent notions of arbitrage and its natural consequence, the EMH.

In the 1950s, Franco Modigliani and Merton Miller were puzzling over the conventional wisdom in finance theory of the day that argued the value of a firm depends on its capital structure, that is, the mix of equity and debt that financed its expansion. A simplified proof of their intuition confirmed what John Burr Williams had concluded a generation earlier. The value of a firm is based on expected net future revenue flows and should be independent of the funding means. If the firm and its shareholders have identical access to borrowing, and in the absence of tax consequences, corporate borrowing in essence adjusts the debt load of its owner/shareholders. These shareholders can adjust this ratio of their debt and equity themselves by borrowing or lending themselves, should it yield a higher net return. Arbitrage over this better return, without commensurate risk, then implies that the firm’s debt/equity mix is inconsequential. Its decision is incorporated into the firm’s stock price.

In the next decade, Paul Samuelson further expounded on the notion of arbitrage in a 1965 paper in the Industrial Management Review, entitled “Proof That Properly Anticipated Prices Fluctuate Randomly,” where Samuelson asserted a strikingly simple proposition. An informationally efficient market will incorporate into security prices all information available to market participants. Later that decade, his MIT colleague Myron Scholes showed Fischer Black that this notion of arbitrage can “close” a model of options pricing that Samuelson once worked on with his graduate assistant Robert C. Merton. Their intuition was that there can be no free lunch. Arbitrate and efficient markets ensure that one could not use derivatives to earn above the risk-free return once the optimal use of derivatives hedges away all risk. Nobel winner Myron Scholes went on with other finance colleagues to form Long Term Capital Management and employ the notion of arbitrage to make, and then lose, millions of dollars on the mispricing of obscure internationally traded foreign exchange derivatives.

Since the 1970s, the concept of arbitrage has become conventional wisdom in finance just as economists consistently assume perfect information and zero profits. Meanwhile, another economist, Eugene Fama, who is often considered the father of the EMH, outlined various degrees of market efficiency and created the intellectual foundation for the broad acceptance of the concept that market competition ensures securities prices efficiently and accurately incorporates all publicly available information.

The compelling simplicity and logical consistency of the EMH and the notion of arbitrage is notorious among finance professors. A common joke is that the student of a finance professor sees a $100 bill on the ground and goes to pick it up. The professor snorts, “Don’t bother—were it a real $100 bill, someone else would have already picked it up.” This argument that there is no free lunch and that all opportunities for risk-adjusted profit are almost instantaneously usurped is accepted almost without question among most academicians, but obviates much of the modern industry of finance practice. To put the quandary another way, there is little reason to invest costly resources into “beating the market” if the market already fully prices all information. Yet, if nobody is willing to invest in market research, the market must be ill-informed, and hence inefficient.

Resolution of this seeming paradox lies in better treatment of three aspects of the EMH—how costly and how available is information, how does information disperse and at what speed, and are securities prices priced rationally or by some other means? These open topics remain the domain of researchers willing to go beyond conventional wisdom, especially those who consider themselves behavioral financiers.
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Colin Read

ENVIRONMENTAL AND NATURAL RESOURCE ECONOMICS

For most people, it is fairly easy to identify environmental problems, for example, air pollution, depleted aquifers, collapsing fish populations, and deforestation. By simply opening a newspaper, or a window, one can find examples of overuse of natural resources and ecosystems that occur at a local, regional, national, or global level (Henry 2015; Konikow & Kendy 2005; Lawder 2015; Liping 2015; Roberts 2015). Although the solutions to such problems are not always as readily apparent, the field of economics provides a very useful framework to understand and address many of the environmental problems that plague society. In fact, the subfield of environmental and natural resource economics is dedicated to the study of such problems.

Why Do We Worry about Environmental Problems?

Economics focuses on the allocation of finite resources in light of unconstrained wants, whether those wants are time, money, clean air, potable water, fish, trees, or fossil fuels. Due to scarcity, any decision, whether it is at the individual level (how much should I save for retirement versus my child’s education?) or at the societal level (how much funding should we devote to cancer research versus HIV/AIDS research?) involves making difficult trade-offs. One way to determine a course of action is to compare the benefits and costs of different decisions in order to identify the one that generates the greatest benefits. All choices are not created equal. For some choices, the costs incurred may exceed the benefits generated. However, an additional consideration is to whom those costs and benefits accrue, which may vary depending on the decision and the nature of the good or service in question.

Why Are Some Goods and Services Prone to Overuse While Others Are Plagued by Underprovision?

Some goods are prone to overuse or overproduction while others are not. For example, in many parts of the world the poaching of elephants and rhinos has led to concerns about the extinction of those species; however, very few people are worried about the extinction of chickens or pigs. It is more common to see trash strewn throughout a public park or a public alley than it is to see in someone’s backyard. Why is this? The reason is that all goods and services are not created equal. In fact, we can characterize goods and services across two dimensions—their degree of rivalry and their degree of excludability. Doing so allows us to tease out why some natural resources are more prone to overharvesting relative to others.

Goods and services can be rival, meaning that one person’s use of that good or service affects another person’s ability to use or enjoy that same good or service. Take for example a public (non-toll) road. When the road is uncongested, one vehicle’s presence and use of the road does not appreciably affect another vehicle’s ability to use that same road. However, as the number of vehicles on the road increases, the road becomes more congested and more rival in use. The concept of excludability is also important when characterizing goods and services. A good is excludable if others can be prevented from using or receiving the benefits of a good or service. Going back to our road example, a toll road would be an example of an excludable resource since you can be prohibited from using the road if you are unwilling to pay the toll. The same is not true of a public road, where anyone with a properly licensed vehicle is permitted to use the public road.

If we think of the atmosphere as a rival and nonexcludable natural resource, we can begin to understand why it might be overused (polluted). One person’s emissions into the atmosphere affect others, and yet due to the nonexcludable nature of the atmosphere, it is very difficult to monitor and manage the various ways in which individuals and firms can discharge pollutants into it. Resources that are rival and nonexcludable are often referred to as common-pool resources or common property resources. We often observe overuse of these resources because the full or social cost of their use is not accounted for by individual users.

Additionally, consider the radio signal that carries your local National Public Radio (NPR) station. Anyone with a receiver can listen to radio broadcasts, and one person’s enjoyment of a radio signal does not impact a neighbor’s ability to enjoy that same radio signal. In other words, the radio signal is nonrival in use. Furthermore, no one can be excluded from listening to the radio broadcast if he or she has a receiver. If you have ever listened to an NPR station, you have probably heard a pledge drive for donations to support NPR’s radio programming. The challenge for NPR and its affiliated stations is to generate contributions from individuals who can receive the benefits of the radio broadcast for free. Although some individuals will choose to support NPR stations with financial donations, there is no mechanism to stop those who enjoy listening to NPR broadcasts but who never contribute funds (because the good is nonexcludable) from continuing to listen to the station for free. Economists term those individuals “free riders”—individuals who receive the benefits of a good or service without paying for those benefits. In the presence of free riders, there is often the underprovision of a good or service. In the case of NPR, the pledge drives typically fail to generate enough revenue to fully support the stations, despite the presence of many individuals who enjoy and benefit from the radio programming. When markets underprovide goods and services, there is an opportunity for government intervention to correct this failure. This is why both NPR and local member stations receive financial support from federal, state, and local governments, in addition to private donations and corporate sponsorships (Plumer 2012).

When resources are either underprovided or overprovided, a market failure exists because the private market fails to produce or allocate the socially optimal level of the good or service. In both of the cases outlined previously (common-pool resources and public goods), use or production imposes costs or benefits on others that are not incurred, or internalized, by the decision maker. As a result, the optimal decision for an individual may differ from the optimal decision from the standpoint of society.

Why Don’t We Solve Every Environmental Problem Immediately?

We stated at the outset that all choices are not created equal, and once we include the possibility that many decisions can impact others, the optimal choice differs depending to whom those benefits or costs accrue (individuals, firms, or society). Benefit-cost analysis is a way of deciding when it is necessary to address a problem—how does the improvement from the problem going away compare to the cost of fixing it (Field & Field 2009)? Although it might be difficult to quantify the costs or benefits of environmental goods and services that are not traded in a market (the value of flood control services provided by a forest or the recreational value of a forest), environmental economists have developed tools to estimate these nonmarket values (Freeman 1993). If the benefits of acting on a problem outweigh the costs, a problem is more likely to be addressed. Benefit-cost analysis can be used to examine environmental problems such as human health (Ziffin & Neidell 2013), industrial agriculture pollution (Fiala 2008), and overfishing (Bishop et al. 1990). Benefit-cost analysis by itself will not solve these problems, but it is a valuable tool to help inform policy makers.

This entry has outlined the basic principles of environmental economics to show how environmental problems can be analyzed using economic tools. Further information can be found in the bibliography.
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ESTATE AND GIFT TAXES

Estate and gift taxes in the United States are generally considered to be a concern only for the wealthy. Although the rates are progressive from 18 to 40 percent, a generous $5,430,000 tax exemption for 2015 renders most estates exempt from tax. In the United States the estate and gift tax systems are unified at the federal level to mitigate erosion of the value of estates. Overall, far less than 0.5 percent of adult deaths have estates that were taxed in the last decade. As a result, in 2014, estate and gift tax receipts were 0.7 percent of total federal tax receipts (IRS 2015), and only fewer than the wealthiest 2 of every 1,000 estates in the United States were taxed (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities 2015). Given this relatively low level of tax receipts, one might wonder why bother with estate and gift taxes at all. However, the debate over the estate and gift tax in theUnited States continues in large part because it is so concentrated at the top end of the income distribution. In this entry a short history of these taxes is presented and then the implications of the taxes for redistribution are summarized. A more detailed discussion can be found in Wallace 2013.

The estate tax has been part of the U.S. system of federal taxation since 1916. Estate and gift tax liability is calculated as follows. First, a decedent’s gross estate is defined to include all of the decedent’s assets (solely or jointly owned) including cash, property (for example, land, homes, art, cars) and other financial assets (for example, stocks, bonds, life insurance). Next, allowable deductions are subtracted, and these include debts, contributions to charitable organizations, and transfers to a spouse. This yields the net taxable estate value. Estate and gift tax liability (pre-credit) is calculated by applying the applicable tax rate to the net taxable value of the estate. An estate tax credit is allowed, which effectively exempts a portion of the estate from tax. A gift tax credit is also allowed and the combination of the two reduces liability for most estates to zero. In 2000, taxable estate returns were 2.18 percent of adult deaths; in 2011 they were 0.13 percent (Tax Policy Center 2015a). In the past three decades, the level relative to other federal taxes is very small, accounting for an average of 1.14 percent of total federal receipts per year. The revenue from the taxes fell relative to historical levels post-2001 as legislation increased exemptions and reduced tax rates. See Figure 1.

There have been two important policy changes regarding the estate and gift tax over the last 15 years. The Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act (EGTRRA) of 2001 reduced the tax rates and raised exemption levels for the estate, gift, and generation skipping transfer tax with the expectation to eliminate the estate and generation skipping transfer tax by 2010. The Tax Relief, Unemployment Insurance Reauthorization, and Job Creation Act of 2010 and the 2012 American Taxpayer Relief Act established the current exemption threshold that is indexed for inflation each year. Gravelle (2015) reports that less than 0.2 percent of decedents will be subject to the estate tax over the next decade. Legislation continues to address the estate and gift tax. In April 2015, the U.S. House of Representatives passed H.R. 1105, which would eliminate the estate tax and cap the gift tax rate at 35 percent. Whether the Senate or the president will support the bill is yet to be determined.

[image: image]

Figure 1  Estate and Gift Tax Receipts in Total Federal Tax Receipts, 1995–2014

Source: IRS (2015).

Given the small number of estates subject to these taxes, one might ask how the estate and gift tax could possibly affect income distribution. The answer is that theoretically it may be possible, but the impact is likely to be small under the current structure of these taxes. Currently, the taxes are by definition focused on very wealthy estates where wealth is defined as the value of the estate including real property, cash, and annuities. Very simply, a wealth tax like the estate and gift tax could affect net distribution of income if the tax reduced the net wealth of high relative to low wealth households. This could be accomplished directly by taxing high value estates and redistributing revenue to the less wealthy (in a “Robin Hood” scenario), or in more subtle ways that might affect savings, bequests, and charitable contributions. Based on the 2013 Survey of Consumer Finances (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 2015), the top 10 percent of wealth holders account for 75.3 percent of all wealth in the United States; the top 3 percent hold 54.4 percent of total wealth in the country.

Joulfaian (2011) provides evidence that the estate tax deduction provides some intergenerational wealth sharing as approximately 25 percent of reported deductions are bequests to children. Without such a deduction, there may be a dampening of this transfer and a potential reduction in the concentration of wealth over generations. At the same time, an estate tax with low or no exemption could discourage savings, and as noted by Stiglitz (1978), there may be a negative effect on the redistribution of income if savings is reduced and there is less economic activity. How people do respond to estate tax rates in terms of saving and working is difficult to know. Kopczuk (2010) summarizes a variety of empirical studies and notes that results suggest a 1 percent increase in the estate tax reduces the size of the estate by 0.1 to 0.2 percent. Gale and Slemrod (2001) review similar studies and conclude that the results are quite fragile.

With respect to charitable contributions, there is a concern elimination of the estate tax would reduce charitable contributions because of the loss of a write-off for those contributions. Bakija and Gale (2003) estimate that repeal of the estate tax would reduce charitable contributions by approximately $10 billion per year but Joulfaian (2004) estimates a smaller impact. How much of an impact do charitable contributions have on redistribution? Joulfaian (2011) shows that, in 2004, most charitable bequests went to philanthropy and voluntarism organizations ($10 billion), educational institutes ($2.6 billion), and religious/spiritual development ($1.1 billion). These charitable bequests may be redistributive in nature and thus add to the redistributive impacts of the estate and gift tax.

To sum up, there is some potential for the estate and gift tax to affect redistribution in the United States. At current rates and exemption levels, the Tax Policy Center estimates 2015 estate tax liability to be $16.5 billion (Tax Policy Center 2015b). This level of revenue is approximately equivalent to the 2012 income tax liability for all filers with adjusted gross income of less than $25,000 (18 million returns). This simple exercise demonstrates the potential for redistribution through the estate and gift tax even under current law.

See also: Earned Income Tax Credit; Intergenerational Mobility; Tax Progressivity; Taxation, Excessive Burden of
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EXECUTIVE COMPENSATION

In 2011, the Occupy Wall Street movement drew national attention to the wealth disparities between the top 1% and the bottom 99% of earners. More recently, the Security Exchange Commission (SEC) passed regulations forcing companies to publicize the compensation packages of their top executives. These popular and political responses to the global financial crisis have renewed public interest in growing income inequality in America, with much attention focused on the recent explosion of wealth and income of American CEOs.

The compensation that top executives receive in the United States is much higher today than ever before and much greater than the income of CEOs in other advanced countries. Just how large are the annual paychecks of American CEOs? In 2014, the average CEO of an S&P Fortune 500 company took home $13.5 million, while in 2013 the top 200 richest CEOs earned an average of $20.7 million (Koehn 2014). See Table 1 for a listing of the 10 most highly compensated U. S. CEOs in 2013.

To put these numbers into perspective, let’s consider the ratio of the average CEO salary to that of their average worker. In the 1950s, the average CEO made approximately 20 times that of their average employee (Koehn 2014). That figure doubled over the next 30 years; by 1980 CEOs made 40 times more than the average worker. And from 1980 to 2015, the average CEO to employee pay ratio has increased by over 800% (DiChristopher 2015). That means that American CEOs earn on average of 373 times their average worker! Keep in mind these ratios are averages—some disparities are much larger. Walmart CEO Doug McMillon took home $19.4 million in 2014, which is 810 times higher than the average Walmart employee (DiChristopher 2015).

CEO earnings are even more staggering when considered against the earnings of minimum wage workers. In 2014, the 167,800 highest paid workers on Wall Street took home $28.5 billion in bonuses alone, while the 1,007,000 full-time minimum wage workers across American took home only $14 billion in wages. That means that the highest earners on Wall Street earned twice as much in bonuses alone than over a million minimum wage earners’ full-time paychecks combined (Wade 2015).

How did executive compensation grow to the levels we see today? The main culprit is known as “incentive pay” or “pay-for-performance.” Incentive pay is when executives’ compensation is tied to measures of company success like stock price value. Instead of receiving salary and benefits as most white-collar workers do, top executives receive salary and benefits as well as cash bonuses and stock-based awards (Koehn 2014). An example of incentive pay is Oracle’s founder, former CEO, and current Executive Chairman Lawrence Ellison, who received $67.2 million in 2014—97 percent of which was in the form of stock-option awards (Van Dorn 2015).

The logic behind incentive pay is that basing executives’ pay on stock performance aligns the interest of executives and shareholders; the more valuable the share price, the more the CEO earns. However, critics claim that this system is actually harmful to shareholders, workers, and ultimately to companies themselves. This is because incentive pay motivates executives to increase the stock price in the short run rather than pursuing actions that benefit the company over the long term. For example, critics argue that the incentive pay system leads executives to pursue short-term measures that artificially inflate the stock price (and therefore their own income) such as stock “buybacks” on the open market, where they use company money to manipulate the supply and demand of stocks in order to inflate the price. This practice hurts shareholders because it artificially manipulates the stock prices, while spending money that could otherwise be reinvested into the company.

[image: image]

So how do such large compensation packages continue? Some point to the problem of “cronyism” among CEOs and members of the boards of directors who determine executive pay rates. Many board members are well-paid executives from other large companies; thus they have incentives to approve large pay packages for their peers because it justifies their own compensation. Others argue that we should consider the broader cultural and economic system in which corporations operate—where directors and executives alike believe that top leaders deserve such large compensation packages.

Shareholders currently do not have much say over executive compensation. However, a recent congressional act called Dodd-Frank created a tool called a “say on pay” where shareholders can vote for or against executive pay for the company’s top five executives. Although these votes are nonbinding, they may put pressure on the board to lower compensation levels. Lawrence Ellison at Oracle, for example, has received “no” votes from shareholders for the past three years, resulting in declining pay each year (Van Dorn 2015). Although Ellison remains solidly in the top 1% of earners, these changes indicate that government action has placed more power in the hands of shareholders to reduce executive compensation.

Since 2015, Dodd-Frank has also required companies to make public the compensation packages of top executives. However, critics of the incentive pay system call for further restrictions such as eliminating incentive pay, increasing taxation of nonsalary compensation, and/or eliminating stock options altogether. The critics argue that reigning in executive compensation is important not only for companies and our economy but for society as a whole.
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FAST FOOD

Fast Food is a genre of restaurant food items that are freshly prepared, packaged, and served either across a counter or through a drive-through window. Termed “quick-service” in the food industry, fast food is generally served in a short period of time, ranging from immediately to several minutes. Most fast food restaurants provide some customer seating, but usually not table service. Food types vary, including a wide range of meat offerings, ethnic styles, and preparation methods. Hamburgers are the mainstay of fast food fare, but chicken, fish, roast beef, hot dogs, pizza, and pasta are also quite common. Fast food items are commonly inexpensive, delivered quickly, and often wrapped for carry out.

Fast foods existed in some form since the beginning of civilization, sold by vendors on roads and streets throughout the world. Often popular for convenience and cost, such foods became common ethnic foods. During the 19th century in the United States, street food items varied by region, with sausages popular with northern industrial workers, varied favorite barbeques in the South, and traditional tamales and filled tortillas in the Southwest. Pushcarts and food stalls gave way to stationary diners, constructed in either ramshackle buildings or old streetcars, which became the forerunners for fast food restaurants.

Modern fast food evolved, with its precise origins and inventors disputed by competing local legends. New Haven claims that Louie’s Lunch is the beginning of the fast food hamburger. Seymour, Wisconsin, boasts a local restaurateur as the first to sell it. Others point to the 1904 St. Louis World’s Fair as the beginning of the burger. Most historians agree that fast food as we know it today was created in 1916 by Wichita grill man Walter Anderson, who started selling beef patties on a bun for five cents. Partnering in 1921 with Billy Ingram, they opened the White Castle System of Eating Houses, selling a slim menu of hamburgers, Coca Cola, coffee, and apple pie. Anderson and Ingram encouraged customers with coupons to buy large quantities of hamburgers and to “take out” their purchases in paper bags, using the tagline “Buy’em by the Sack.” Prospering from the hamburger craze it started, the White Castle chain quickly spread throughout the Midwest, and eastward to New York City. Competitors and imitators sprang up, closely copying White Castle’s products, architectural design, and advertising. Though hamburgers were not popular before White Castle actively marketed them, by 1929 the president of the American Restaurant Association declared the hamburger sandwich to be America’s favorite food.

The hamburger fad thrived in the 1920s and was especially popular among the large industrial working class. When the Great Depression closed factories in the early 1930s, the working class had fewer nickels with which to buy food, and many hamburger chains closed down. White Castle’s Billy Ingram responded by consciously marketing his products more directly to the middle class, who often still enjoyed more economic security. He hired a corporate hostess to travel between company cities, bringing boxes full of hamburgers to women’s clubs, demonstrating how White Castle’s food could be a convenient and nutritious family meal. She succeeded in her mission, expanding the middle-class love for hamburgers and maintaining White Castle’s profitability throughout the Depression. Another Depression success in the fast food industry was Big Boy, a California chain opened in 1936, featuring a double-decked two-patty sandwich.

World War II food and labor shortages and commodity rationing virtually destroyed the American restaurant industry. To ensure adequate food for soldiers and sailors, the federal government severely limited civilian food consumption. Entire national fast food chains collapsed, while surviving companies shrank greatly. By the war’s end in 1945, the restaurant industry was devastated. Despite a surge in postwar prosperity, restaurants still struggled with higher wholesale prices and continued food restrictions. Existing fast food chains slowly rebounded, and new regional chains opened to fill the void. Largely urban-centered before the war, fast food restaurant companies soon relocated to burgeoning suburbia in the 1950s. McDonald’s and Burger King outlets appeared at every suburban intersection, selling very similar hamburgers, french fries, and milkshakes. McDonald’s Ray Kroc and Burger King’s Jim McLamore both planned to build their own restaurants in every town across the United States. Rather than spreading through company-owned stores like earlier chains, both Kroc and McLamore sold franchise rights to hundreds of local investors, imparting the company name, packaging, and product use.

Fast food architecture, marketing strategies, and products targeted the young families of middle-class suburbia. Restaurants easily accommodated automobile traffic, yet rarely offered customer seating. McDonald’s hired a clown-attired corporate host, Ronald McDonald, to attract children of the baby boom and their parents. Burger King offered young customers cardboard crowns. Both sold fried and sweet food items appealing to children, and eventually small toys became standard in fast food meals. These companies strategized that aggressively selling to children was a guarantee to first bring in the entire family, and then to ingrain the fast food habit for life. Other chains, such as Burger Chef, Kentucky Fried Chicken, and Arby’s, also adopted this strategy and thrived during the 1960s, rapidly building many franchised restaurants. By 1969, this building boom caused an oversaturation of fast food restaurants, resulting in diminished franchise profits. Losing money, several smaller chains closed down. In the midst of these closures, restaurateur Dave Thomas opened a new fast food chain, Wendy’s, selling expensive made-to-order hamburgers. Stressing quality over price, Thomas attracted a middle-class to upper-middle-class customer base who were alienated from the mass-produced McDonald’s and Burger King products.

Since the 1960s, the fast food industry has continued to grow in number of companies and variety of food offerings. Although the two franchised giants continue to dominate the field, other national chains such as Taco Bell, Dominos, and KFC earn a large share of food dollars. Regional chains thrive and even the earliest companies, such as White Castle, Krystal, and Big Boy, continue to enjoy a loyal customer base. Although the fast food industry experiences record sales, it faces increasing criticism by health advocates, animal rights groups, environmentalists, and labor unions. Medical research studies blame fast food’s high fat, sugar, and sodium content for obesity and other public health problems. In response to these criticisms, and to accommodate their increasingly health-conscious customers, fast food companies now offer lower calorie and reduced-fat food options. Newer fast food chains featuring fresher and healthier ingredients, such as Chipotle and Panera, were started expressly to appeal to that market share. Other critics attack the fast food industry for its environmental impact, ranging from types of packaging materials to controversy over meat industry sustainability. Animal rights advocates condemn the industry because of often inhumane standards in chicken and cattle production. Labor organizations protest that fast food workers should be paid a living wage rather than federally or state-mandated minimums. Despite these many detractors, fast food, and especially the hamburger sandwich, continues to be the most popular meal in the United States, and has become a very visible aspect of American culture exported around the world.
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FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM AND MONETARY POLICY

In this entry we will discuss the Federal Reserve System and the conduct of monetary policy. The entry is organized as a series of question-answer sections. We start with the short history of U.S. central banking, continue with the main tools of monetary policy, then describe briefly the main goals of monetary policy, and explain how monetary policy is implemented to achieve these goals.

What Is the History of the U.S. Central Banking?

The United States was one of the last of the developed nations to establish a central bank. U.S. politics after the American Revolutionary War was generally characterized by the strong opposition to creation of centralized power, and a central power controlling the nation’s financial sector was not an exception. As a result, the first two attempts at creating a central bank were unsuccessful. The first central bank, called the First Bank of the United States, was chartered by Congress in 1791, but the charter was allowed to expire after 20 years in 1811. The second attempt was made in 1816 with the charter of the Second Bank of the United States, but the effort was also not successful and the charter expired in 1836. After these two attempts the U.S. economy lasted for almost 80 years without a central bank. Only the financial panic of 1907, with the New York Stock Exchange losing almost 50 percent of its value and many banks and companies filing for bankruptcy, forced Congress to pass the Federal Reserve Act in 1913 that essentially created the U.S. Central Banking System called the Federal Reserve System or simply the Fed.

The Fed consists of the board of governors located in Washington, DC, and 12 regional banks with responsibilities for different parts of the country. The board of governors consists of seven members. Each is nominated by the president and confirmed by the Senate and allowed to serve a 14-year term (barring impeachment for the commission of crimes). The length of the term is significant. Each governor is allowed to serve well past the time when the president who nominated them was in office. This is supposed to promote independence of thought. The chairman of the board of governors of the Federal Reserve System is nominated by the president from the members of the board of governors, and confirmed by the Senate. The chairman serves a four-year renewable term (Federal Reserve 2016).

Each regional bank is supervised by a board of nine directors with three of them representing the banking sector, three appointed by the board of governors, and three directors representing the nonbank public. This unique structure is supposed to assure that the regional banks are decentralized and widely representative. In addition, a glance at the map of the bank regions shows boundaries that frequently cut through the middle of states. This too was done to reduce the chance that special and regional interest groups could collaborate.

What Is the Central Bank?

Essentially a central bank is the banks’ bank that also regulates banks and conducts monetary policy. Let us imagine any individual that decides to open a checking account. She can decide at what bank to open the account, how much money to keep there, when to withdraw the money, and when to close the account. Furthermore, this individual may also borrow funds from this bank to finance some big purchase like a car or a house. Now let us imagine that this individual is a bank that would like to receive similar services. Where would it go? The central bank would provide such services.

Every bank that collects deposits is actually required to have an account at the Fed and keep a fraction of their accumulated deposits at that account. (All the nationally chartered banks are required to be a members of the Federal Reserve System. State-chartered banks are not required, but still are the subject to the same reserve requirements.) This fraction is called reserves and consists of two parts: required and excess reserves. (Cash in the bank’s vault also counts as a part of reserves, but it is not deposited at bank’s account at the Fed.) The Fed sets the required reserve ratio, a minimum percentage of all accumulated deposits that each bank is required (required reserves) to keep at the Fed. For example, if the required reserve ratio is 10 percent and the bank has $100 million in checkable deposits, it must hold at least $10 million as reserves (as vault cash or at the Fed) at all times to prevent a sudden deposit outflow. (Currently, the required reserve ratio is 10 percent, but the Fed may vary it between 8 and 14 percent.) The reserves in excess of required reserves are called excess reserves. The Fed pays interest on both required and excess reserves creating an extra incentive for banks to hold additional reserves. These extra reserves would assist banks to stabilize their balance sheets during potential bank runs, especially during the economic downturns. (The Fed originally planned to start paying interest on reserves from October 2011, but changed the date to October 1, 2008, to help stabilize financial markets during the Great Recession.)

If a bank doesn’t have enough reserves to meet reserve requirements, it can borrow them either from the Fed directly or from another bank with excess reserves. When banks borrow directly from the Fed the interest rate they pay is called the discount rate. When banks borrow from other banks, they would have to pay the interest rate called the federal funds rate. The federal funds rate usually fluctuates between the interest rate paid on reserves and the discount rate. Intuition behind this result is as follows: the Federal funds rate is usually lower than the discount rate, otherwise the banks would always prefer borrowing from the Fed over borrowing from other banks (they would pay a smaller interest rate in that case). Similarly, the federal funds rate is usually larger than the interest rate paid on reserves, otherwise no bank would lend to another bank since it would earn a higher interest by keeping their reserves untouched at the Fed. Although both the discount rate and interest on reserves are set by the Fed, the federal funds rate is a market rate. In other words, it is determined by supply and demand for reserves. So when the Fed announces a change in the federal funds rate, this announcement really means that the Fed is changing the supply of reserves in the banking system to achieve the specified federal funds rate. When the Fed needs to increase the federal funds rate, it would decrease the supply of reserves. Similarly when the Fed needs to decrease the federal funds rate, it would increase the supply of reserves. Many interest rates in the economy tend to move together, so when the federal funds rate decreases other interest rates would also usually decrease; similarly an increase in the federal funds rate would also increase other interest rates in the economy. The intuition here as follows: if banks can acquire funds at the cost equal to federal funds rate, they can lend it out to households and firms and charge a higher interest rate. So when the cost of acquiring funds increases for banks, they would usually have to increase this cost for their borrowers. Similarly when this cost is decreasing for banks, they would decrease this cost for their borrowers. It is worth noting that at times of high uncertainty, banks may stop lending all together.

What Is the Monetary Policy?

Monetary policy is the control over money supply (the quantity of money) in the economy. The level of reserves banks hold helps determine lending and money creation on their part, so control over reserves allows the Fed to also control the money supply.

What Is the Fed Trying to Accomplish with the Monetary Policy?

The Fed is committed to achieving two goals: stable prices or low inflation and full employment or low unemployment. The success of monetary policy is then evaluated on whether the Fed achieves both goals. Monetary policy is called contractionary if it reduces the money supply, and it is called expansionary if it increases the money supply.

A stagnant economy, one with high unemployment, generally would call for an expansionary monetary policy. In that case, the Fed would increase the money supply by increasing the supply of reserves in the banking system. This would lower the federal funds rate and bring down the entire structure of interest rates. When funds are cheaper to acquire, firms should take advantage and borrow to expand their production capacities and likely to create new jobs. Households are also likely to take advantage of lower interest rates and borrow to increase their overall spending. As a result the economy expands and employment increases. However, increases in spending and high demand for goods could eventually raise prices creating a chance of high inflation. In such case, the Fed may conduct a contractionary monetary policy. In that case, the Fed would increase the money supply by decreasing the supply of reserves in the banking system. This would increase the federal funds rate and eventually shrink the economy. Hence, there is often a trade-off between the policies, and the big part of the Fed’s job is finding the right balance between them.

How Does the Fed Implement Monetary Policy?

The main tool of monetary policy is open market operations. Once every six weeks the Federal Open Market Committee (FOMC), a 12-person committee consisting of the 7 members of the board of governors and 5 of the regional bank presidents meet at the board headquarters in Washington, DC. After reviewing the state of the economy, they decide whether the Fed needs to be more expansionary, more contractionary, of simply stay the same. If expansion is the goal, the Fed will buy short-term U.S. government bonds in the open market from individuals and banks. The purchase injects reserves into the banking system and sets off the chain of events that eventually will expand the economy. If the Fed wants to contract the economy, it will sell bonds in the open market.

Unfortunately, there are times when conventional monetary policy may not work. For example, in times of high uncertainty banks may find it too risky to lend at all regardless of the interest rates, or the federal funds rate may be already so low, that increasing the money supply would not be able to decrease the federal funds rate any further. In such situation the Fed would have to come up with some unconventional policy tools to boost the economy. For example, during the Great Recession the Fed developed several new tools to battle the severity of the financial crisis. These measures included paying interest on reserves, several rounds of quantitative easing, and intervening into the housing market with purchases of large amounts of mortgage-backed securities. As a result the economy recovered and the United States survived the Great Recession. Now the Fed is facing another problem on how to unwind all the effects of its interventions, without putting a dent on the still fragile economy. Will the Fed succeed? Only the time will tell.
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FINANCIAL DERIVATIVES

Corporations (and individuals) routinely engage in risk management practices to insulate investments, cash flow, and earnings from unfavorable and unexpected changes in risk factors, such as interest rates, foreign exchange rates, and commodity prices. Although there are many techniques for managing risk, the use of financial derivatives for this purpose is increasingly common (Bartram et al. 2009). However, derivatives contracts, the markets in which they trade, and requisite financial reporting are notoriously complex. As a result, some critics claim that derivatives triggered the U.S. subprime mortgage crisis (2007–2009).

A derivative is a financial contract or security deriving its value based on its relation to something else, commonly referred to as the “underlying” (Stulz 2004). The underlying is often another financial instrument or economic good, but can be almost anything. For example, the value of some derivatives are based on the temperature in Las Vegas, frost in Miami, price of milk, Dow Jones Industrial Average, and value of other derivatives (Strong 2005).

As discussed by Donohoe (2015a), derivatives generally fall into three categories: (1) options, (2) futures and forwards, and (3) swaps. An option involves the right, but not the obligation, to buy or sell the underlying at a set price within a specified period. Options are routinely bought and sold on shares of stock, market indices, foreign currencies, and metals. A futures or forward contract involves an obligation to exchange the underlying at a future date for a specific price. More specifically, futures are standardized exchange-traded contracts often settling in cash daily and guaranteed by exchange clearinghouse (e.g., CME Group). These contracts commonly trade on both familiar products, such as oil and gold, as well as abstract items such as weather and utility prices. Forward contracts are similar to futures in that exchange is obligatory, but these instruments are not typically marketable to third parties as they are nonstandardized. Swaps are agreements to exchange a stream of payments based on an underlying over a predefined period. For example, in an interest rate swap, one party pays a fixed interest rate on a sum of money and receives a floating interest rate payment from another party based on the same sum of money. Although the use of options, futures/forwards, and swaps are common in practice, these derivatives are also routinely combined with other instruments (or even one another) to create more specialized and sophisticated instruments. For instance, combining an option with a swap creates an option to enter into a swap (a “swaption”), while exercising “futures options” provides the holder with a position in a futures contract. Similarly, many structured finance arrangements consist of debt instruments (e.g., bonds) with embedded options or swaps. Although innovative, some experts believe that such “financial engineering” is illogical and will lead to financial disaster (Taleb 2007).

Derivatives are not a new concept. The first-ever options trade in recorded history dates back to the sixth century BC where Thales, a Greek philosopher, profited immensely from purchasing rights to olive presses in anticipation of a bountiful harvest (Cecchetti 2006). Today, the notional (stated) value of the over-the-counter derivatives market exceeds $710 trillion (Bank for International Settlements 2013), and other reports estimate the total worldwide derivatives market at over $1.2 quadrillion (Cohan 2010). A quadrillion is 1,000 times a trillion, or roughly 20 times the size of the world economy.

Corporate use of derivatives is typically motivated by their ability to insulate investments, earnings, and cash flow from risk exposures. For example, Southwest Airlines is well known for using derivatives to stabilize jet fuel prices (Maynard 2008). More uniquely, Bombardier once boosted sales revenue 38 percent by offering a rebate on snowmobiles in the event of inadequate snowfall and hedging against the related risk with weather derivatives (Cecchetti 2006). Academic research generally finds evidence supporting these (and other) risk reduction motives (Aretz & Bartram 2010). However, evidence also suggests that corporations use derivatives for many other reasons, including tax avoidance (Donohoe 2015b), earnings manipulation (Barton 2001; Pincus & Rajgopal 2002), and mitigating the economic effects of financial distress (Mayers & Smith 1982), agency conflicts (Rajgopal & Shevlin 2002), and underinvestment (Froot et al. 1993).

Many derivatives, and the related financial statement information, are extraordinarily complex. Indeed, the financial media has colorfully portrayed derivatives as “too complicated to explain” (Kroft 1995), “concocted in unstoppable variation by rocket scientists who rattle on about terms like delta, gamma, rho, theta, and vega” (Loomis 1994), “the 11-letter four-letter word” (Loomis 1995), and an “opaque labyrinth of processes and documentation” (Valladares 2014). Moreover, experts claim that companies using derivatives do not apply the related accounting rules correctly or consistently, making it “next to impossible” for investors and other interested parties to thoroughly assess a company’s derivatives activity from its financial reports (Kawaller 2004, 29). Consistent with these claims, recent research suggests that even security analysts who provide investors with buy/sell recommendations routinely misinterpret the risks, rewards, and earnings implications of basic derivatives contracts (Chang, Donohoe, & Sougiannis 2014).

The difficulty in understanding these financial instruments is largely attributable to the intricate, ambiguous, and evolving terminology used in derivatives contracts. For example, Koonce, Lipe, and McAnally (2005) find that labels companies use to describe their derivatives contracts (e.g., “hedge contracts”) can cause financial statement users to assess economically equivalent instruments as different in terms of risk. Consequently, critics tend to blame derivatives whenever financial markets are in disarray. In particular, during the U.S. subprime mortgage crisis, interest groups blamed Wall Street’s premier financial institutions for using derivatives to intentionally increase risk (e.g., Bernanke 2010). After all, famous investor Warren Buffett warned market participants about such outcomes in his 2002 Annual Letter to Shareholders of Berkshire Hathaway when he wrote, “… derivatives are financial weapons of mass destruction, carrying dangers that, while now latent, are potentially lethal.”

Other experts, however, believe such claims are overstated, and instead argue that derivatives did not, by themselves, create the subprime crisis. Specifically, Stulz (2009) believes that the subprime crisis was primarily due to a bursting housing bubble, and “for derivatives to be the proximate cause of the crisis, they would have to have influenced the path of housing prices.” He argues that a well-functioning derivatives market for housing-related derivatives may have actually prevented the boom-bust cycle. Causality aside, these issues and challenges clearly demonstrate that derivatives are now an integral component of the global economy.
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Michael P. Donohoe

FINANCIALIZATION

Financialization describes the growth in magnitude and importance of finance, financial markets, and financial institutions in the economy. Coined in the 1990s, financialization is a rather recent concept, and likewise the process it describes began only about four decades ago. Similarly to neoliberalism and globalization, financialization is a concept used to understand the vast economic, political, and cultural changes that have occurred around the world during these past four decades. Of these three concepts, however, financialization is the one most concerned with economic changes and the least studied. Due in large part to the role of finance in the Great Recession, scholarship on financialization has bloomed in recent years, producing a rich literature on its meaning and historical context.

Finance has always played a significant role in market economies and especially that of capitalism. Financiers ensure that capital never rests, moving excess profits, savings, and other forms of capital into profitable investments. Without this crucial movement of capital, economic activity would largely freeze, as loans and credit are crucial to the economic activity of both businesses and households. However, this critical role of finance has been expanding and changing in recent decades, leading to financialization. Although this has been a global phenomenon, it has been especially significant in the United States.

Financialization has changed the face of the U.S. economy. Whereas the manufacturing industry once represented the United States’ greatest economic powerhouse, that role has since been filled by finance. Although a significant portion of the U.S. manufacturing industry moved abroad, financial institutions consolidated and grew considerably, leading to a handful of massive financial investment firms, such as Goldman Sachs, Morgan Stanley, and JP Morgan Chase. Krippner (2011, 33) details the rapid growth of the finance, insurance, and real estate (FIRE) industry in the United States, providing evidence of financialization. She shows that between 1981 and 2001 alone, the FIRE industry’s share of U.S. corporate profits increased from 15 percent to 45 percent, an astounding 300 percent increase.

Although the rapid growth in the financial sector of the U.S. economy is indisputable, some economic historians have argued that this is not a distinct phenomenon but rather a common cycle of capitalism. Contrary to this, scholars of financialization have argued that the recent rise of finance is unique in the history of capitalism, requiring a distinct conceptualization. What distinguishes financialization from the cyclical expansion and contraction of finance is the particular way in which the financial sector has grown over the past four decades.

Financialization entails not only the growth of the financial sector but also an unprecedented increase in its importance for all other sectors of the economy. Through the process of financialization, both non-financial corporations (NFCs) and households have become more intertwined in the financial system than ever before in history. Just as NFCs have come to gain greater shares of their profits from the financial sector, so too has the economic activity of households become more intermediated by finance.

Often with the promise of greater profits, NFCs have been investing growing shares of their capital in finance. Krippner (2011, 39) shows that between 1981 and 2001, the ratio of investment in financial assets to tangible assets for U.S. NFCs rose from a low 2:5 to over 1:1. Not only have NFCs been investing more in the financial sector, but also they have been increasingly borrowing funds to do so, doubly tying their business to the financial sector. On top of this, foreign investment in U.S. financial markets has grown. The expanding flow of capital into the U.S. financial sector has consequently increased demand for financial instruments and products.

Another essential component of financialization has been the large proliferation of financial instruments. In response to growing demand, financial institutions have used emerging computing technology to design ever more complex financial instruments. The most frequently mentioned, and often least understood, of these products include collateralized debt obligations, derivatives, and credit default swaps. These financial instruments consist of highly complex mathematical algorithms that allow investors to invest in widely diverse elements of the economy. Despite this diversity, a significant portion of investment over the course of financialization has been in debt owed by households, due in large part to its higher interest rates and subsequent prospects for greater profitability.

Although the type and quantity of financial instruments has multiplied over the last four decades of financialization, the root of those instruments was always some asset, most often a form of debt that promised repayment with interest. This meant that as the demand for financial products grew, the demand for high-interest debt grew as well. To meet this financial demand, credit and loans were advertised more aggressively and even dishonestly to households. This created a crisis of predatory lending and subprime mortgages, whereby people were increasingly convinced to take on high-interest debt that they could not afford to pay back. Furthermore, when the supply of this debt was not sufficient, financial investment compounded onto existing debt. To do this, investors could purchase multiple insurance policies on debt-backed financial products, leading to bundles of insurance policies collectively worth multiple times more than the financial asset itself. As a result, many investors bet on the default and cancellation of various debt obligations. The creativeness of financial investment in the time of financialization seems boundless, as some financial institutions even sold financial products consisting of bundles of insurance policies taken out on bundles of debt, further compounding the amount of investment in the futures of household debt obligations.

The first major crisis of financialization was the Great Recession, in which this unique form of financial investment imploded and rippled across the globe. This was largely the result of households defaulting on their debt obligations, which they were unable to pay back. Due to the compounding investment detailed previously, the effect of defaulting debt obligations was similarly compounded, significantly increasing the severity of the Great Recession. The crisis was not just limited to the financial sector of the economy; since the process of financialization has increasingly bound up other sectors of the economy with finance, the crisis hit nearly every part of the economy. Furthermore, due to the growing global linkages of both finance and the general economy, the crisis spread rapidly across the globe.

The Great Recession was only a temporary deviation in the global process of financialization. Since the official end of the Great Recession, scholars have found that finance still plays a similar role to that which it played prior to the crisis. Furthermore, the financial sector has resumed its astounding growth across the global economy. This only increases the significance of financialization in our time and to the American middle class, especially given the effects of the crisis and how increasingly bound together finance and the middle class are.

See also: American Capitalism in the 21st Century; Banks and the U.S. Economy; Crony Capitalism; Efficient Market Hypothesis; Federal Reserve System and Monetary Policy; Financial Deregulation, Housing, and the Great Recession; Financial Derivatives; Household Debt
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Conrad Jacober

FISCAL POLICY

Financing a central authority with taxation has been a constant throughout world history. Whether termed tribute, impost, or tax, kingdoms and governments have long called upon the constituent populace for mandatory financial sacrifice in order to fund the daily operation of the public sector.

In primarily capitalist nations with relatively little nationalization, such as the United States, the factors of production have the characteristic of being privately owned. Households can use their labor, land, and physical capital for whichever purpose they choose. In a free enterprise economy, the entrepreneurial risk-taker has the ability to organize the other three factors of production into a business entity (a firm) in order to produce goods or services for the objective of profit maximization.

The initial organization of the firm is the advent for the funding of all government at the federal level. Since households are the ultimate owners of the factors of production, revenues from the firms’ sales of goods and services are paid out dollar-for-dollar to those households: wages are paid to laborers; interest is paid to the owners of physical capital (sometimes financed by the firms’ private sector debt); and rent is paid to the landowners. The remainder of the firms’ costs is the residual that is left for the entrepreneur as economic profit. It is this accumulated factor income, known as gross domestic product (GDP), which is the international standard of measurement for a country’s economic health. From this gross income and the taxation of such, a federal government is allowed to function. These tax revenues are used to finance the government’s social programs (welfare assistance, Social Security, Medicare, unemployment benefits, and so on), purchases of goods and services (such as those used for national defense), and interest on the federal debt.

Although an economy’s productive capacity provides the source of government revenue, it is the policies pursued by the government that are sometimes used to stabilize or grow the economy. Accordingly, how can the government use such policy to achieve its sometimes conflicting objectives of low inflation, low unemployment, increased economic growth, and a stable currency?

Fiscal policy is broadly defined as any attempt by the government, through changes in taxes and/or spending, to manipulate the macroeconomy toward one or more of those objectives. Such policy is executed by both houses of Congress and the president. Although an idea for a bill can come from virtually anyone (private citizens, the president, special interest groups), a bill can only be introduced into Congress by a representative or a senator. According to Article I, Section 7 of the U.S. Constitution, legislation designed to raise federal revenue must originate in the House of Representatives. Although the lawmaking process is not described in this chapter, it is worth mentioning the old adage associated with such—there are two things you never want to see being made: laws and sausages.

However, fiscal policy actually comes in two forms. If the policy is conducted through the lawmaking process described previously, it is called discretionary. Conversely, automatic fiscal policy occurs given the phase of the national economy in its business cycle. For example, the budget surpluses of the 1998–2001 period were partly the result of the expansion that began in late 1992. During the boom phase of the business cycle, employees are called back to work and new jobs are created. Accordingly, gross tax revenues to the government increase and transfer payments to the unemployed and recipients of welfare decrease. This rise in net tax revenues for the government allows the federal budget to reach lower deficits automatically (and eventually perhaps, higher surpluses). This is not to say that decreases in defense spending with the post–Cold War closure of military bases and the Clinton tax increase of 1993 did not contribute to the healthy state of American finance in the late 1990s. But traditionally, significant movements in the federal budget balance have had as much to do with the state of the economy as opposed to policy initiatives.

Over the past 100 years, the primary tools of fiscal policy have been government purchases and income taxes. Government purchases are identified as any purchase by the government on a final good or service for its use. These can range from small items (a stapler for the Treasury Department) to large ones (a brand new tank for national defense). These purchases add directly to the real GDP of the United States. On the other hand, taxes set by the government can come in a variety of different forms. The federal government taxes the personal income of workers, corporate profits, certain goods, and imports. Personal income taxes tend to be the largest source of federal government revenue, having first been introduced during the Civil War, then as a part of the Constitution in 1913 (Hormats 2007, 66). According to the Office of Management and Budget, these taxes made up more than 46 percent of total tax revenue in 2014. Social insurance taxes (approximately 34 percent of the total that year) are levied on both the employee and his or her employer. These payroll taxes are usually the second largest source of revenue and are used to fund the government’s transfer programs, such as Social Security. When corporations are profitable, the government taxes these profits at the prevailing corporate rate, which has varied tremendously throughout history, especially during wartime. Corporate tax revenue comprised nearly 11 percent of all federal revenue in 2014. Lastly, excise taxes are imposed on certain goods, such as the national gasoline tax or tariffs on imports. Today, these represent a very small percentage of overall government revenue, just over 9 percent of the total in 2014.

The levying of tariffs (known as imposts during early America) was an important part of U.S. fiscal history from the beginnings of constitutional America to the interwar period of the 20th century. The necessity of the federal government needing to control and regulate international commerce was discussed in Alexander Hamilton’s (1755/57–1804) fifth Continentalist letter (Hamilton 2008, 187). Although Adam Smith’s (1723–1790) classical economic theories were being disseminated since 1776, Hamilton, the nation’s first secretary of the treasury, was still operating under the Renaissance-era mercantilism school of economic thought (Van den Berg 2004, 265). Mercantilists believed that a healthy national economy stemmed from a preferred positive balance of trade from a strong export market, ultimately filling the treasury with specie (gold and silver). Having seen the difficulties encountered by the national government during both the American Revolution and the Articles of Confederation, especially with regard to raising revenue, Hamilton wished to provide the government with enough power to avoid another such occurrence. This is partly the reason why he has both fierce critics and devoted followers even to this day.

The obvious question related to any discussion of fiscal policy is whether or not the federal government can truly increase the economy’s rate of real GDP growth. This has been a considerable point of contention among policy makers since the Great Depression. Although the classical economic thought of Adam Smith gradually replaced mercantilism, the Crash of 1929 was the impetus for a new theory of understanding the macroeconomy.

During the Franklin Roosevelt administration, the ideas espoused by John Maynard Keynes (1883–1946) led to a belief that the government could spend its way out of depression. Keynesian theory, taking root in the mid-1930s, questioned the basic tenets of Smith. Was the economy as self-correcting as the classicals believed, or did it need a push as the Keynesians claimed? To Keynes, the best way the economy could recover quickly was if the federal government intervened, running deficits if necessary, and increasing public spending enough to counter any insufficient private spending brought about by recession-induced reductions in household demand. This time period has been rightly considered as the birth of modern macroeconomics. In fact, “[P]rior to the Great Depression of the 1930s, there was no tradition of federal government intervention to get the United States out of depressions” (Sowell 2009, 10–11).

Keynesianism had quite a following from the 1950s to the early 1970s [Nobel laureate Paul Samuelson (1915–2009) perhaps the most notable]. The entire basis of Keynesian macroeconomics centers on the notion of a multiplier effect. In other words, if the government feels that real GDP has fallen below the desired level, Keynes advocated the government should intervene with an injection of purchases. However, if the real GDP gap is, for example, $1 trillion, the government need not increase its purchases of goods and services by $1 trillion. Instead, a fraction of that amount would be considered sufficient for real GDP to recover to the desired level. The Keynesian expenditure multiplier is the amount by which a change in government purchases is magnified to determine the ultimate change in real GDP.

In practical terms, assume the government wished to spend $5 million on a new facility for information gathering and sorting of entitlement programs in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The opening of this new facility will create 50 new jobs for the area as hiring for this new government program gets under way.

As these new employees begin earning their paychecks, they will go out and spend this money on items such as food, entertainment, gasoline, clothing, rent, and so on. Accordingly, the revenues of those local businesses increase from the higher demand for the goods and services they provide. In order to satisfy this higher demand, the firms may increase their hiring of workers. This additional employment means that additional wages will be paid to the new workers, who also go out and spend that money. The circle continues until, eventually, the GDP of the local economy has increased by more than the $5 million it took to get the new government facility up and running.

The magnitude of this multiplier effect is driven by what economists refer to as induced consumption, or more specifically, the economy’s marginal propensity to consume. Put simply, the marginal propensity to consume for an economy represents the additional amount spent on goods and services by households resulting from an additional increase in their incomes. For example, if the marginal propensity to consume for Baton Rouge is estimated to be 80 percent, its residents will spend 80 cents on goods and services for each dollar of income they receive (the remaining 20 cents is saved in one form or another). All other things equal, the higher the economy’s marginal propensity to consume, the greater the multiplier effect will be for the economy. Keynesian economists place a great deal of faith in the existence of such a multiplier effect. The attraction of such an idea is obvious. If the government can spend 1 dollar and generate, for example, 4 dollars of new GDP, a country should do this all the time! Clearly, there must be a catch.

In the previous example, nothing was mentioned about how the government planned on financing the $5 million required to fund the new facility in Louisiana. It could raise $5 million in new taxes, but this would lower the disposable incomes of those households paying the higher taxes, diminishing their consumption and offsetting the induced consumption from the new jobs created. The government could instead simply borrow the additional $5 million. The problem with this strategy is that it is simply asking a future generation to pay for today’s economic boom. After all, this new borrowing would have to be paid for by raising taxes in the future (enough so that the interest on the new debt could be paid as well). This would lower the consumption possibilities for future generations and hamper the economic growth of the future. In addition, if the government is already running a budget deficit and increases it further in order to finance the new facility, households will purchase some of these newly issued bonds by having to sacrifice some of their current consumption. Even if the new debt is purchased by foreign entities, thus not affecting domestic consumption, the decrease in the domestic economy’s total savings will likely increase long-term interest rates, reducing economic growth in the future. Private sector firms, seeing an increase in borrowing costs, will end up decreasing their purchases of new plant and equipment, further offsetting any increases in induced consumption. Economists refer to this phenomenon as crowding out.

Unfortunately, the problems with the multiplier’s viability do not stop there. What if the government outsources some of the materials required to build the new facility? What if many of the newly hired workers are immigrants who remit some of their incomes to families still living abroad? What if the newly hired workers are Americans who enjoy sipping French wine, wearing Italian shoes, and dining on Chinese dishes? If the percentage of what Americans spend on imported products is rather high, then there is necessarily less spending that will be done on domestic production. This leakage from the domestic economy would also end up reducing the magnitude of the multiplier effect.

What about over the longer term? In the short run, firms who saw an increase in demand for their goods and services due to any increases in induced consumption will gradually increase the per unit prices of the items they sell. This is needed so that those firms can afford to hire the additional labor and incur the higher costs of producing more goods and services to meet such increased demand in the short run. The incumbent workers, seeing the rising prices of goods and services in the economy (inflation), are going to demand a higher wage so that they can keep up with the increased cost of living. From the firms’ perspective, wages represent production costs of hiring labor. To help reduce the additional production costs incurred in the short run, firms will gradually lay off workers, increasing the unemployment rate. In effect, in the long run, the economy is back where it started, only now there are higher prices and higher production costs.

But let’s suppose for a moment the existence of a national multiplier is real and the government can indeed increase GDP by a multiple of a given increase in spending. Basic supply and demand tells us that both output and price would rise from a given expansionary policy. The increase in output would be achieved by an increase in hiring, reducing the short-run unemployment rate. Hence, expansionary fiscal policy can help reduce unemployment at the expense of higher inflation. On the other hand, suppose the government reduced its level of purchases. Such an action would cause output to decrease (and unemployment to increase), but would lower inflation. Contractionary fiscal policy thus reduces inflation at the expense of higher unemployment. Aggregate demand policy can help one chronic problem at the expense of making the other a bit worse, but at least one economic ill would be diminished from this trade-off.

The efficacy of Keynesian theory was called into question in the 1970s. Due to rapid inflation and energy price shocks during the decade, both inflation and unemployment were unacceptably high. Economists termed this phenomenon stagflation. Overall productivity slowed while unemployment and inflation both increased. As federal budget deficits worsened throughout the 1980s, federal budgetary resources became increasingly strained. As a result, Keynesian aggregate demand policy no longer enjoyed the premier status it once held.

During the late 1970s and early 1980s, a phenomenon known as supply-side economics became increasingly popular, perhaps best articulated by economist Arthur Laffer. Such policy focused on changes in marginal income tax rates and how reductions in those rates could positively influence the economy’s aggregate supply of goods and services. In a sense, if the government reduced income tax rates, households would then, upon seeing an increase in their disposable income, attempt to work more hours in order to increase their gross earnings even more. Accordingly, despite the reduction in rates, the government actually receives an increase in gross tax revenue. The supply effect of individuals working more and earning a higher gross income outweighs the diminished revenue effect ordinarily seen from the reduced rates. Advocates of supply-side economic theory claim higher income tax rates stifle the incentive to work, paradoxically causing a reduction in gross tax revenue for the government.

President Ronald Reagan saw possibility in such a theory. As his presidency began in the wake of the economic doldrums of the mid and late 1970s, Congress passed and Reagan signed the expansionary Economic Recovery Act of 1981. Using Federal Reserve economic data, annual current tax receipts from personal current taxes in 1981 amounted to $291.2 billion. In 1982, these receipts increased slightly to $295.6 billion, before falling to $286.8 billion in 1983. Finally, in 1984, receipts were $301.9 billion, finally reaching a total higher than those seen in 1981. When President George W. Bush pushed his tax cuts through Congress in 2001 and 2003, tax receipts declined from $996.3 billion in 2001, to $832.8 billion in 2002, and finally $778.5 billion in 2003. It would not be until 2006 until receipts exceeded the level seen in 2001. Despite the fact that economic policy suffers from a time lag upon its implementation, it is difficult to state convincingly that supply-side policy was a resounding success under Reagan. It appeared to be completely unsuccessful under Bush. If supply-side economic policy has mixed success at best, and the advocates of Keynesian policy are no longer in as great a number as during the mid-20th century, why do colleges and universities continue teaching active economic policy options?

As economist David Colander (1999, 368) has commented, Keynesian theory is still important to study because today’s policy makers act as though they are Keynesian. Beyond the 1970s, Ronald Reagan pursued decreases in income tax rates his first term; Bill Clinton wished for (but did not receive) an economic stimulus package upon his inauguration in 1993; George W. Bush cut income tax rates throughout his first term; and Barack Obama signed a multi-billion dollar stimulus bill his second month in office. Each of these policy prescriptions was designed to boost economic growth. The importance of pursuing an active fiscal policy is not lost on elected officials. George H. W. Bush was roundly criticized during the 1992 presidential campaign as being aloof and out of touch with the average American during the 1990–1991 recession. Perhaps most tellingly, Richard Nixon, who was certainly no believer in price controls yet implemented them regardless, has been quoted exclaiming, “I don’t give a good goddamn what Milton Friedman says. He’s not running for re-election” (Sowell 2009, 1; emphasis original).

Keynesian aggregate demand policy again came under fire as President Obama signed a nearly $1 trillion stimulus package soon after his inauguration. In the aftermath of the Great Recession of 2008, administration officials were widely quoted as warning that if the Congress did not approve the stimulus package, unemployment could increase to as high as 10 percent. The package was passed and implemented, yet unemployment still rose to double-digits. Such a result became fodder for both critics of the administration and Keynesian economic policy. With the federal budget already in deficit at the time of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, the additional borrowing to finance the stimulus did not have the intended short-run impact. In response, the Obama administration suggested that without the package, things would have been much worse. Such an argument is problematic in proving or disproving.

As mentioned previously, when the federal government is already constrained by a burgeoning deficit, the effectiveness of Keynesian policy will certainly be diminished. With the high deficits of the Reagan-Bush years, deficit reduction took center stage during the presidential campaign of 1992. Having stood on the stage of the Republican National Convention in New Orleans, Louisiana, in 1988, pledging “Read my lips. No new taxes,” Vice President George H. W. Bush soon realized this once-solemn promise could not be kept. The Reagan rearmament, coupled with the lower income tax rates of the time, contributed to a poor budget outlook for the 1990s. In fact, shortly after becoming president-elect, Bush’s advisers were already thinking about a tax increase. Bush’s vice president-elect, Dan Quayle (1994, 192), wrote in his autobiography:

I remember [President George H. W. Bush’s pollster Bob] Teeter saying, once we began to discuss the challenges the new President would face: “Well, he doesn’t have any choice; he’s [Bush] probably going to have to raise taxes.” … I could see from the beginning—before the beginning—that eventually they [Treasury Secretary-designate Nick Brady and Bob Teeter] were going to try to convince George Bush to raise taxes.

Thus, roughly five months after making his pledge, Bush’s men saw the necessity of dealing with the high deficit. Two years later, the pledge was indeed broken. More recently, upon George W. Bush presiding over a doubling of the national debt during his two terms as president, deficit reduction has become a stated priority of the Obama administration. In reality, however, he has seen a similar increase in the national debt as that of his predecessor.

Noted economist Thomas Sowell (2009, 1) has written, “The interaction of political and economic incentives makes the study of economic policy issues more challenging—and more revealing—than a study of either economic or political principles in isolation.” This is not so much an issue for unelected monetary policy makers, but is vital to consider for elected fiscal policy makers, especially representatives who come up for reelection every two years.

Therefore the contradiction of policy objectives, as well as the contradiction of the goals of a fiscal policy maker, result in policy that satisfies the disgruntled electorate in the short run, but may lead to economic harm in the long run. Classical economists favor passive government not only for the sake of balanced budgets, but because they also realize that economic policy is plagued by lags in recognition, legislation, and implementation. Accordingly, policy designed to offset a recession in 2017 may not be fully realized in the economy until 2019, thus influencing an economy that probably no longer has the same characteristics of why that policy was implemented in the first place!

In addition, government spending is difficult to reallocate with respect to the yearly federal budget. Using data from the Office of Management and Budget, in 2014, debt interest, low income assistance, Social Security, veterans’ affairs benefits, and Medicare made up more than a staggering two-thirds of all federal expenditures. Discretionary spending for defense and nondefense uses, as well as governmental operations, was approximately 24 percent of the total. In essence, much of the federal government’s resources are already spoken for in order to fund the country’s social safety net. The actual monies available to pursue expansionary fiscal policy are not as great as the total federal budget would suggest.

In summary, fiscal policy and the history of such policy are fascinating studies in both economics and political behavior. As economic thought evolved from mercantilism to classical to Keynesian (and back to classical for many), the government’s execution of fiscal policy remains mostly active. Whether the objective is to increase economic growth, lower the rate of inflation, or promote deficit reduction, fiscal policy makers caring for the betterment of society also care about their reelection prospects. There will always be considerable debate on whether or not a nation’s government can drive the economy toward some desired purpose. In the final analysis, which side of the debate one favors will mostly be dictated by the individual’s preexisting paradigm.

See also: Business Cycles in the United States; Crony Capitalism; Estate and Gift Taxes; Federal Reserve System and Monetary Policy; Government Growth; Tax Progressivity; Unemployment Insurance
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Dennis S. Edwards

FORBES 400

The Forbes 400 is a list of the 400 wealthiest Americans that has been published annually since 1982 by Forbes magazine. The list was created after the magazine’s editor and owner asked for such a list to be compiled and updated on a regular basis. Compiling the inaugural year of the list took over a year and cost over a quarter of a million dollars in staff and research. Since then, a permanent staff has been dedicated to updating the list. Part of the inspiration for the Forbes 400 was Mrs. Astor’s 400, which was a list of the people whom the New York socialite Mrs. Astor (1830–1908) invited to the lavish parties she held during the Gilded Age. The people who made it onto Mrs. Astor’s 400 tended to be wealthy, but whether someone made it onto her list was ultimately based on the whims of Mrs. Astor. For the Forbes 400, in contrast, whether someone makes it onto the list is entirely based on whether the person is one of the 400 wealthiest Americans in the best estimation of Forbes.

To construct its list, Forbes tries to identify the 400 wealthiest Americans and estimate what each one of them is worth in terms of the difference between the total value of their assets and the total value of their debts. To do that, all available sources of information are consulted, including news stories, court records, and Security and Exchange Commission filings. Also, when the Forbes staff believe that someone might be one of the 400 wealthiest Americans, they try to interview that person and their associates such as employees, handlers, peers, and rivals. The magazine tries to account for all of someone’s physical and financial assets (including real estate, cars, planes, yachts, ranches, vineyards, artwork, jewelry, and stakes in private and public companies) and all of their debts. Assets are valued based on market prices or educated guesses. Forbes may make mistakes, so its list is not an ideal source of data. The Forbes 400 is one of the only sources of data on the wealthiest Americans, however, and other data sources like surveys and tax records are not ideal, either. As such, the Forbes 400 provides an important but potentially imperfect account of the wealthiest Americans.

According to the magazine’s list, the 400 wealthiest Americans became wealthier over recent decades. Between the inaugural year of the list in 1982 and the most recent year (which is 2014 at the time of writing), their wealth increased from less than a quarter of a trillion constant (i.e., 2014, consumer price index–deflated) dollars to more than 2 trillion constant dollars. Over the same period of time, the minimum wealth of the 400 wealthiest Americans increased from about 175 million to 1.5 billion constant dollars, while the wealth of the wealthiest American increased from about 5 billion to 81 billion constant dollars. The median wealth of American households fell from about 80 thousand to 65 thousand constant dollars over a similar time period, by comparison.

As the 400 wealthiest Americans became wealthier in absolute terms over recent decades, they also became wealthier relative to everyone else, despite shrinking as a share of the population. Between 1982 and 2014, they shrunk as a share of the American population from about 0.0002 percent to 0.0001 percent due to population growth, but their share of the aggregate wealth of American households more than tripled from under 1 percent to about 3 percent. At 3 percent, the share of wealth held by the 400 wealthiest Americans is now greater than the share of wealth held by the least-wealthy half of American households because many of those households have little, no, or even negative wealth with their debts exceeding their assets.

The people who make it onto the Forbes 400 are not the same people year after year, so the magazine’s list suggests there is turnover among the wealthiest Americans, although some people have stayed on the list for several years. If there had been complete turnover in every year, then 13,200 unique individuals would have appeared on the list between 1982 and 2014. Instead, only 1,501 unique individuals have appeared. Twenty-three people, including the grandson of John D. Rockefeller (1839–1937), have appeared on all 33 years of the list. Between any one year of the magazine’s list and the next, the following has happened on average. About 352 people have stayed on the list, 34 have appeared for the first time, 13 have reappeared after an absence, 41 have dropped off due to a decline in their wealth, and 7 have dropped off due to death. Over the years, 4 people have also dropped off the list because they renounced their American citizenship; the most recent person to do so was Facebook cofounder Eduardo Saverin.

Among the people who have appeared on the Forbes 400, the vast majority have been white males. An analysis of the gender, race, and ethnicity of the people who appeared on the first 25 years of the magazine’s list concluded that only around 200 women, 30 Asian Americans, and less than 10 African or Hispanic Americans ever appeared. Oprah Winfrey is the only African American woman to ever appear. Gender and racial/ethnic disparities that exist in other parts of the distribution of wealth also seem to exist at the very top of the wealth distribution.

Some members of the Forbes 400 were born into a wealthy background and simply inherited their fortunes, but an increasing number have come from a relatively impoverished background and made their fortunes themselves, according to an analysis by Forbes. Twenty years ago in 1984, less than half of the 400 wealthiest Americans (specifically, 171 of them) were self-made individuals, 76 of those self-made individuals came from a middle- or upper-middle-class background, and 56 came from a poor or working-class background. By 2014, more than half (275 of them) were self-made, 127 of the self-made came from the middle class, and 98 came from a lower class. Moving from the middle class or below into the ranks of the 400 wealthiest Americans is increasingly possible, it seems, although whether there is enough mobility to justify large and growing disparities in wealth is an open question for social scientists and the general public.

See also: American Capitalism in the 21st Century; Measuring Inequality; Piketty, Thomas; Poverty Measurement
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FRIEDMAN, MILTON (1912–2006)

There has seldom been an economist who has been as influential not only on the academic profession of economics but also on society more broadly as was Milton Friedman. Friedman was born in Brooklyn, NY, in 1912 and spent most of his formative years growing up in Rahway, NJ. He, and his two older sisters, were the children of entrepreneurial immigrants. Despite the death of his father during his senior year of high school, Friedman went on to graduate from Rutgers University having studied both mathematics and economics.

Upon graduation Friedman began graduate studies in economics at the University of Chicago where he was influenced by the likes of Frank Knight, Jacob Viner, and Henry Schultz among others. At Chicago Friedman met many fellow students who became lifelong friends including George Stigler and W. Allen Wallis but most importantly Rose Director who would go on to become Friedman’s lifelong companion as his wife.

Friedman is perhaps best known for his work as a faculty member at the University of Chicago beginning in 1946 until his retirement in 1977. He, along with an incredible list of illustrious colleagues, many of whom are also Nobel recipients, developed a school of economic thought that is now referred to commonly as the Chicago school of economics. Prior to his time at Chicago, Friedman spent short stints working at the National Bureau of Economic Research and for the federal government at the National Resources Committee and later at the U.S. Treasury Department. His work during this time would go on to inform some of his important contributions regarding the consumption function and the permanent income hypothesis. During his time at the Treasury his work contributed to the development of the federal withholding tax system. Regarding this, he said in a 1995 interview, “… I wish there were some way of abolishing withholding now” (Doherty 1995).

In 1976, the Nobel Committee awarded its Nobel Prize in Economics to Milton Friedman. It emphasized his “contributions to consumption analysis and to monetary history and theory, including observations of the complexity of stabilization policy.”

These contributions reflect Friedman’s arguments against the policies advocated by many U.S. economists, who had adopted the economic ideas of John Maynard Keynes. The Keynesians in the United States believed that fiscal policy, which involves changing government expenditures and tax policy, was the most effective method to change and to stabilize aggregate demand. Moreover they believed that monetary policy was impotent in increasing aggregate demand and unpredictable in reducing aggregate demand. During the 1960s, Keynesian economists accepted the “menu interpretation” of the Phillips curve in which there was a negative relationship between unemployment and inflation; they believed this relationship to be stable in the long run. Using both empirical evidence and creative extensions of previous theories, Friedman attacked the Keynesian ideas in several areas.

Friedman contended that people based their consumption expenditures on permanent income rather than on current income; temporary (transitory) changes in income would not affect consumption. This theory indicated that changes in tax policy would have an unpredictable impact on consumption because policy makers would not know if people would perceive the changes in tax policy to be permanent or temporary. Friedman’s theory correctly predicted that the temporary tax surcharge of 1968 would have little impact on aggregate demand.

Friedman and Anna Schwartz studied the history of monetary policy in the United States (Friedman & Schwartz 1963). They demonstrated that changes in nominal money supply affected aggregate demand in a powerful and predictable manner. In particular, their work affected the way that many economists viewed the Great Depression of the 1930s. They argued that monetary policy was a major factor that caused the collapse of aggregate demand that led to increasing unemployment and declining real output. The Federal Reserve’s unwillingness to follow an expansionary monetary policy extended the economy’s slow recovery during the 1930s.

Friedman argued that monetary policy was the primary determinant of inflation. His work, combined with independent analysis of Edmund Phelps, formed the natural rate theory of inflation. Friedman noted that Knut Wicksell’s concept of a natural rate of interest “has its close counterpart in the employment market” (Friedman 1968, 8). Friedman argued that a temporary trade-off between unemployment and inflation occurred when actual inflation differed from the inflationary expectations that were affecting wage and price behavior. When expected inflation adjusted to actual inflation, the economy moved to the natural rate of unemployment, which is determined by supply and demand conditions in labor markets. Many economists quickly accepted the Friedman-Phelps natural rate theory because it explained the unemployment and inflation experience of the United States during the early 1970s when both unemployment and inflation were increasing.

Friedman’s specific rule of monetary policy involved “adopting publicly the policy of achieving a steady rate of growth in a specified monetary total” (Friedman 1968, 16). Although the Federal Reserve today does not use Friedman’s specific rule of monetary policy, it does follow his ideas rather than those of his Keynesian opponents. The Fed views the trade-off between inflation and unemployment to be temporary but not permanent; it acknowledges that monetary policy is the primary determinant of inflation in the long run and substantially affects employment and real output in short run.

In addition to his life as an academic, Friedman also served as a leading public intellectual. Friedman (1962) was written not just for an intellectual audience but for the public at large. This work presented many of his controversial public policy positions. He was an early advocate of abandoning the Bretton Woods system of fixed exchange rates toward a system of floating exchange rates that would later occur in 1971. He also advocated a simple flat tax system rather than a progressive system full of loopholes for the rich. To alleviate poverty Friedman proposed a basic income guarantee in the form a negative income tax. Friedman was a self-described “classical liberal” as was reflected in his popular writings and policy recommendations.

One of his most enduring contributions indeed is the legacy he has left behind as a public intellectual. In 1979 he and his wife Rose coauthored the book Free to Choose: A Personal Statement, which went on to be rereleased in 1990 and was accompanied on each release as a PBS documentary. Both releases of the Free to Choose TV series, along with a host of other speeches and debates by Friedman and others, are now available for posterity at the Free to Choose Network website (http://freetochoose.net).

See also: Buchanan, James M.; Educational Vouchers; Federal Reserve System and Monetary Policy; Hayek, Friedrich A.; Keynesian Economics; Libertarianism; Monetarism; Piketty, Thomas; Samuelson, Paul; Supply-Side Economics; Universal Basic Income
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GENDER WAGE GAP

The gender wage gap is the difference in wages earned by women and men for the same job, hours worked, and education, currently 82 cents for women for every dollar earned by men. Indeed, the gender wage gap exists for two workers who are identical in their observable characteristics (education, level of experience, hours worked, etc.), except their gender. The wage gap is of concern for American families for several reasons. Nearly 50 percent of the workforce is female. For these workers, the gender wage gap is a painful reality. For households with working women, the pay gap means that the income they receive is lower than in the absence of pay disparities. Additionally, 40 percent of households with children have a working mother who is either the sole or primary breadwinner in the family (Wang et al. 2013). For these families, women’s wages comprise the majority or entirety of household income, and the pay gap creates an added burden to their financial well-being. Finally, inequitable pay for women reduces the incentive for women to work or gain extra training or education, leaving workers out of the workforce, reducing productivity, and hampering economic growth. This entry outlines the measurement of and the factors that impact the gender wage gap.

Some jobs pay more than others; physicians and surgeons, for example, make more on average than nurses. This has less to do with the fact that substantially more men than women are physicians and surgeons (67.1 percent are male) while more women become nurses (88.4 percent are female) and more to do with the extra education needed to become a physician or surgeon (U.S. Census Bureau 2015). Although becoming a registered nurse requires an associate or a bachelor’s degree, becoming a physician or surgeon requires a bachelor’s degree, medical school, and a lengthy residency. That physicians and surgeons make more than nurses is hardly surprising. What is surprising is that male physicians and surgeons make more than female physicians and surgeons, and male nurses make more than female nurses. Female physicians and surgeons earn 69.1 cents for every dollar their male colleagues earn, and female nurses earn 91.1 cents for every dollar male nurses earn (U.S. Census Bureau 2015). Thus, women make less than men in both female- and male-dominated professions. The gender of the worker has a significant influence on the income she or he receives.

This wage gap exists in almost every occupation. Of the over 500 occupations tracked by the U.S. Census Bureau, 311 contain enough data to calculate median earnings for women and men. Women make more than men in exactly nine occupations (U.S. Census Bureau 2015). Women make more than men as dishwashers; transportation, storage, and distribution managers; special education teachers; social and human service assistants; transportation security screeners; wholesale and retail buyers, except farm products; cleaners of vehicles and equipment; and producers and directors. Women’s earnings as a percentage of men’s range between 52.6 percent of men’s earnings in the lowest relative-paying occupation for women (securities, commodities, and financial services sales agents) to 106.2 percent in the highest relative-paying occupation for women (producers and directors). The additional 6.2 percent earned by women relative to men in the highest relative-paid female occupation is substantially lower than the 47.4 percent extra earned by men relative to women in the least relative-paid female occupation.

Explanations

In order to determine whether wages differ because workers’ characteristics differ or because of other unexplained factors, economists begin with a statistical technique called regression analysis. Regression analysis determines how various characteristics impact wages. For instance, education is positively correlated with wages; the more schooling completed, the higher the wage. The benefit of regression analysis is that it allows researchers to evaluate numerous characteristics simultaneously. Using regression analysis, economists decompose, or disentangle, the gender wage gap into separate components. This disentangles the part of the wage gap due to differences in observable worker characteristics (such as education, occupation, and hours worked) from the part unexplained by these differences. In the United States, the gender wage gap fell by nearly half, from 0.66 log points (48 percent) in 1970 to 0.36 log points (30 percent) in 2010. The unexplained portion of the wage gap, which many economists attribute to discrimination, fell from 80 percent in 1970 to 20 percent in 2010 (Mandel & Semyonov 2014, 1604). Both changes to women’s observable characteristics and unexplained gender differences (i.e., discrimination) appear to have reduced the gender wage gap over time.

Research identifies several explanations for the gender wage gap. First, women face a “motherhood penalty,” experiencing a pay decrease for each child they have (Budig & England 2001, 216–217). By contrast, fathers’ pay increases with every child. Economists hypothesize that once they have children, women specialize more in household production and spend less time in paid labor. Women may also take time off after having a baby. Additionally, many women choose to work part-time or stop working altogether, particularly after having a second child when child care costs often exceed wage income. Each of these reduces women’s labor force experience and wages. Alternatively, it may be that having children to care for and worry about reduces a mother’s ability to focus and therefore decreases her productivity. Alternatively, mothers may choose to trade jobs with higher wages and inflexible schedules for jobs with lower wages and flexible schedules. Finally, employers might discriminate against mothers (Budig & England 2001, 206–211).

Another explanation of the gender wage gap is occupational segregation. Occupational segregation is the idea that some occupations are primarily held by women while others are primarily held by men. In general, “female” occupations pay less than “male” occupations. Additionally, women are employed in lower-paying establishments and industries (Bayard et al. 2003, 902–905). However, more of the gender wage gap is explained by differences in pay within an occupation than by the distribution of women and men across occupations (Goldin 2014, 7–8).

There is a debate among labor economists about whether occupational segregation is a choice, or whether it is due to subtle social barriers that push women toward certain fields and away from others. If workers’ choices are constrained or highly influenced by society, then the explained portion of the gender wage gap may include discriminatory elements. For example, the share of women graduating with degrees in computer science has fallen every year since 1984 (Henn 2014). If women avoid male-dominated computer science because their teachers dissuade them from doing so based on gender stereotypes, then this choice might be discriminatory. If, however, women tend to avoid computer science because they have few female role models and mentors in the field, then this choice would not be discriminatory, but would promulgate occupational segregation. The reality is likely somewhere in between.

Another set of explanations focuses on behavioral differences. Evidence from experimental economics suggests that women negotiate less than men (Bertrand 2011, 1556–1558). Within firms, men are more likely to bargain for both higher salaries and a larger share of company profits, thereby exacerbating the wage gap (Card, Cardoso, & Kline 2013, 31–32). However, women are penalized if they negotiate too aggressively (Bertrand 2011, 1557–1558). In addition, increased willingness to accept risk is associated with higher wages for both men and women; however, since women tend to be more risk averse than men, more men benefit (Le et al. 2011, 9). Relatedly, women and men differ in psychological differences and expression of the “big five” personality traits (openness to experience, conscientiousness, extroversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism). Gender differences in these characteristics are due mainly to men being less agreeable than women and less agreeable men earning higher wages (Mueller & Plug 2006, 17–18). Each of these, negotiation skills, personality, and risk tolerance, explain a small portion of the gender wage gap.

Notwithstanding the plethora of explanations for the gender wage gap, many explain only a small portion of the wage gap, leaving part of the wage gap unexplained. Many economists attribute this unexplained gap to discrimination. Although it remains plausible that the unexplained wage gap is due to discrimination, it also accounts for any characteristic not included in the explained portion of the wage gap.

Conclusion

Economists offer a number of suggestions to eliminate the gender wage gap. Women’s wages are highest in industries with more high-level female managers, who have the authority to make decisions regarding their subordinates’ pay (Cohen & Huffman 2007, 696–697). Thus, quotas to boost women’s representation in key positions might alleviate the wage gap. Firms can make pay scales transparent, conduct pay audits, and create more flexible workplaces, governments can pass laws to prevent discrimination and protect employees, and individuals can research their career choices, especially before choosing a college major, and learn better negotiation strategies (American Association of University Women 2015, 17–21; Goldin 2014, 27–28).

The gender wage gap persists in the modern American economy. Although part of the gender wage gap can be explained by forces such as occupation, education, hours, negotiating, and workplace flexibility, the gender wage gap has significant implications for American households.
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GENERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

General Assistance (GA) is a collective term referring to state or local social assistance programs designed to meet basic needs of low-income individuals or families who do not qualify for federal social assistance programs or whose benefits from other programs are insufficient or exhausted. States and local governments adopted a wide range of program names including General Public Assistance, General Relief, State Aid, Poor Relief, and so on. GA has been historically documented since the establishment of the U.S. Social Security Administration (SSA) in 1935 as part of President Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal (U.S. Social Security Administration 1997, 103–104). The GA programs are administered and funded entirely by states and/or local governments and have been viewed as the “safety net of last resort” for the least resourceful of the poor (Anderson et al. 2002, 249). Despite the critical role GA plays in the U.S. social welfare system, it has been shrunken over the past three decades, reflecting changing political priorities and financial capacities of states and local governments.

Availability of General Assistance

Since GA is not mandated by the federal government, states can make independent decisions about whether to have a GA program and whether to mandate their local governments to implement it. As a result, considerable variations in availability of the GA programs exist across as well as within states. According to the Annual Statistical Supplement of the U.S. SSA, the number of entities reporting GA data to the federal government has decreased from 53 (the 50 states plus the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands) in 1960 to 30 in 1997; the average monthly number of GA recipients has declined from about 4.5 million in 1936 to about 0.6 million in 1997 (see Table 1) (U.S. Social Security Administration 2000, 327). Unfortunately, most states stopped reporting GA to the SSA after the 1996 federal welfare reform, which placed the emphasis on the devolution of the social welfare programs and personal responsibility for poverty. Since the late 1990s, comprehensive reports on state GA programs have only been published occasionally by nongovernment research institutes including the Urban Institute and the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP).




	Table 1    General Assistance, 1936–1997




	



	Year

	
	Number of states reporting

	
	Average monthly number (in thousands) of recipients

	
	Amount of total payments (in thousands)

	
	Average amount of payments (per recipient)




	



	1936

	
	—

	
	4,545

	
	437,134

	
	8 




	1940

	
	—

	
	3,618

	
	404,963

	
	    8.30




	1950

	
	—

	
	   866

	
	298,262

	
	  22.25




	1960

	
	53

	
	1,071

	
	322,465

	
	  25.10




	1970

	
	45

	
	   957

	
	618,319

	
	  53.82




	1980

	
	41

	
	   945

	
	1,442,278   

	
	127.18




	1990

	
	37

	
	1,220

	
	—

	
	—




	1997

	
	30

	
	   645

	
	—

	
	—




	



	Note: Amounts of payments are nominal values that are not adjusted to inflation over time.

—: Data not available.

Source: U.S. Social Security Administration (2000).






According to a national survey of GA programs conducted by the CBPP in 2011, 30 states (including the District of Columbia) had some sort of statewide GA programs (either operating a uniform statewide program or providing statewide guidelines for counties to implement their own programs). Most southern and northwestern states did not have a statewide program. However among those 30 states with GA, at least one-third of them considered eliminating or cutting their programs in response to state budget shortfalls due to the lingering impact of the Great Recession (2007–2009). For example, Illinois and Kansas eliminated their programs, and the District of Columbia, Washington, Minnesota, Michigan, and Rhode Island reduced benefits and/or limited eligibility in 2011 (Schott & Cho 2011, 1–10).

Characteristics of General Assistance

Characteristics of GA including target populations, eligibility rules, and benefits vary widely from state to state. Target populations of GA typically fall into three categories: (1) the elderly and disabled/unemployable adults ineligible for or awaiting approval for federally funded Supplemental Security Income (SSI); (2) employable adults with children ineligible for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF); (3) employable adults without children. Historical evidence shows that state GA programs have been most willing to support the elderly and disabled/unemployable adults while least willing to cover employable adults without children (Anderson et al. 2002, 253–254). Although GA recipients vary by age, gender, race, and health condition, the common stereotypes of GA recipients are young adults, male, and able-bodied people of color who are unwilling to follow the work ethic to achieve self-sufficiency. Some scholars argue that these stereotypical assumptions on GA recipients contribute to less public and political support for GA (Anderson et al. 2002; Henly & Danziger 1996).

Eligibility rules of GA typically include the definition of employability/incapacity, income limits, asset limits, time limits, and treatment requirements, which also vary considerably across states. Most of states require a physical and/or mental disability to be certified by a physician or related professional. States normally set monthly income limits that recipients can earn and still be on GA, ranging from zero in Virginia to $1,252 in Alaska in 2009. In addition, the range of asset limits was from $250 in three states to $3,000 in Michigan (Pennucci et al. 2009, 11–16). Thirteen of the 30 states with GA have a time-limit policy for how long recipients can be on the program, ranging from a one-month limit for employable recipients in Nevada to a 60-month lifetime limit for all groups of recipients in New Jersey in 2011 (Schott & Cho 2011, 14–19). In 10 states with GA-Unemployable programs, recipients are required to participate in medical treatment if they have a substance abuse or mental health problem (Pennucci et al. 2009, 8).

In terms of types of benefits, most states with GA provide cash benefits while some states supplement cash benefits with in-kind provisions including medical care, housing vouchers, or job training services. The range of maximum cash benefit levels was from $95 in Delaware to $688 in New Hampshire in 2011. Compared to cash benefits of federally funded welfare programs such as SSI and TANF, GA benefits are at lower levels. The maximum benefit levels in most of the states are generally below one-quarter of the official poverty level (Schott & Cho 2011, 5–6). Recent research indicates that states’ approaches to GA have shifted from direct cash benefits toward indirect provisions through vouchers or services (Noy 2009; Pennucci 2010).

GA has been sensitive to changes in state political and economic climates. Evidence has shown that states have imposed tighter eligibility criteria and reduced cash benefits in the postwelfare reform era despite the increased needs for GA, particularly during economic downturns when states faced budgetary pressures (Gallagher 1999; Pennucci 2010; Schott & Cho 2011). Some critics have highlighted the negative impacts of the welfare reform and the devolution of social welfare programs on GA populations (Coulton & Crowell 1993; Halter 1996; Hawes 1998; Henly & Danziger 1996; Noy 2009). More public and scholarly attention is needed to the controversy of the reduction and transformation of GA, which was initially designed to support low-income individuals and families falling through gaps in the federal social safety net.

See also: Child Care in the United States; Earned Income Tax Credit; Measuring Inequality; Medicare; Minimum Wage Debate; Poverty Measurement; Poverty by Race, Ethnicity, and Gender in the United States; Social Security; Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP); Universal Basic Income; Welfare Policy; Workers’ Compensation
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Yu-Ling Chang

GEORGE, HENRY, AND THE 99 PERCENT

Each generation discovers truths that seem self-evident, but which have been “discovered” by thoughtful individuals long past, and sometimes long forgotten. The concern over the distribution of income that was skewed toward the top 1 percent of wealth owners following the global financial meltdown of 2008–2009 spawned a 21st-century populist movement (the Occupy movement) similar to one that was rampant more than a century earlier. A printer-cum-journalist-cum-economist named Henry George (1839–1897) spawned a revolution in the United States and beyond that created a cadre of Georgists, an economic treatise (sales of which were bested only by the Bible in the 1890s), and public policy discussions that continue to this day.

George’s fame in the last decade of the 19th century was long in the making. Raised in Philadelphia, George left home to travel the seas before he finished school. Upon his return, he began an apprenticeship as a printer, but quickly became restless for adventure. He ventured to America’s Gold Coast as a seaman on a federally funded lighthouse tender on its way to San Francisco. Once in California of the 1850s, he first ventured north to seek his fortune provisioning prospectors on their way to the Klondike Gold Rush. He then returned to San Francisco and Sacramento to find steadier employment, first as a printer, then as an editor and writer.

As a popular West Coast writer in his day, George was offended by the ability of the railroads to purchase land, often by corrupting local politicians, only to eventually earn as much income from their land ownership as from the railroads themselves. He witnessed rapidly increasingly land prices and the accumulation of great wealth. However, the farmers who cultivated these lands barely managed to subsist. Wealth seemed disconnected from those who created the fruits of the land.

George made a journalistic career lambasting these idle rich speculators. He then moved his family from the California frontiers to the more matured communities in the Eastern United States. From Philadelphia, New York, and Washington, DC, George fed stories by telegraph to his California newspaper colleagues.

In doing so, George often scooped the traditional organized news services. Soon, the railroad-dominated telegraph network began delaying his stories and charging him prohibitively high fees, perhaps, George suspected, at the behest of the Associated Press monopoly. George saw this as one monopoly cooperating with another monopoly to stifle competition in pursuit and protection of their monopoly profits. He viewed this as another example of the idle rich frustrating economic expansion.

George’s populist prescription for this process in frustration of competition was to deter monopolies and the idle rich through taxation. His economic intuition was that the granting of public concessions for railroad right-of-ways, of the conveyance of land, and of monopolies resulted in huge speculative profits, but with little or no innovation or expansion in production. Rising land prices that resulted from the attractions government and population created were returned to the speculators rather than those who produced on the land. Meanwhile, farmers still farmed and always remained on the edge of subsistence.

George prescribed a 100 percent land tax to usurp the value of rising land prices and return it to the growing population who produced. An extension included monopoly taxes that sought some of the excess profits that monopoly price discrimination affords. He observed that such a tax would not hinder production at all, because production is removed from, and performed by different people, than the 1 percent that owned many of the fixed resources like land or a concession to operate a telegraph network.

George’s concept of a burden of taxation on elements of factor payments that are most inelastic, or insensitive to price changes, was not entirely original. The great economist David Ricardo had so advocated as a member of the House of Commons in England in the 1810s and as advocate for land reform. Ricardo recognized that the value of land rises steadily as population grows. Indeed, he too capitalized on land investments to transform the fortune he garnered in financial investment once he “retired” to the landed class.

George was the first to popularize the notion of taxing the idle rich, though. His Progress and Poverty described, in great detail, how progress and population growth expands production and land values, and yet the working class seems to rarely share the fruits of progress (George 1879). Indeed, he prescribed a steep tax on those who speculated and who owned but who do not work the land, while he also advocated for reduced immigration and family formation that would only dilute meager gains from progress that remained with the producers themselves.

Notice the order of his title. George tracked how progress leads to population growth, and yet does not solve the perpetual problem of poverty that Thomas Malthus described, and for which economics has become known as the “dismal science” ever since. George tapped into a frustration and spawned a movement of varied individuals—western pioneers who could not find land to purchase, farmers who suffered recurring recessions while processors and food industrialists became wealthy, and, eventually, a variety of disaffected groups who may not have fully understood or embraced George’s theory, but nonetheless agreed with his conclusion that the idle rich should be taxed at a much higher rate.

George’s revolution led to his seeking and failing to secure political office in New York City on two occasions. Fellow Georgists went on to secure office, though, including the Governorship of Rhode Island by the cousin of George’s nemesis, the father of the neoclassical theory of production, John Bates Clark, whose Congregationalist upbringing led him to conclude the contrary—that free markets were God’s making and the right to earn from land speculation was a divine right.

George’s prescription of a 100 percent land tax, but with no taxes on improvements on the land, by building, by farming, or by any other means, is now recognized for its nondistortionary implications. During World War I, Knut Wicksell arrived at a similar conclusion for a tax on the idle rich when he was asked to recommend how to revise Sweden’s tax code (Wicksell 1896/1958). Between the two world wars, Frank Plumpton Ramsey explored the mathematics of the use of taxation to correct the distortions of monopoly pricing (Ramsey 1927). And, following World War II, William Vickrey and James Mirrlees expanded the theory of optimal income taxation (Mirrlees 1971; Vickrey 1945). Mirrlees’s treatment, especially, was more nuanced than George’s limited theoretical foundation could muster, and provided a clearer understanding of how to tax various categories of income while still promoting production. However, none of these scholars spawned the taxation revolution and the battle of the classes that Henry George created in his 1879 book Progress and Poverty. And few treatises from almost a century and a half ago remain as relevant today.
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GLOBALIZATION

Few ideas can rival the interest that globalization has generated among scholars, policy makers, business executives, and social activists in the last couple of decades. Whether it is production of T-shirts or spiraling income inequality, many seemingly simple and complex questions often turn into issues of globalization. It is said that we live in the “age of globalization”—an epoch unprecedented in many respects. We arguably cannot adequately fathom contemporary societies without paying attention to the phenomenon of globalization.

The rise of globalization in public as well as academic discourse came hot on the heels of the collapse of Berlin Wall in 1989 that symbolized the end of the Cold War era. Globalization became the zeitgeist of 1990s. It embodied a tectonic change that had “flattened the world,” “erased borders,” and “ended history” itself. The long and uneven march of globalization, however, stretches further back in history. As an idea, rudiments of contemporary notions of globalization can be found in the works of classical economists as well as writers, scholars, and philosophers of the 19th and 20th centuries (Scheuerman 2014). The first known usage of the term “globalization” has been traced back to an article published in an obscure left-wing Italian magazine in 1972 (James and Albanese 2011).

Globalization, nevertheless, has been a vague term. It is commonly used as a catchall phrase for economic, political, cultural, and other forms of cross-border activities. When pundits and commentators talk about globalization, they generally describe it as flows of capital, goods, services, information, and peoples across geographical and political boundaries. Globalization is another term for economic liberalization that entails removal of government barriers to economic activities. It allegedly follows the logic of neoliberalism, an ideology that emphasizes free markets and minimal government.

Globalization is also spoken of in the same breath as internationalization or cross-border interconnections and exchanges; as Westernization and Americanization or spread of Western and American values and institutions; as universalization or standardization of institutions and cultures across the world; and as proliferation of information technology. These and other terms illuminate some aspects of globalization. However, globalization is distinct and cannot be reduced to the aforementioned and other commonly associated ideas.

Although a universally accepted definition of globalization remains elusive, a consensus on the rudimentary attributes of the concept of globalization has been emerging among scholars. Globalization theorists view globalization as a long-term sociohistorical process or set of processes that has unfolded over centuries, if not millennia. It signifies transformation in spatial and temporal dimensions of social organizations and human activities (Giddens 1990; Harvey 1989; Held, McGrew, Goldblatt, & Perraton 1999; Scholte 2005). From this perspective, deterritorialization, interconnectedness, speed of global flows, and multidimensionality are the essential features of the concept of globalization.

It is deterritorialization that makes globalization distinct from other forms of social changes. The idea of deterritorialization implies that geographical territories such as cities and countries impose little constraint on economic, cultural, and other forms of social activities (Giddens 1990; Scholte 2005). Deterritorialization points to transformation of macro social space—the arena and place of social life. The macro social space, which has traditionally been likened to geographical place, is no longer entirely territorial. The territorial location of participants is unimportant for exchange of information, goods, finance, and cultural symbols in many cases. To be sure, geographical territory has not become unimportant and irrelevant. Deterritorialization only highlights the fact that geographical territories like countries do not constitute the entire social space of human action and experience. The change in social space has implications for the nature of production, governance, culture, and other aspects of society.

A more decisive facet of globalization is social interconnectedness across large geographical areas and political boundaries. Socioeconomic organizations and networks can be thought of as local, national, regional, global, and so on in scope. Globalization implies that social relationships and networks are organized in regional and global interactions (Held et al. 1999). These interconnections are not random but regular and stable. The iPhone is illustrative of global interconnectedness. A network of nine companies spread across five countries in three continents is involved in design, manufacturing, and marketing of iPhones. Such interconnections extend to other realms of social activities.

Interconnections across large geographical regions (e.g., Silk Routes) are not unprecedented in human history. But contemporary globalization is significantly different in extensity, intensity, speed of global interactions, and impact propensity of worldwide interconnectedness (Held et al. 1999). The network of Coca-Cola is indicative of extensity or range of today’s interconnections. The carbonated drink is legally available all over the world except in Iran and North Korea. There has also been a staggering growth in the intensity or magnitude of global interconnections and flows. For example, the global flows of goods, services, and finance were estimated to be $26 trillion in 2012 (MGI 2014). Furthermore, technological advancements such as those in transportation and information technology have accelerated the pace of global interactions and flows, as time taken for movement of trade, finance, information, people, etc. across large distances has significantly reduced.

An important implication of growing interconnections and speed of global interactions is the deepening impact propensity. The notion of impact propensity implies that events in one part of world can impact other regions. Local events can have global ramifications and vice versa. So, the recent crisis on Wall Street cascaded into a worldwide economic slowdown. The Ebola outbreak in northern Africa triggered panic in the United States and beyond. Financial, health, and other forms of contagions render the notion of closed space secured by national borders somewhat illusionary. As no country or group can shut itself from others, the distinction between foreign affairs and domestic matters becomes blurred.

Theorists also view globalization as a multipronged process that manifests in economic, political, cultural, and other domains of society. The different dimensions (e.g., economic, political, and cultural) are relatively autonomous and generate distinct conflicts and dislocations. Globalization has undeniable material features as evident by the flows of goods, capital, and the like. There is also a subjective dimension to globalization (Robertson 1992). The increasing interconnection and interdependence has enhanced global consciousness that we live in “one world.” It has led to a global frame of reference for human thoughts and actions.

From hegemonic powers (e.g., Mongols, Britain, and the United States at different points in history) to global institutions (e.g., World Trade Organization and International Monetary Fund), myriad forces have propelled the process of globalization over centuries. It is the innate human desire for well-being and security that has fueled global interconnections and interdependence (Chanda 2007). Another set of explanations identifies capitalism as the main engine of globalization. Technology became a critical ingredient in globalization in the 19th century (Findlay & O’Rourke 2009). What steam engine and electricity were to the Industrial Revolution, information technology has been to globalization since the 1980s (Castells 2010). But technology alone could not sustain the thick form of globalization that we see today. The economic predicaments of the 1970s, the ascent of neoliberalism, and the change in politics with the rise of Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Regan were no less important for greater economic integration (Frieden 2006).

The effect on globalization, particularly economic globalization that will be my focus here, has been a matter of intense debate. The proponents of globalization claim that globalization is essential for both peace and prosperity. Economic globalization promotes efficiency and division of labor through specialization. Global markets offer greater opportunities for people to access more capital, technology, cheaper imports, and larger export markets. In fact, no country has achieved prosperity for its citizens without globalization. The dramatic reduction in absolute poverty in countries like China and India has been possible because economic globalization has sustained faster economic growth in these countries.

For its critics, globalization has been “disaster capitalism” running amok. Globalization has allegedly triggered a race to bottom, as governments roll back labor and environmental standards in the quest to attract foreign investors seeking to maximize profits. Although markets have become global in scope, governments and politics remain local. The balance of power has shifted away from the institution of nation-state to markets and capital. Globalization has constricted governments to pursue independent policies. High global capital mobility and financial liberalization have produced frequent financial crises. The critics also argue that globalization has exacerbated inequality both within and between countries. It has created winners and losers. For example, high-skilled workers in the United States and other countries have benefited from worldwide opportunities. But other American workers have witnessed their jobs shift overseas and wages stagnate. Economic globalization has pitted low-skilled workers in advanced economies such as the United States against low-skilled, low-waged workers in the developing region of the world. Economic globalization alone cannot be blamed for income polarization. Technology and shrinking labor unions have also added to the problem.

Is globalization desirable? Dani Rodrik (2011) argues that economic globalization can be positive force, provided it can be “domesticated” to work for rather than against us. Countries with fairly robust social institutions have been more successful in reaping the benefits of economic globalization. Nobel laureate Joseph Stiglitz (2003; 2013) also posits that the problem is not with economic globalization but with the way it has been managed. Global institutions such as the International Monetary Fund, World Trade Organization, and Word Bank provide an ad hoc system of governance of economic globalization with little accountability. There is lack of democratic participation and transparency in defining the rule of economic globalization. Stiglitz maintains that the rules of economic globalization privileges corporate interests largely in the United States and Europe over all other concerns. If economic history is any indicator, economic globalization works best when governments address the sources of its discontent (Frieden 2006).
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Rana S. Gautam

GOVERNMENT GROWTH

Governments have no resources of their own. All of the money that they spend is taken from the private sector through taxation or the issue of debt. Thus, as government spending grows Americans—including the middle class—are forced to provide the funding for that growth. If the growth that started at the beginning of the 20th century continues through the 21st century the middle class will be forced into making substantial sacrifices in order to fund the government.

Figure 1 illustrates that the expansion of the federal government that began in the early 20th century marks a departure from the limited role that government played in the 18th and 19th centuries. For more than a century following the ratification of the U.S. Constitution the legislative and executive branches of the federal government abided by the letter and spirit of Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution and resisted the temptation to expand the size and scope of the government. In 1792 federal government spending amounted to only $40 per person and 121 years later, in 1913, it had only increased to $163. However, in the century that followed spending has skyrocketed to more than $10,000 per person in 2014. Additionally, federal government tax revenue followed a similar path. That is, for the 121 years leading up to 1913 per capita tax revenue increased from $20 to $162 and from 1913 to 2014 it increased to more than $8,000. (All data are drawn from the U.S. Census Department, the U.S. Department of Labor, and the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. The dollar amounts are adjusted for inflation.)

[image: image]

Figure 1  Inflation Adjusted per Capita Federal Government Receipts and Expenditures, 1792–2014

In addition to dollars spent, another measure of the growth in the federal government is the number of cabinet departments. In 1789 when the U.S. Constitution was ratified there were four cabinet departments: State, Treasury, Justice, and Defense. Over the following 124 years, up through 1912, there were only two new cabinet departments added, the Department of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture. However, in the century that followed the federal government added 10 departments: Commerce, Labor, Health and Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, Transportation, Energy, Education, Veterans Affairs, Environmental Protection Agency, and Homeland Security. This growth occurred under both political parties: Republican and Democratic administrations and majorities in Congress.

Theories on the Size and Growth of Government

There are a substantial number of academic studies on the size and growth of government. These studies can be classified in a number of different ways; however, following Garrett and Rhine (2006) the clearest categorization is distinguishing research based on whether they are built on the citizens-over-state or the state-over-citizens premise. (See also Mueller (2003) for a thorough explanation of the theories of government size and growth.) The citizens-over-state premise as an explanation for the size and growth of government is based on the assertion that government expands over time in response to the demands of the electorate. That is, citizens support candidates that promise more government services. In contrast, the state-over-citizens premise is based on the assertion that the size and growth of government is a result of government inefficiencies and the incentive structure of those who work in the government and that it will grow independently of the demands of the electorate.

The literature on the citizens-over-state theories falls into three categories: (1) the government as a provider of goods/services and a reducer of externalities, (2) the government as a redistributor of income and wealth, and (3) how the government responds to special interest groups. Some of the individual studies help explain the size of government from a static point of view and some help explain the growth of government from a dynamic point of view. But all citizens-over-state theories explain that the government is growing over time in size and scope because the public is demanding more goods and services.

Consider the first category. The federal government provides a number of goods and services including health care, national defense, interstate highways, a judicial system, mail service, and a variety of benefits for poor citizens and senior citizens. Many of these services have been added to the role of the federal government since 1913. Garrett et al. (2010) explain that in the late 19th and early 20th century there was a general shifting of political philosophy toward greater government intervention brought about by the progressive movement. This led to the electorate increasing their demand for government-provided goods and services and supporting legislation to reduce negative externalities. Subsequently, as the median-voter-model indicates, politicians incorporated the demand for government of the voter in the ideological center—the median voter—into their platforms in order to garner the winning vote. Hotelling (1929) and Downs (1957, 1961) explain that if voters are ranked by ideology from the most liberal on the far left and the most conservative on the far right, in a two-party election, the politician that captures the vote of the person in the middle—the median voter—will win the election. Other examples include Peltzman (1980); Meltzer and Richard (1978, 1981, 1983); Kristov, Lindert, and McClelland (1992); Becker (1983); and Wittman (1989, 1995).

Second, the federal government redistributes income and wealth through a variety of programs: Social Security and Medicare redistribute money from younger working Americans to older retired Americans; Medicaid, welfare, and food stamps redistribute income and wealth from higher income and wealthier individuals to those with lower income and wealth; and more broadly the tax structure and various government subsidies redistribute money from firms and activities that the government deems undesirable to firms and activities that government deems desirable. Different studies have been developed to explain the quantity and type of redistribution policy. Meltzer and Richard (1978, 1981, 1983) explain that individuals will vote for the tax rate and government payment that maximizes their own well-being. Whereas Kristov, Lindert, and McClelland (1992) explain that individuals vote for the level of redistribution based on social affinity, that is, how close the middle class feels to the poor. In essence, voters see the government as the mechanism to transfer goods, services, or money from one group of people to another, and they vote accordingly.

The third and final category in the citizens-over-state theory is the impact of special interest groups. A special interest group is a collection of individuals or businesses that lobby for a particular benefit. These benefits are directed toward the group within the population, and the costs are distributed over the broader population. These costs may exceed the benefits. Senior citizens are an example of a special interest group, and the American Association for Retired Persons is an example of a group that will lobby the government for benefits. Olson (1965) and Moe (1980) explain that groups are more effective at lobbying than individuals, and Sobel (2001) presents evidence of the positive relationship between political action committees and federal government spending.

The state-over-citizens theories also fall into three categories: (1) bureaucracy theory, (2) fiscal illusion, and (3) monopoly government and Leviathan. These theories are based on the idea that government growth will occur in the absence of demand by the electorate. However, they do not deny that the government also grows because of the demand by the electorate. That is, the state-over-citizens theories can work with the citizens-over-state theories to help create a complete understanding of why government grows.

First consider bureaucracy theory. Niskanen (1971, 2001) explains that bureaucrats have an incentive to expand their agencies because a larger agency is accompanied by more prestige, more power, and a higher salary. However, an agency can only provide the level of goods and services that is demanded by the public. That is, an output upper bound exists. For example, a new school cannot be built if the existing schools in the area are not filled to capacity. But the school district can expand in cost if not in level of output. There are numerous examples of government agencies providing goods and services at a cost that exceeds the cost of private organizations providing similar output (Mueller 2003, Chapter 16).

The second category is fiscal illusion. Buchanan (1967) and Oates (1988) explain that people’s view of the size of government is based on the amount of taxes paid. Thus, if the government is able to disguise the amount of taxes paid, citizens are misled into believing that the government is smaller than its true size. The following are some examples of fiscal illusion (Oates 1988):


	A complicated tax system makes it more difficult for citizens to know their true tax bill.

	A progressive tax system leads to an increase in a citizen’s tax bill without a legislative change to the tax system.

	Renters, as opposed to homeowners, are less likely to know their true tax bill because property taxes are built into their rent payment.

	Governments finance spending through the issue of debt, which is a future tax, and it may appear less costly than a current tax.



The third and final category is monopoly government and Leviathan. Tullock (1959) and Breton (1974) explain that legislators will bundle products together to increase the likelihood that they will pass a vote. For example, suppose that a legislator wanted to build a new school in his district—District A—and spread the cost of that school across many districts. Legislators outside of District A may choose not to support the construction of the new school because they will bear part of the cost and none of the benefits. However, a legislator from another district—District B—will vote for the school if the bill also includes the construction of a new park in his own district. Thus, by bundling projects together within a bill the legislators will vote for projects that they would otherwise not support. Additionally, Brennan and Buchanan (1977, 1980) argue that the government’s objective is revenue maximization.

Conclusion

As governments continue to spend more money, all members of the private sector will pay more taxes. The middle class will see their after-tax income fall and will subsequently have less money resources to purchase goods and services. This trend started at the beginning of the 20th century and shows no signs of slowing down in the future.
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Russell Rhine

GREAT GATSBY CURVE

Though it may seem hard to believe, back in the early 19th century, the United States was one of the most egalitarian societies in the world. In the year 1814, Thomas Jefferson was heralding that the United States had “no paupers.” He went on to say that the great mass of our population was “of laborers; our rich, who can live without labor, either manual or professional, being few, and of moderate wealth. Most of the laboring class possess property, cultivate their own lands, have families, and from the demand for their labor are enabled to exact from the rich and the competent such prices as enable them to be fed abundantly, clothed above mere decency, to labor moderately and raise their families” (Washington 1861, 182). For Jefferson, this equality was at the heart of American exceptionalism: “Can any condition of society be more desirable than this?” (Jefferson 1861, 183)

Fast forward to a little more than a century later, the famed historian James Truslow Adams, in his 1931 study The Epic of America, is credited with popularizing the term the “American dream,” which he defined as a lifestyle that “should be better and richer and fuller for everyone, with opportunity for each according to ability or achievement” (Adams 1933, 31). Implicit in this notion is that these opportunities would not be based on social class or circumstances at birth. Nearly 200 years prior to Adams, the very essence of the U.S. Declaration of Independence in 1776 proclaimed, “… all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness” (Franklin 2010, 55).

Soon after the publication of Adams’s study perceptions began to change with the onset of the Great Depression. In 1932, Franklin D. Roosevelt suggested in an address to the Commonwealth Club that the Industrial Revolution was attained thanks to “a group of financial titans, whose methods were not scrutinized with too much care, and who were honored in proportion as they produced the results, irrespective of the means they used” (Abbott 1990, 59). Roosevelt alleged that the United States was right to accept “the bitter with the sweet,” as he suggested, “equality of opportunity as we have known it no longer exists” (Abbott 1990, 60). Instead, he continued, “we are steering a steady course toward economic oligarchy, if we are not there already” (Abbott 1990, 60).

It is, therefore, no accident that in the United States today income inequality is wider than at any time since the Gilded Age. As was the case during Roosevelt’s administration, today’s titans are still seeking even greater economic power, turning the issue of income inequality into a major social issue in America. The Occupy Wall Street movement left behind a stark reality that will be forever inculcated in our minds of the precious few “one percenters” versus the rest: the 99 percent.

How could the United States transform itself, in less than 200 years, from a land of “no paupers,” to a land of “economic oligarchy”? It is hard to imagine that in such a relatively short period of time, the laboring class who possessed property two centuries ago has now metamorphosed into a growing middle class no longer able to afford to buy a home or the array of consumer goods many take for granted.

Would the typical academic argument stipulating that inequality is a basic element of capitalism, the primary impetus and reward for investment and innovation that grows an economy for everyone, suffice? After all, most of us capitalists would concur with that rhetoric, as there is no real evidence that the 99 percent begrudge the rich for maximizing their opportunities and income. On the contrary, most of us are not interested in demeaning the 1 percent; we actually want to ascend the economic ladder and join them. We see a plethora of investment in business education today that is nothing short of omnipresent.

Many theories have been put forth for this declining mobility, but the most compelling causes appear to be education and childhood poverty. A strong work ethic and some innate skill were once enough to get ahead in America; today, it is inexorably difficult to do so without a college degree, which has become a privilege that children educated in substandard urban schools find difficult to conquer. Meanwhile, with our diminishing limited social safety net, growing up in poverty can put a child at a high risk of poor health, limited development, and criminal behavior, that the obstacles are all too often insurmountable.

Educational attainment, what was once responsible for the creation of the American middle class, is no longer rising. The rich bestow unlimited resources on its children, while public schools are starved of funding. Such elitist education is increasingly available only to those already in the top echelon. For example, both Presidents Bill Clinton and Barack Obama enrolled their daughters in an exclusive private school.

Today many barriers have been created to impede the American dream from becoming a reality. Undoubtedly, homeownership, once the cornerstone of the American dream, is undeniably out of reach for the vast majority of would-be homebuyers, and worse yet, millions are actually losing their homes. The list continues, to include ever-increasing job losses, tight credit, for those who still have it, and a widening gap of social inequalities. Has the specter of the American dream turned into a nightmare for most?

The Gini coefficient (World Bank 2016), an indicator of income inequality, suggests that by the year 2021, the United States is on track to reach as much income inequality as Mexico experienced in 2000. Data from the Gini coefficient suggest that economic growth in the United States has slowed, while income and wealth inequality (by class and race) have increased. A new report from the Congressional Research Service (Levine 2013) suggests income inequality in the United States has not only become more apparent than in other developed countries, but that social mobility has also become more constrained. Miles Corak (2012), a Canadian economist, argues that as income inequality increases, social mobility falls. Alan B. Krueger, the chairman of the White House Council of Economic Advisers, dubbed Corak’s phenomenon, depicted in Figure 1, the Great Gatsby curve. The curve plots “intergenerational income elasticity,” or how likely it is for someone to inherit their parents’ relative position of income level. It also measures inequality in the United States as well as other developing and developed countries.
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Figure 1  The Great Gatsby Curve

This is where the real crux of the problem lies. The American dream is based on the notion that in this country, everyone, through his or her sheer individual effort and skill, has the opportunity to become successful. However, there are growing indications that it is virtually impossible for people at the bottom of the pyramid to propel themselves out of poverty. The data suggested the United States is becoming more of a caste-like society in which individuals that are born poor will likely remain poor, while individuals born wealthy will very likely remain so.

According to Levine, “based on the limited data that are comparable across nations, the U.S. income distribution appears to be among the most uneven of all major industrialized countries, and the United States appears to be among the nations experiencing the greatest increases in measures of inequality” (Levine 2013, 3). Furthermore, over the same period, social mobility has not increased enough to offset that growing inequality. Again, the rich are prone to remain rich, if not richer, while the poor are pressed to stay poor, if not poorer, over the long term. Does such a condition translate into more food stamps or longer unemployment lines than we see so abundantly today?

Paradoxically, it seems Americans do not believe so, suggesting denial or oblivion. Despite all the evidence from the Gini coefficient, the ubiquitous news reports, and the proverbial Occupy Wall Street protesters claiming to be the 99 percent versus the 1 percent, no one seems to care a fig about the Great Gatsby curve. Levine actually points out that Americans may be less concerned about inequality in the distribution of income at any given point in time partly due to a belief that everyone has an equal opportunity to move up the income ladder.

But Americans’ perceptions about their prospects of ameliorating their economic status in the income distribution may be conflated. In fact, if the millions of Americans begin to realize that the system is not offering them any “true” opportunity to ascend the social ladder, then one of the fundamental pillars of our society will erode to the point of attrition. More than income inequality, it is the lack of opportunity that is the real problem. Without it the American dream cannot work, and without the dream, we as a nation may be in deep trouble.

See also: Forbes 400; George, Henry, and the 99 Percent; Measuring Inequality; Occupy Movement; Piketty, Thomas
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Marcus Goncalves

GREAT RECESSION IN THE UNITED STATES

On December 1, 2008, the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) declared that the United States entered a recession in December 2007. This recession is commonly referred to as the Great Recession, which started with the U.S. subprime mortgage crisis. It is the worst recession since the Great Depression of the 1930s.

U.S. macroeconomic performance during the recession years can be assessed by looking at two indicators—employment and domestic production—which are usually viewed by macroeconomists as the primary measures of economic activity. Table 1 displays U.S. monthly employment between 2007 and 2013, and Table 2 displays quarterly U.S. real gross domestic product (GDP). Employment reached a peak in January 2008 and declined every month in the following two years; real GDP fell in the first quarter of 2008, rose slightly in the second quarter, and fell dramatically from the third quarter up until the third quarter of 2009.




	Table 1    All Employees: Total Nonfarm (Thousands of Persons)




	



	Month

	
	Year




	



	
	2007

	
	2008

	
	2009

	
	2010

	
	2011

	
	2012

	
	2013




	



	  1

	
	137448

	
	138365

	
	133976

	
	129705

	
	130815

	
	133188

	
	135261




	  2

	
	137536

	
	138279

	
	133275

	
	129655

	
	130983

	
	133414

	
	135541




	  3

	
	137724

	
	138199

	
	132449

	
	129811

	
	131195

	
	133657

	
	135682




	  4

	
	137802

	
	137985

	
	131765

	
	130062

	
	131517

	
	133753

	
	135885




	  5

	
	137946

	
	137803

	
	131411

	
	130578

	
	131619

	
	133863

	
	136084




	  6

	
	138017

	
	137631

	
	130944

	
	130456

	
	131836

	
	133951

	
	136285




	  7

	
	137984

	
	137421

	
	130617

	
	130395

	
	131942

	
	134111

	
	136434




	  8

	
	137968

	
	137162

	
	130401

	
	130353

	
	132064

	
	134261

	
	136636




	  9

	
	138053

	
	136710

	
	130174

	
	130296

	
	132285

	
	134422

	
	136800




	10

	
	138135

	
	136236

	
	129976

	
	130537

	
	132468

	
	134647

	
	137037




	11

	
	138253

	
	135471

	
	129970

	
	130674

	
	132632

	
	134850

	
	137311




	12

	
	138350

	
	134774

	
	129687

	
	130745

	
	132828

	
	135064

	
	137395




	



	Source: U.S. Department of Labor: Bureau of Labor Statistics.









	Table 2    Real Gross Domestic Product (Billions of Chained 2009 Dollars)




	



	Quarter

	
	Year




	



	
	2007

	
	2008

	
	2009

	
	2010

	
	2011

	
	2012

	
	2013




	



	1

	
	14726.0

	
	14889.5

	
	14375.0

	
	14604.8

	
	14881.3

	
	15275.0

	
	15538.4




	2

	
	14838.7

	
	14963.4

	
	14355.6

	
	14745.9

	
	14989.6

	
	15336.7

	
	15606.6




	3

	
	14938.5

	
	14891.6

	
	14402.5

	
	14845.5

	
	15021.1

	
	15431.3

	
	15779.9




	4

	
	14991.8

	
	14577.0

	
	14541.9

	
	14939.0

	
	15190.3

	
	15433.7

	
	15916.2




	



	Source: U.S. Department of Labor: Bureau of Labor Statistics.






The Great Recession hit the U.S. economy severely. According to the report of the U.S. Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission in January 2011, the recession was caused by a variety of factors; these included widespread failures in financial regulation, dramatic breakdowns in corporate governance, excessive borrowing and risk-taking by households, policy makers who were ill-prepared for the crisis, etc. The immediate cause was the failure or the risk of failure at major financial institutions, such as Bear Stearns and Lehman Brothers. Many of these institutions had enrolled in a system called the Securitization Food Chain, in which financial conglomerates, investment banks, and insurance firms were linked together in the trading of mortgage derivatives and other instruments.

The Securitization Food Chain consists of home buyers, lenders, investment banks, investors, and insurance companies in sequential order. In this sequence, home buyers grant mortgages to lenders; these are then sold to investment banks. Investment banks bundle mortgages together (along with other debt instruments) into complex derivatives called collateralized debt obligations (CDOs). CDOs are sold to investors after being rated by the credit rating agencies. A special type of CDO known as credit default swaps rose in popularity. Credit default swaps served as a kind of insurance for investors: in the case of a drop in the rating of purchased CDO, investors’ losses were compensated by the insurer. Thus, the risk was ultimately transferred to insurance agencies. Investors in this chain noticed that the investments were risk-free for them, which contributed to a surge in the demand for CDOs. In order to meet the higher demand, investment banks actively sought more mortgages and formed more CDOs, encouraging a deterioration in loan-setting standards. Thus, lenders started approving increasingly riskier loans. The uncontrolled credit given by banks that engaged in such practices motivated an unprecedented rush to buy real estate; hence the Standard & Poor’s Case-Shiller 20-City Composite Home Price Index (The Standard & Poor’s Case-Shiller Home Price Indices are the leading measures of U.S. residential real estate prices. The S&P 20-City Composite Home Price Index tracks changes in the value of residential real estate in 20 major U.S. metropolitan areas: Atlanta, Boston, Charlotte, Chicago, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Detroit, Las Vegas, Los Angeles, Miami, Minneapolis, New York, Phoenix, Portland, San Diego, San Francisco, Seattle, Tampa, and Washington, DC. rose 90 percent between 2000 and 2006, as shown in Table 3.

The growth of the Securitization Food Chain created the circumstances for loans with looser terms. Facing easy initial terms and rising house prices, borrowers expected that their risky mortgages would be quickly refinanced at even easier terms. However, they found it hard to refinance in 2006 and 2007, when interest rates began to rise and house prices started to drop moderately. As the default rate increased and the housing bubble burst, the values of mortgage-backed securities started to plunge. This damaged major financial institutions and resulted in prolonged unemployment and a downturn in economic activity.




	Table 3    S&P 20-City Composite Home Price Index




	



	Quarter

	
	Year




	



	
	2000

	
	2001

	
	2002

	
	2003

	
	2004

	
	2005

	
	2006




	



	1

	
	100.00

	
	109.27

	
	118.00

	
	130.48

	
	146.26

	
	169.19

	
	188.66




	2

	
	103.77

	
	112.69

	
	122.24

	
	134.20

	
	152.92

	
	176.70

	
	189.93




	3

	
	106.33

	
	115.50

	
	126.13

	
	138.41

	
	158.53

	
	183.08

	
	188.11




	4

	
	107.90

	
	116.23

	
	128.58

	
	142.29

	
	163.06

	
	186.97

	
	186.44




	



	Quarter

	
	Year




	



	
	2007

	
	2008

	
	2009

	
	2010

	
	2011

	
	2012

	
	2013




	



	1

	
	184.83

	
	159.36

	
	129.17

	
	132.08

	
	125.71

	
	124.21

	
	136.62




	2

	
	183.17

	
	155.93

	
	133.19

	
	138.28

	
	130.80

	
	133.06

	
	146.46




	3

	
	180.01

	
	150.48

	
	137.51

	
	135.61

	
	131.00

	
	135.74

	
	150.99




	4

	
	170.75

	
	139.41

	
	135.99

	
	130.89

	
	126.02

	
	135.14

	
	150.50




	



	Source: S&P Dow Jones Indices.






This recession was comparable in severity to the Great Depression during the first year, as shown in Figure 1. But this time, thanks to what economists learned from the Great Depression, the worst did not happen. Instead, production leveled off and turned around. What made the difference was the response of policy makers: during 2008 and 2009, the U.S. government and the Federal Reserve took concerted steps to intervene in the recession, through unprecedented fiscal stimulus, monetary policy expansion, and institutional bailouts. In particular, a $787 billion stimulus—the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA)—was enacted in February 2009, to create jobs immediately and provide temporary relief programs in order to tide over those most affected by the recession. The Federal Reserve maintained the Fed funds rate at an extremely low level from late 2008 to the present (November 2014).

[image: image]

Figure 1  U.S. Industrial Production during the Great Depression and the Great Recession

According to the NBER, the recession officially ended in the second quarter of 2009. However, the nation’s economy was still stagnant during the second quarter of 2011; household incomes kept falling and the unemployment rate kept rising for several months after the end of the recession. Real GDP growth rate remained as low as 2.5 percent in 2010, 1.6 percent in 2011, 2.3 percent in 2012, and 2.2 percent in 2013. The United States is experiencing the weakest recovery since the Great Depression and World War II.

See also: Banks and the U.S. Economy; Business Cycles in the United States; Federal Reserve System and Monetary Policy; Financial Deregulation, Housing, and the Great Recession; Financial Derivatives
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GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT (GDP)

Gross domestic product (or GDP) is generally acknowledged by economists to be the most comprehensive measure of a nation’s overall economic performance. GDP’s definition is the market value of all final goods and services produced within an economy over a particular period of time (usually a year, but GDP data are also available quarterly). There are several aspects of that definition that need to be expanded upon.

GDP is the market value of goods and services produced. What this means is the following. An economy produces many different types of goods and services. There are apples and oranges and automobiles and computers and kale and wingtip shoes, among hundreds of thousands of others. How do we add apples and oranges as well as the other things? We need to put them into a common unit, and that common unit is the dollar. We find the market value of all the goods and services produced, where market value is equal to the quantity of a good sold (Q) times its price (P), and is measured in dollars. If 100 bushels of apples are sold and each bushel is sold for a price of $1, the market value of apples is 100 * $1 = $100. Instead of trying to add bushels of apples to bushels of oranges, we add the market values of apples and oranges sold. In 2014, GDP was approximately $17,418,900,000,000.00 (expressed in government documents as $17,418.9 billions). In other words, it was a little over $17 trillion. Measuring GDP using market prices is unavoidable, but also the source of some difficulties that will be addressed later.

What is a final good or service? A final good or service is one that is purchased by its ultimate user. Consider a simplified version of the production process of bread. Initially a famer grows wheat which is then sold to a miller to be ground into flour. The flour is then sold to a baker to be baked into bread. The bread is then sold to a household where it is eaten. There are three goods in this case—wheat, flour, and bread—but only one of them—the bread—is a final good. The others are called intermediate goods—goods that are purchased to be further processed and then resold. The value of intermediate goods purchased must be excluded from GDP or else there will be double or triple counting of some things. The value of the wheat and the flour are already included in the value of the bread.

The phrase “produced within an economy” means exactly that. GDP includes the value of goods and services produced within the boundaries of the United States, regardless of who produces them. For example, there are automobile factories owned by citizens of foreign countries operating in the United States. What they produce is as much a part of the GDP of the United States as is the output of a domestic factory owned by an American. What that also means is that if an American works abroad, that American’s output is part of the GDP of that country and not the United States.

It used to be the case that the United States used gross national product (GNP) as a key economic indicator instead of GDP. GNP has the same definition as GDP with one key difference. GNP is the market value of the final goods and services produced by Americans (citizens and legalized residents) no matter where they are located. It includes the output of American factories located abroad, but excludes the output of foreign factories located in the United States. The switch from GNP to GDP took place over two decades ago to make U.S. practice consistent with that of the rest of the world. Fortunately, in the case of the United States, there is not much difference between the GDP and GNP numbers.

If the value of final goods and services produced is measured by what people spend on them (market value) that means GDP is also a measure of total spending in the economy. It is quite common for the aggregate GDP value to be decomposed into four categories of spending. In 2014, the GDP of over $17 trillion came from the following categories of spending (where numbers are in billions of dollars):




	Personal consumption expenditures

	
	$11,930.3




	Gross private domestic investment

	
	$2,851.6




	Net exports

	
	–$538.2




	Government consumption expenditures and gross investment

	
	  $3,175.2




	Gross domestic product

	
	$14,418   






Personal consumption expenditures is all spending by households, with the exception of spending of new homes. Gross private domestic investment is business spending on capital goods, but includes what consumers spend on new homes. Net exports is our exports minus our imports of goods and services. We imported more than we exported in 2014, hence the negative number goods we export are part of the production of our economy even though we do not consume them. Imported goods are consumed but not produced here. The government category includes all government expenditures for final goods and services. In other words, it measures when government buys a tank or builds a road and the salaries paid to national park rangers and Supreme Court judges. These expenditures represent the production of goods and services. It does not include the largest portion of government spending, the so-called transfer payments like Social Security benefits, unemployment compensation, and welfare. These expenditures do not result in the government getting a good or service in return. By and large, Social Security benefits go to people who are not working.

The main problem caused by using market values comes about when comparing GDP in two different years. Assume the economy produces only apples and oranges. The table shows the quantity, price, and market value of each good in each year.




	



	Year

	
	Apples

	
	Oranges

	
	GDP




	P

	
	Q

	
	PQ
(market value)

	
	P

	
	Q

	
	PQ
(market value)

	



	



	1

	
	$1.00

	
	100

	
	$100.00

	
	$2.00

	
	200

	
	$400.00

	
	$500.00




	2

	
	$1.10

	
	105

	
	$115.50

	
	$2.20

	
	210

	
	$462.00

	
	$577.50




	





In Year 1 there was $100 of apples and $400 of oranges produced. This gave a GDP of $500. This measure of GDP is called nominal GDP (also known as money or current dollar GDP). It is GDP measured using the prices prevailing in the year in question. The nominal GDP for Year 2 was $577.50.

Comparing GDP between the two years, we see that Year 2’s GDP is higher. In fact, it is 15.5 percent higher (($577.50 − $500.00)/$500.00 = 15.5 percent), but that is suspicious. The output of both apples and oranges increased by 5 percent (105 v 100 apples and 210 v 200 oranges). If our production of both goods only increased 5 percent each, how could our total production have increased 15.5 percent? The reason is because of our use of market prices. There was some inflation between Years 1 and 2. Both goods got 10 percent more expensive, and that threw off the comparison of nominal GDP in the two years.

The solution to the problem is to compute and compare what is known as real GDP (also known as constant dollar or chain-dollar GDP). Real GDP removes the impact of price changes from the comparison of GDP in any two years.

The simplest way this can be done is as follows: compute GDP every year using the prices from just one year to eliminate price change as a factor influencing GDP. The previous table has been modified this way. Year 1 has been designated the base year. That means Year 1 prices will be used to compute GDP for both Years 1 and 2. That computation leads to a real GDP of $500 in Year 1 (real and nominal GDP will always be the same in the base year) and $525 in Year 2. The growth of GDP between the 2 years is 5 percent, which certainly seems a more realistic measure of what is really important, namely how much more actual output we have produced.




	



	Year

	
	Apples

	
	Oranges

	
	GDP




	P

	
	Q

	
	PQ
(market value)

	
	P

	
	Q

	
	PQ
(market value)

	



	



	1

	
	$1.00

	
	100.00

	
	$100.00

	
	$2.00

	
	200

	
	$400.00

	
	$500.00




	2

	
	$1.00

	
	105     

	
	$105.00

	
	$2.00

	
	210

	
	$420.00

	
	$525.00




	





The choice of the base year was arbitrary. We could have easily chosen Year 2. Our real GDP values would have been different, but the percentage change between the two years would have been the same. This method of “deflating” nominal GDP into real values is not actually used any more. Today we use a procedure known as chain weighting. It is much more complicated mathematically, but the purpose of it is the same.

If we take nominal GDP in a particular year and divide it by the real GDP for that year and multiply by 100, we get the GDP deflator for that year. (GDP deflatort = ((Nominal GDP)t/(Real GDP)t) * 100. In Year 1 the GDP deflator is ($500/$500) * 100 = 100. In Year 2 the deflator is ($577.50/$525.00) * 100 = 110. The GDP deflator is a measure of the price level in a particular year. It is a way to represent the average level of all prices in that year. It follows that the percentage change in the deflator over any two years is the rate of inflation over that time. The percentage change in the GDP deflator between Years 1 and 2 is 10 percent, telling us we had 10 percent inflation in Year 2. Since the prices of both apples and oranges increased 10% in Year 2, the 10% measure of inflation from the GDP deflator seems spot on.

Using the GDP deflator is one way to measure inflation. It is not the most common way. See the entry Consumer Price Index.

Although used as a measure of economic well-being, it must be recognized that GDP is a very imperfect measure of that concept. There are a number of reasons for that. Since GDP measures the market value of goods and services, only goods and services that enter legitimate markets are included. If you grow tomatoes in a backyard garden that you consume, they have added to your well-being but not our GDP because you do not sell them to yourself. By the same token, the meth you cook in your backyard lab is part of the economy’s output, but not counted because it is not sold in a legitimate market. GDP does not distinguish between useful and frivolous products. All are lumped together. If we consume more leisure time (a very good thing) our GDP is likely to fall. Are we worse off? If there is a crime wave we might all go out and buy burglar alarms. Our GDP might rise, but are we better off? GDP does not adjust for environmental quality, resource depletion, the extent of poverty and inequality, and the overall quality of life.

On the positive side, it measures most of our production and is positively correlated with health, education, democracy and tolerance. Why do we obsess over GDP? Primarily because there is no better statistic.

See also: Consumer Price Index; Inflation; Unemployment
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HAYEK, FRIEDRICH A. (1899–1992)

Friedrich A. Hayek was born in Austria in 1899 and he died in Germany in 1992. Hayek served in the Austro-Hungarian Army during World War I, and he studied at the University of Vienna in the early postwar years. Although Hayek earned doctorates in political science and law from the University of Vienna, he also became particularly interested in economic theory and he studied under the famous early 20th-century economist Friedrich von Wieser. Although Hayek is viewed as one of the most deeply insightful and brilliant economic thinkers of the 20th century, he also wrote on a wide variety of other topics (e.g., history, political philosophy, legal theory, and psychology), and his writings on classical liberal political philosophy—particularly his strident defenses of individual freedom and free markets—are often thought to have played an important role in helping to inspire Ronald Reagan’s early 1980s economic reform program in the United States and Margaret Thatcher’s somewhat similar early–mid 1980s strategy for tackling Britain’s economic problems (Cockett 1994). Hayek was the joint recipient of the Nobel Prize for Economic Science in 1974 (Hayek shared the prize with the Swedish economist Gunnar Myrdal), and in late 1991 he was awarded the Presidential Medal of Freedom by President George H. W. Bush.

Hayek was primarily awarded the Nobel Prize for Economic Science for his early to mid-1930s work on the business cycle and his insightful and brilliant 1930s and 1940s essays on the way in which the free market economy allows society to benefit from the often tacit bits of economic “knowledge”—the “knowledge of the particular circumstances of time and place” (Hayek 1948, 80)—which are widely dispersed among untold people and which can never be feasibly centralized in a government planning office or similarly “given to anyone in its totality” (Hayek 1948, 78). Hayek’s early 1930s work on the business cycle built on the earlier foundations provided by Eugen von Böhm-Bawerk (a late 19th-century Austrian economist who primarily wrote on capital theory), the Swedish economist Knut Wicksell (particularly Wicksell’s 1898 analysis of the way in which expansionary monetary policy could reduce the “market” rate of interest below the “natural” or equilibrium rate of interest), and Ludwig von Mises’s famous 1912 book The Theory of Money and Credit. Hayek’s early 1930s explanation for the business cycle placed much emphasis on the way in which expansionary monetary policy would subsequently lower market interest rates and artificially boost the expected profitability of a wide variety of highly capital intensive investment projects. According to Hayek, however, the consequent investment “boom” was unsustainable and would eventually give way to a “bust” (unemployment would increase and output would fall) once the rate at which the money supply was increasing began to slow down or the growth in the money supply ceased altogether and market interest rates adjusted upwards to their “natural” rates (see Hayek 1931, 1933).

Hayek’s early 1930s analysis of the business cycle appeared to provide a persuasive explanation for the initial cause and subsequent severity of the Great Depression and thus captured the imagination of many younger economists (especially at the London School of Economics where Hayek was offered a professorship in 1931). Nevertheless, Hayek’s analysis of the business cycle was soon eclipsed by John Maynard Keynes’s massively influential 1936 book The General Theory. According to Keynes, the mass unemployment of the early–mid 1930s was primarily attributable to an insufficiency of aggregate demand. Consequently, a wise government could assure full employment and stave off the threat of an imminent economic slump by using expansionary monetary and fiscal policy to adroitly manipulate aggregate expenditure. Although Hayek and Keynes were on very friendly terms, Hayek was not persuaded by Keynes’s arguments and he charged that the attempt to “cure” unemployment by overly expansionary monetary and fiscal policy would ultimately generate ever-increasing inflation that would probably lead Western governments to foolishly adopt an increasingly stringent set of price and wage controls in a vain and self-defeating attempt to control inflation. By the mid–late 1970s, many economic commentators (e.g., Samuel Brittan of The Financial Times) and leading political figures (e.g., Margaret Thatcher in Britain and Ronald Reagan in the United States) thought that Hayek’s earlier analysis of the inflationary consequences of demand-management policy was highly prescient. Needless to say, the 1930s debates over the merits of Hayekian and Keynesian ideas continue to rear their head today and provide a staple of contemporary political and economic debate (e.g., over President Obama’s stimulus package) in the second decade of the 21st century.

During the mid–late 1930s and early–mid 1940s Hayek was a major participant in the great “socialist calculation” debate (see Lavoie 1985). Ludwig von Mises had initiated the calculation debate in 1920 when he famously argued that socialist central planning—wholesale government ownership of the means of production and the abolition of free markets—would be unable to rationally allocate scarce inputs to their highest socially valued uses without the guidance that was provided by the market price system. By the early–mid 1930s, however, a number of younger economists (e.g., H. D. Dickinson, Evan Durbin, and Abba P. Lerner) argued that a socialist planning authority could simulate the operation of an idealized market economy and establish the socially optimal set of accounting “prices” by a process of “trial and error” (Lavoie 1985). Hayek famously responded by arguing that the market socialist planning authority—necessarily lacking the automatic guidance that was otherwise provided by rapid and spontaneous changes in market prices—could never feasibly “know” enough about the relevant circumstances of “time and place” (Hayek 1948, 84) to allow it to adequately simulate the way in which an increase in the free market price of tin would “[without any] order being issued, without more than perhaps a handful of people knowing the cause, [lead] tens of thousands of people whose identity could not be ascertained by months of investigation … to use the material or its products more sparingly … [and thus adjust their behavior] in the right direction” (Hayek 1948, 87). Hayek’s 1945 essay “The Use of Knowledge in Society” provides an eminently readable and deeply insightful defense of the market economy and is arguably one of the most brilliant economic essays of the past 100 years or so. Indeed, Paul Samuelson—the first American economist to win the Nobel Prize for Economic Science (1970)—has very aptly described Hayek’s work on dispersed knowledge and the price system as the “jewel” in Hayek’s “crown” (Samuelson 2009).

In the late 1940s Hayek moved to the United States and began to teach at the University of Chicago (not in the world-famous economics department but as a member of the equally famous Committee on Social Thought). Hayek’s primary focus shifted from economics to political philosophy and legal theory following his move to the United States, and in 1960 Hayek published his magisterial The Constitution of Liberty (reputedly Margaret Thatcher’s favorite book!). Hayek is frequently viewed as a rather controversial figure, and his name still occasionally rears its head in contemporary political debates in the United States. For example, Hayek’s 1944 book The Road to Serfdom (arguably Hayek’s most famous work and a book that is well worth reading) had argued that early–mid 1940s Britain was in much danger of heading down the very same path—the road to serfdom—that had ultimately led to the rise of Hitler’s dictatorship in Germany. Nevertheless, Hayek’s 1944 book rather remarkably soared to number 1 on the Amazon best-sellers list in 2010 when the television personality Glenn Beck—telling his audience that Hayek’s arguments had much applicability to contemporary political events in the United States—heavily endorsed Hayek’s book on his TV show!
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HOMELESSNESS

The human right to housing is codified in the UN Declaration of Human Rights and is widely recognized as a basic need. Yet in 2014, over half a million people were homeless in the United Sates.

It is difficult to measure the number of people without housing accurately, but one day each year communities conduct a “point in time” count of people residing in shelters and unsheltered locations. These counts allow the government to track trends in homelessness by numbers, characteristics of homeless people, and the places where people without housing reside. These counts indicate literal homelessness, that is, staying at a shelter or outdoors, declined 11 percent between 2007 and 2014 in the United States. The decrease reflects an increase of about 2 percent in people housed in shelters, but a decrease of about 10 percent of people living on the street (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 2014). Subpopulations of homeless people have also recently declined in numbers. Homeless individuals, about two-thirds of homeless people, declined by 13 percent and homeless families declined by 14 percent since 2007. Since 2009, the first year of data collection, homeless veterans decreased by 33 percent (National Alliance to End Homelessness 2015a). National statistics, however, hide variations in states and cities. A study by the National Conference of Mayors reported that 48 percent of cities had an increase in homelessness, 39 percent had a decrease, and 13 percent stayed the same over the past eight years (National Coalition for the Homeless n.d.). These variations reflect differences in economic conditions, housing policy, unemployment, and social policy. In the same time frame, the number of people who are doubling up with others on a temporary basis increased nearly twofold.

The decrease in homelessness is partially attributable to the HEARTH Act, passed in 2009, which emphasized rapid rehousing of people without homes. The increase in those living doubled up with others, however, is a reflection of the affordable housing crisis (National Alliance to End Homelessness 2015a, 2015b). This crisis was exacerbated by the subprime mortgage crisis of 2007 and the continuing impact of foreclosures. Low-income families are increasingly cost burdened and marginally housed. Cost-burdened families pay more than 30 percent of their annual income for housing. The Department of Housing and Urban Development estimates that more than 12 million families now pay more than 50 percent of income on housing. A family with a single, minimum wage worker cannot afford a fair price two-bedroom apartment anywhere in the United States (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development n.d.). These families are in danger of becoming homeless despite having a full-time wage earner due to the lack of affordable housing.

Historically, Americans have made a distinction between deserving and undeserving poor people. The pathology theory of poverty explains poverty as a consequence of personal characteristics and moral failings. Under this theory, deserving poor people were physically unable to perform manual labor and needed assistance. Undeserving poor people were alcoholics and tramps labeled lazy, dishonest, and mischievous. The pathology theory of poverty developed the concept of the “culture of poverty.” According to this model, homeless people do not choose to be poor, but lack the necessary cultural resources and occupational skills for socioeconomic advancement. From this perspective, homeless people go through a process of adaptation and accept a life of poverty. Homelessness research today focuses on structural understandings of the causes and consequences of homelessness. The timeworn dichotomy of deserving verses undeserving poor is still apparent in the media, government officials, corporate representatives, health care practitioners, and academics in public discourse and policy making. Two camps exist when discussing homelessness: liberal and conservative. Progressives view homeless people as victims of structural causes, while conservatives blame homeless people for their own condition.

Homeless people are increasingly becoming criminalized and cast out as underclass citizens. Many local communities are punishing those who are unemployed and unable to be financially self-sufficient by outlawing sleeping or camping, eating, sitting, and panhandling in public places. Some argue anti-homeless laws infringe on basic human and civil rights by creating a cyclical process of citations and arrests that drive poor people further into poverty. In response to the increase in criminalization and discrimination many local and national organizations are campaigning for a Homeless Bill of Rights in several states. The Homeless Bill of Rights seeks to protect homeless people’s right to move freely, rest, sleep in a parked vehicle, share food, and eat in public spaces without discrimination. Under this bill homeless people would have the right to access hygiene facilities at any time and obtain legal counseling. The goal of passing a Homeless Bill of Rights is to reduce discrimination and allow homeless people to feel less like criminals and more like active members of society.

Housing First

Providing housing for homeless people is the most effective and efficient way of ending homelessness. Housing First is a national organization fighting to end homelessness by providing permanent housing to the most vulnerable and chronically homeless people. This approach encourages individuals to make their own choices in getting healthy, seeking treatment for drugs and alcohol, and finding employment rather than mandating behaviors as a condition of housing. People who are housed have the stability and security that results in less frequent use of expensive emergency services like hospitals, shelters and jails, which in turn, saves taxpayers money.

Utah seeks to eradicate homelessness and has been giving away apartments with no strings attached to homeless people since 2005. By providing permanent housing and a caseworker to homeless people, Utah has saved $5,500 annually on emergency services per person. Although many local communities are increasing anti-homeless laws, a few states and cities are adopting Utah’s Housing First program to end homelessness and reduce emergency expenses. Providing permanent housing to homeless people is humane and economical.
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HOUSEHOLD DEBT

Household debt is the sum of debt obligations owed by the adults in a given household. This measures all forms of debt, including home mortgage debt, credit card debt, student loan debt, and auto loan debt. Household debt is the most common measure of individual indebtedness throughout an economy, since households commonly function as singular economic agents. Most significant about household debt has been its unprecedented rise in the United States over the past few decades and its central role in the Great Recession.

As a percentage of a household’s disposable income, household debt rose from just below 60 percent in 1982 to more than 125 percent in 2007 (Kotz 2015, 111). This rise affects households in two significant ways: first, households have to devote a greater share of their income to debt repayment; second, households tend to deplete their savings and take on more loans or credit card debt to supplement their income that is lost to debt repayments. These two results of rising household debt compound one another, frequently leading people into a debt spiral that becomes unsustainable.

The unsustainability of high household debt levels was seen in the Great Recession, in which households began defaulting on their debts and receiving debt cancellations in court through bankruptcy procedures. When households failed to pay and defaulted on their debts, the financial institutions that provided the loans and credit to those households lost money, as did their investors. Insurance companies were subsequently unable to pay all the insurance claims on these investments. This domino effect of failures to pay partially froze the flow of money through the economy and resulted in the Great Recession; at its root was the unsustainability of U.S. household debt.

The unprecedented rise of household debt in the United States had two major contributing factors. U.S. households were demanding more loans and credit, and U.S. financial institutions had greater incentives to provide more loans and credit to households. There is no consensus for the reasons regarding these changes, but recent research has offered a number of factors involved in the rising demand and supply of household debt.

Since the Great Recession, many scholars have argued that the rising demand for household debt is tied to two major changes in the U.S. economy: first, middle-class wages have largely stagnated over the past four decades when adjusted for inflation; second, the prices of big-ticket items—such as health care, postsecondary education, and housing—have skyrocketed over that same period. As a result of these two changes, U.S. households have taken out loans and credit in order to supplement their incomes for the purchase of these increasingly expensive goods and services. This rising demand for various debt instruments was met with a rising supply.

Financial institutions over the past four decades have vastly increased their supply of loans and credit to households. Some of the reasons commonly given for this change are the following: first, financial deregulation has allowed financial institutions to take on greater risk with investments in household debt; second, financial institutions saw high-interest household debt as a great source of profitability and thus a good investment; third, advancements in technology and online banking allowed increased competition among banks to offer more loans and credit to previously inaccessible consumers; and finally, investor demand for financial products—such as derivatives, mortgage-backed securities, and collateralized debt obligations (CDOs)—drove financial institutions to increase the supply of household debt to be packaged into these various financial instruments. Together, these factors increased not only the willingness of banks to supply loans and credit to households but also the demand for households to take on such debt. This drive led to the problem of subprime mortgages and predatory lending, in which lenders convinced people to accept loans that they could not afford to repay.

In addition to the demands of households and financial institutions, the actions of credit rating agencies have also played a significant role in the rise of household debt. These are different from consumer credit reporting agencies, which attach a creditworthiness rating to regular consumers in order to assess their ability and likelihood to pay back debt. Credit rating agencies rate the credit of various debt instruments, including everything from government bonds to CDOs, and the organizations that issue them. This service allows investors to choose how much risk they take in their investments by assigning grades that rate the likelihood a given debt obligation will be repaid. A highly graded debt is more likely to be repaid but usually has a much lower interest rate and thus a lower rate of return on investment. The inverse is true for poorly graded debt.

However, in the lead-up to the Great Recession, the major credit rating agencies were grossly overrating various debt obligations and financial instruments. For example, by the year 2009 Standard & Poor’s—one of the largest credit rating agencies—had downgraded 90 percent of the CDOs it rated AAA between 2005 and 2007 (White 2010, 221). This meant that investors who thought they were investing in the highest grade of debt obligations were actually making a much riskier investment. As a result of this rating inflation, financial investment in risky debt obligations boomed, increasing the demand for household debt to be packaged into these debt instruments. Ironically, this often meant ignoring the creditworthiness rating of households in order to create debt packages with falsely high ratings that investors could not ignore.

Household debt has played a central role over the past few decades, not only in the Great Recession but also in the livelihood of the American middle class. With increasing levels of debt, U.S. households are saving considerably less than in previous decades. This has had serious ramifications for the retirement prospects of the middle class in addition to the ability of many households to withstand emergencies, such as medical crises. Indeed, health care expenses are one of the leading factors that throw middle-class families into a debt spiral that often leads to bankruptcy.

Since the Great Recession, household debt levels have remained significantly higher than in previous decades. Although financial institutions and credit rating agencies have become more responsible in their practices since the recession, wages for middle-class families remain stagnant, while prices on big-ticket items like health care, housing, and secondary education have only risen. This leads to concerns that household debt will only continue to rise, increasing the difficulty of American families to remain members of the middle class.
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IMMIGRATION AND ITS ECONOMIC IMPACT

Recent years have seen a large increase in the size of the immigration population in the United States. Today’s immigrants are more educationally diverse than the native born population, with similar rates of college graduation but a much larger share with only a high school diploma or less. Although there has been somewhat of an impact on the middle class, the effect has been relatively modest in some areas. The evidence for the impact on the earnings of the middle class is mixed with some scholars finding no impact of immigration on the wages of the native born workers and a few others showing a negative effect. There appears to be a modest increase in government spending compared to the additional tax revenue immigrants generate, with larger effects at the state and local level. The recent wave of immigrants has also impacted the fertility of and labor supply of native born females, housing and rental costs, product availability, and even innovation in the U.S. economy.

Immigration Today

The Immigration Act of 1965 increased the number of immigrants allowed annually into the United States as well as their countries of origin. As a result the share of the population born abroad rose from under 5 percent in 1970 to over 13 percent today. With far greater numbers of Asian immigrants than in the past, the share of the foreign born population with a college degree is almost identical to that of native born Americans. Thirty percent of immigrants, however, lack even a high school diploma, a rate three times that of the non-foreign born. The share without a high school diploma is almost one-half for Hispanic immigrants who arrived as adults (Cadena et al. 2015).

The Impact of Immigrants on the Earnings of Others

There is no clear consensus as to the effect of immigrants on the earnings of the native born American population. A panel assembled by the National Academy of Science reviewed a number of studies and concluded that effect was quite small, with the wages of nonimmigrants being reduced by only 1 to 2 percent (Cadena et al. 2015). David Card, for example (1990) looked at the impact of the Mariel boatlift on the labor market in Miami. He found that the native born workers in Miami fared similarly to those in other cities and concluded that as a result a large influx of migrants did not affect the wages of others. George Borjas et al. (1997) found a more substantial effect when they focused on low-skilled immigrants and found that a larger number of immigrants in a community reduced the earning of nonimmigrants. They concluded that between a third and a half of the increasing wage gap between high school dropouts and high school graduates was due to the increased number of low-skilled immigrants competing with less-skilled native born workers. Although there is not overall agreement, the effect of immigrants on wages is larger for unskilled workers and the effect on the middle class is nominal if there is one at all.

Immigration and Government Finances

Immigrants pay taxes and their expenditures will create jobs and profits for others that generate additional tax revenues. Some will pay into the Social Security and Medicare systems, return to their home nations, and in many cases receive no benefits. On the other hand, immigrants do require services, especially for health and education. Welfare benefits are in some cases not available to new immigrants. The net effect on government budgets is rather small, on the order of less than 1 percent of GDP across several studies. State and local governments, however, who pay for the largest share of educational expenses bear a somewhat larger burden. In California with its large immigrant population, immigrant-headed households increase state and local government deficits by over $1,000 per nonimmigrant person (Vargas-Silva 2015). The overall small national effect masks substantial impacts for some state and local governments.

Immigration and Families

When a large number of low-skilled immigrants enter a community, it lowers the wages of other low-skilled workers, especially other low-skilled immigrants. As a result, some household services such as day care and housekeeping become less expensive. Women, especially those who might be able to earn a high wage, find they can employ more household help and work more hours and have more children as well (Furtado & Hock 2010). In communities with more low-skilled migrants women tend to work a bit more each week with much of the increase coming among highly skilled nonimmigrant women, especially among those who already work 50 or more hours per week (Cortés & Tessada 2011).

Prices

The lower wages for gardeners, housekeepers, and nannies that occur when a large number of immigrants are present does in fact reduce the price of these services. The result is a slight increase in the purchasing power of the income of others, especially the higher income households that purchase more of these services (Cortés 2008). When the Mariel boatlift raised the renter population in Miami by 9 percent in one year, rental prices increased by a similar amount (Saiz 2003). In some metropolitan areas homeowners preferred not to live near immigrants resulting in lower housing prices in neighborhoods close to immigrant enclaves (Saiz & Wachter 2011).

Other Effects

Immigrants are more likely to have lower incomes and shop at big box stores such as Walmart and less at stand-alone businesses such as drug stores. Many enjoy the cuisine from their homeland, and the result is a much greater variety of dining options for all (Mazzolari & Neumark 2012). Cities that had a larger number of people who arrived in the United States H1B visa program for highly skilled science and engineering workers had more patented inventions. These workers did not displace nonimmigrant engineers with the innovations leading to greater total employment (Kerr & Lincoln 2010; Olney 2013).

Conclusion

In general, the increase in immigration in recent decades has had little if any effect on the earnings of most other Americans with what effect that did occur reducing the earnings of lower-skilled workers. Although the presence of immigrants causes a drain on government resources, it is about 1 percent of GDP. There are certainly benefits to those who hire the services of immigrants especially when they are hired to do the household tasks of higher earning women. The diversity of food means that tacos, sushi, and tandoori chicken are now as American as apple pie.

See also: Immigration and the Middle Class; International Trade; Trade and Manufacturing

Further Reading

Borjas, G. J., Freeman, R. B., & Katz, L. F. (1997). How much do immigration and trade affect labor market outcomes? Brookings Papers on Economics Activity, 1997, 1–90.

Cadena, B. C., Duncan, B., & Trejo, S. J. (2015). B. R. Chiswick & P. W. Miller (Eds.), Economics of international migration. Oxford: North Holland.

Card, D. (1990). The impact of the Mariel boatlift on the Miami labor market. Industrial Labor Relations Review, 43, 245–247.

Cortés, P. (2008). The effect of low-skill immigration on U.S. prices: evidence from CPI data. Journal of Political Economy, 116(3), 381–422.

Cortés, P., & Tessada, Jóse, (2011). Low-skilled immigration and the labor supply of highly skilled women. American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 3(3), 88–123.

Clune, M. S. (1998). The fiscal impacts of immigration: A California case study. In J. P. Smith & B. Edmontson (Eds.), The immigration debate: Studies on the economic, demographic, and fiscal effects of immigration. Washington DC: National Academy Press.

Furtado, D., & Hock, H. (2010). Low skilled immigration and work-fertility tradeoffs among high skilled US natives. American Economic Review: Papers and Proceedings, 100, 224–228.

Kerr, W. R., & Lincoln, W. F. (2010). The supply side of innovation: H-1B visa reform and U.S. ethnic innovation. Journal of Labor Economics, 28, 473–505.

Lowenstein, R. (2006, July 9). The immigration equation. The New York Times. Retrieved June 26, 2015, from http://www.nytimes.com/2006/07/09/magazine/09IMM.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0

Mazzolari, F., & Neumark, D. (2012). Immigration and product diversity. Journal of Population Economics, 25, 1107–1137.

Olney, W. W. (2013). Immigration and firm expansion. Journal of Regional Science, 53, 142–157.

Saiz, A. (2003). Room in the kitchen for the melting pot: Immigration and rental prices. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 85, 502–521.

Saiz, A., & Wachter, S. (2011). Immigration and the neighborhood. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 3, 169–188.

Vargas-Silva, C. (2015). The fiscal impact of immigrants: Taxes and benefits. In B. R. Chiswick & P. W. Miller (Eds.), Economics of international migration. Oxford: North Holland.

Robert J. Gitter

IMMIGRATION AND THE MIDDLE CLASS

The story of the incorporation of immigrant populations into the American middle classes is inevitably embedded in the larger cultural narrative of the “American dream.” In the late 19th century, Horatio Alger helped solidify these popular images of America as the “land of opportunity” for even the most humble among the newcomers. Alger’s “rags to riches” novels conveyed the triumph of young men from diverse humble origins over adversity, and the attainment of material success. Such outcomes were only possible, however, if these immigrants were willing to readily adopt the core American values of work ethic, honesty, and self-determination (Steinberg 1981, 82–91). The sociological picture on immigration and social mobility that emerges from the research literature, however, is much more complex than that painted by Alger. This scholarship helps shed scientific light on myriad factors (both individual and structural) associated with the progress achieved by various immigrant and ethnic populations.

To measure the attainment of the “dream,” Clark (2003) proposes that home ownership, education for one’s children (i.e., affordability of higher education), and acquisition of material goods are the key indicators. In Clark’s own words, “The process of attaining the American dream is in essence the process of becoming middle class, which encapsulates moving up the socioeconomic status ladder, becoming homeowners in (often suburban) communities, and participating in the political process” (Clark 2003, 6).

Additionally, the University of Michigan Population Studies Center defines middle income households as those receiving cash income that falls between 200 and 499 percent of the poverty line for a family of four (Farley 2002, 33).

From a theoretical standpoint, Mary Waters (1999) identified two broad perspectives in the research literature on immigration and social mobility: (1) the “cultural” explanation, which purports that differences in social class attainment among the various groups can be explained by the extent to which values, beliefs, and behaviors of immigrant groups are perceived to be consistent with those of the American middle class; and (2) the “structural” explanation, which argues that behaviors are a response to the environment these groups encounter, and not a reflection of intrinsic values and beliefs. Thus, immigration scholars have worked from one or both of these theories to illuminate the accomplishments of various ethnic groups in America.

In the late 19th century and the earlier part of the 20th century, migrants from Southern, Central, and Eastern Europe were largely incorporated into the expanding American industrial economy. Significantly, within the short span of two to three generations, many had in fact already moved into the middle class. However, a current debate in the scholarly literature interrogates whether the new waves of immigrants today have access to this traditional path to social mobility (Borjas 1998). Since the passage of the Immigration Reform Act of 1965, which lifted the previously existing racist quotas, immigrants from all over the world (chiefly among them Latin America and Asia) are arriving at an unprecedentedly high rate. Nonetheless, these new populations encounter a very different economic and social landscape. In the new knowledge-based economy, wages for entry level jobs are comparatively lower for today’s labor migrants than they were for the earlier waves of Europeans (Perlmann 2000). Simultaneously, achieving success in contemporary America generally requires a college education, which is unaffordable for most low-income immigrant families (Perlmann 2000). In this context, the “segmented assimilation” perspective theorizes that the decline in the manufacturing sector has greatly contributed to the difficulties that the second generation faces today. Moreover, many immigrants from Latin America and Asia are racially distinguishable from the white majority, and therefore very likely to be negatively impacted by discrimination and neighborhood racial segregation. Other individual characteristics that contribute to social mobility for immigrants include age, time in the United States, citizenship status, English language proficiency, professional status, years of education, and having two workers in the household (Portes & Zhou 1993).

Many immigration scholars have emphasized the key role that occupation, education, and social class in the country of origin play in understanding mobility to the middle class in the United States (Perlmann, 2000; Steinberg 1981). For example, while many immigrants start at the bottom of the socioeconomic ladder with the hope of being able to provide enough for the subsequent generations to become upwardly mobile, other immigrants move directly (or within a few years upon arrival) into the middle classes. In this same vein, Portes and Rumbaut (2006) distinguish between two types of immigrant workers: (1) “labor migrants” are those who possess little education and specialized skills; and (2) “human capital migrants” are individuals who are able to transfer their advanced education and skills to the host society. For the upwardly mobile, the two main (legal) avenues for middle-class success in America are either the salaried professional/managerial route or independent entrepreneurship, both of which normally entail the possession of human capital (Portes & Rumbaut 2006).

Despite common misperceptions of immigrants as a low-skilled labor force, the percentage of college graduates in the Census of 2000 was the same for the native and the foreign born, at approximately 20 percent (Portes & Rumbaut 2006). Asian Indians are among the most successful today, benefiting from a high level of education, English proficiency, the expansion of H1-B and L-1 visa programs, and the increasing need for the United States’ booming software production industries to import skilled workers since the 1990s (Biradavolu 2008). Although this and other Asian groups have made more rapid progress, Hispanics in Florida and California (along with other racial/ethnic minorities) are also entering the middle class at a higher speed than their coethnics in New York/New Jersey or even Texas/Arizona/New Mexico. This is partly explained by the likelihood of owning versus renting a home in those regions. Finally, other factors that influence the ability of groups to prosper include the policies of the receiving government toward particular groups of immigrants/refugees, the conditions of the labor market at the time of arrival, the characteristics of their own ethnic communities, stereotypical perceptions of the different immigrant ethnic groups by employers, and undocumented status (Perlmann 2000).

See also: Immigration and Its Economic Impact; International Trade; Trade and Manufacturing
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INFLATION

Along with unemployment and economic growth, inflation is one of the three major problems that motivates the study of macroeconomics. Although inflation has not been a major issue in the United States during the first decade and a half of the 21st century, there have been times prior to that when it was and there is no guarantee inflation problems will not reemerge sometime in the future.

What Is Inflation?

Inflation is an increase in the average level of prices in a society. Any society produces many different goods and services. They all carry a price, and we can think of the average of all those prices as being the average level of prices in that society. If the average level of prices is higher in period t + 1 than period t, then we have had inflation. The inflation rate is the percentage change in the average level of prices. If the average price level of period t + 1 is 3 percent higher than in period t, we have had 3 percent inflation. If the average level of prices falls during that period, then we have had deflation, and the percentage decrease in the average price level is the rate of deflation.

Note that when there are many prices, the average of all prices can rise even if the prices of some goods and services fall. All prices or even most prices do not have to rise in order for there to be inflation. Just enough prices have to rise by enough in order for the average of all prices to increase. Note also that there are some goods and services that are particularly visible to us—things like gasoline, bread, milk, new homes, and so on. If these prices go up, we might well think there has been inflation, but if other, less visible prices have been falling, then the average level of prices might very well have stayed put.

How Is Inflation Measured?

The two leading indicators used to measure inflation are the consumer price index and the GDP deflator. The former is produced by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the latter is produced by the Bureau of Economic Analysis. A detailed explanation of the former can be found in the entry entitled Consumer Price Index, and of the latter in the entry entitled Gross Domestic Product.

There are two things in particular about these measures that we need to keep in mind. First, both measures are presented to the public in the form of index numbers. An index number is a number that stands for another number. For example, the average level of prices of consumer products (as measured by the consumer price index) is not something like $10.37. Rather it is a number like 100. An index number does not come with units attached. We are letting the number 100 stand for the number $10.37. Let’s say there was 7 percent inflation over the next year. Then the price index would become 107. If we used the dollar value of the average level of prices, it would be $11.0959. Why do we use price indices? Generally they are used because they are a bit simpler to work with mathematically for a number of purposes. To set up an index number system, we must assign a base year, and the base year is always assigned an index value of 100.

Second, the price index measures the average level of prices during a given time period, not the rate of inflation. The rate of inflation is the percentage change in the price index between one period and the next.

There are in fact many price indices out there that all look at different parts of the economy. The consumer price index measures the prices for the goods and services the typical consumer buys. The GDP deflator measures the prices of all final goods and services produced in the economy. It is a comprehensive measure of prices, but not all that relevant for consumers since consumers do not buy all the final goods and services produced in the economy—automobile factories and aircraft carriers not being part of the typical market basket. Another price index that is sometimes mentioned is the producer price index that measures prices at the wholesale level.

Why Is Inflation Bad?

“Everyone knows” that inflation is bad, but why is it bad? One problem is that it introduces inefficiencies into the economy. A market-based economy relies on the signals provided by prices to allocate resources to their most productive use. If the price of A rises, that is usually a signal to produce more of A. But in a world of inflation, the price signal can be distorted. Maybe the increase in the price of A is simply inflation and not the result of a shortage. If it takes a while to figure it all out, then shortages can persist. Besides fogging the present, inflation also makes the future harder to discern reducing both the incentive to save and invest. Other inefficiency problems come with the colorful names shoeleather costs and menu costs. The former represents time deflected from productive activities toward managing individual finances. The latter represents the costs associated with constantly having to update price lists and everything related to that. Despite the playful names, in the aggregate they are a significant drain on our economy.

The other problem is that inflation can lead to unintended redistributions of income and wealth. Periods of inflation are also periods of rising incomes for the simple reason the price a buyer pays for a good or service is the income a seller receives from selling that good or service. If prices rise, incomes must rise. But what is true for society as a whole does not have to be true for every individual in it. Some people have relatively fixed incomes. What if you are a union member whose income is determined by a long-term contract that did not accurately anticipate inflation? Or what if you are retired and a major source of income is a fixed company pension? Fortunately Social Security recipients need not worry about this because Social Security checks are automatically adjusted upward to reflect the inflation that has taken place.

Wealth can also be redistributed. If your money is deposited in a bank earning 3 percent interest, but inflation turns out to be 5 percent, then the purchasing power of your wealth has actually decreased 2 percent while you were just sitting there. And the bank gains because it is essentially being paid to use your money!

What Causes Inflation?

There are two sets of factors responsible for causing inflation. One set is demand factors. The other set is supply factors. On the demand side, total demand for goods and services can exceed the quantity of goods and services produced. The result is that the prices of these goods and services will rise, and this type of inflation is sometimes called demand-pull inflation. There are many factors that can cause excess demand—consumers may become more confident about the future and go on a spending spree, businesses may become more confident about the future and go on an investment spree, government may try to do too much and run large budget deficits, the Fed may increase the money supply excessively, and the rest of the world might be enjoying booming economies and increase their demand for American made products. This description of the problem also contains the seeds of a solution. If the inflation problem is caused by too much spending, the solution is to reduce spending. But that is easier said than done. That would mean that consumers, firms, and the rest of the world would have to restrain themselves. That would mean government would have to cut spending on programs that many people believe are essential, or raise taxes. That would mean the Fed would have to reduce the money supply and raise interest rates. Also there is the Phillips curve issue (see the entry Phillips Curve). Policies to reduce inflation often will raise unemployment unacceptably.

On the supply side there are a variety of events that can restrict supply and raise prices as the result of shortages. Supply shocks refer to events that we have no control over that restrict our access to essential resources. For example, since we import most of our oil events among the oil-exporting nations such as wars, revolutions or embargoes will raise the price of oil and these price increases ripple throughout the economy. There are also self-inflicted wounds. To the extent that government policies reduce the incentive to work, save, and invest, the economy will pay the price in terms of shortages. Again a statement of the cause of the inflation also suggests a cure. Stop restricting supply. Again this is easier said than done.

See also: Consumer Price Index; Gross Domestic Product (GDP); Unemployment; Wage-Price Policies, 1945–1980
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INTERGENERATIONAL MOBILITY

The United States of America is often referred to as the Land of Opportunity. As a land of (mostly) immigrants, people have been coming to America for hundreds of years to seek a better life. Part of the story of this country, epitomized by the 19th-century author Horatio Alger, is the idea that even those born into poor families can move up the economic ladder and achieve success. Recent evidence, however, shows that intergenerational mobility is not as large as many Americans might believe, and is lower than in many Western European countries. In addition, intergenerational mobility is lower for black families, as opposed to white families, and lower in the American South than in other parts of the country.

Definition

How likely is it for someone born poor to become rich, or even just middle class? Conversely, how likely is it for a child from a rich family to become middle class or even poor? Measures of intergenerational mobility try to answer this question. There are two main methods economists use to measure intergenerational mobility. The first is often referred to as intergenerational elasticity, or IGE. This will range from 0 to 1. If the IGE is 0, then the average income of adults will not be related at all to the income of their parents. The children of rich families will be just as likely to end up poor as the children of poor families. If the IGE is 1, then the average income of adults will be completely determined by the income of their parents. The lower is the measured IGE, the more intergenerational mobility there is.

Another way to measure intergenerational mobility is to line up all families along a spectrum, from poorest to richest, and divide them up into groups, usually 5 quintiles (20 percent each) or 10 deciles (10 percent each). Economists can measure how likely it is for a child born into a certain quintile, such as the poorest 20 percent, to move to a different quintile as an adult, such as the middle 20 percent or even the top 20 percent. These transition rates give a more complete view of intergenerational mobility, but can’t be summarized with a single number like the IGE.

Why It’s Important

Intergenerational mobility is often considered to be important because part of the national story is that with education and hard work, anyone is able to achieve the American dream, often believed to be a stable middle-class lifestyle. Obviously if there is less mobility, as the IGE is closer to 1, then the American dream is less attainable for those born into poor families. For example, imagine two families, one that is relatively well off, with income twice the average, and one that is poor, with income only a quarter of the average. If the IGE is equal to 0.2, the descendants of these families will (on average) both be within 5 percent of the average income within two generations. If the IGE is equal to 0.6, it will take six generations for the descendants to be within 5 percent of the average (Mazumder 2005).

The causes of intergenerational mobility, or the lack thereof, are likely to be numerous. Much research focuses on the fact that the amount of education children receive is often highly correlated with the amount received by their parents (Hertz et al. 2007). Other factors include how IQ and other personality traits are passed down between generations. However, one analysis shows that accounting for all of these observable factors only explains about half of the observed IGE in the United States (Bowles, Gintis, & Groves 2005).

The level of intergenerational mobility, and its causes, will likely impact the type of economic policies that the public will support, including welfare programs for the poor and taxes on the rich. If the children of the poor are much more likely to be poor (and the children of the rich are likely to stay rich), then the public may choose to redistribute more income from the top of the income distribution to the bottom or invest more in high-quality public education. On the other hand, if there is a lot of intergenerational mobility, so that the public sees their children as just as likely to be rich as poor, they may not support redistributionary programs.

Problems with Data

The IGE and quintile transition rates are straightforward to calculate as long as you have income data from both parents and children. Unfortunately, this has historically not been the case. In addition, economists can get better estimates of the IGE and transition rates when they have many years of income for both parents and children in order to smooth out the ups and downs of annual income. Only recently have longitudinal data sets become available that allow good estimates of intergenerational mobility.

Estimates for the United States

Some of the first estimates for the IGE were quite low, around 0.2 (Becker & Tomes 1986). However, these numbers relied on only a small number of years to estimate the income of both the parent and child generations and so were not precisely estimated. More recent estimates of the IGE (Mazumder 2005; Mulligan 1997) use more years of data or more advanced econometric techniques and find estimates of the IGE as high as 0.6. In reviewing all of the literature, the Pew Economic Mobility study group found that estimates centered on 0.45–0.5 (Isaacs et al. 2008).

Although economists can look at the intergenerational transition rates between all income quintiles (or deciles), they tend to focus on those at the extremes. How likely are those born poor to remain poor in the so-called poverty trap, and how likely is it that they become rich? How likely are the children of rich families to stay rich, and how likely are they to fall to the bottom? Recent research (Mazumder 2008) shows that there is both a significant poverty trap (when those born poor stay poor) and affluence net (when those born rich stay rich).

However, when the data is separated by race, we see a somewhat different picture. For white families, the poverty trap almost disappears. Only 25 percent of those born in the bottom quintile stay there (we would expect transition rates of 20 percent if the IGE = 0). For black families, however, that number is almost 44 percent. On the other end, only 21 percent of black children born to the top quintile stay there as adults while 39 percent of rich white children are able to stay in the top quintile. Intergenerational transition rates are a zero-sum game, meaning that for every person who moves up the economic ladder, somebody moves down. This data implies that while there is real upward economic mobility for white families in the United States, it is balanced by downward economic mobility for black families.

Geographical Estimates of Mobility

Although total estimates of the IGE or intergenerational transition rates are useful, we have already seen, as with race, that they can hide a lot of differences between groups. One recent paper (Chetty et al. 2013) looked at these differences across the country. What these economists found was that the American South, for both white families and black families, has much less intergenerational mobility than the rest of the country. However, geographic differences in intergenerational mobility, especially within a country, are very hard to estimate. If one area is economically less developed, there will be fewer opportunities to move up the ladder. Those who live there and find it most advantageous to leave for better opportunities will do so, leaving those less able to stay (and skew our estimates of mobility).

And how does intergenerational mobility in the United States compare to the rest of the world? Is the Land of Opportunity really the land of opportunity? Data simply isn’t available for many countries, but we can compare the United States to the rest of the developed world. What we find is that the United States has a higher IGE, and therefore less intergenerational mobility, than most of the Western European countries for which we have data (mainly those in the north), while some middle income countries (notably Brazil) appear to be less mobile than the United States (Black & Devereaux 2011; Blandon 2013).

One possible explanation for the higher IGE in the United States is the increasing income inequality since the mid-1970s. As the rungs on the economic ladder become farther and farther apart, especially at the top, it is harder for those at the bottom to reach the top (and easier for those born at the top to stay there). International comparisons show a correlation between higher income inequality (as measured by the Gini coefficient) and lower intergenerational mobility that some have referred to, somewhat erroneously, as the Great Gatsby curve (Corak 2013). But keeping in mind the geographic results for the United States, much of the country appears similar to Western Europe while the South skews the results toward less intergenerational mobility.

Conclusion

The American dream implies that even those born into poor families will have the opportunity, through education and hard work, to at least reach the middle class and possibly become wealthy. Although this may be accurate for many areas of the country and for some groups within the country, there are areas (mainly the American South) and groups (especially black Americans) for which this is not the case. In total, the United States has substantially less intergenerational mobility than most developed countries, especially those in Western Europe.

See also: Forbes 400; George, Henry, and the 99 Percent; Great Gatsby Curve; Measuring Inequality; Occupy Movement; Piketty, Thomas
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INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE (IRS)

The U.S. Internal Revenue Service (IRS) is a federal government agency within the Department of the Treasury. It is responsible for administering all federal tax laws, including collecting taxes (issuing tax refunds), enforcing tax laws, and assisting taxpayers in meeting their tax obligations. The IRS was established in July 1862 with the passage of the Revenue Act of 1862, which established the nation’s first income tax to help finance the Civil War. The income tax was repealed 10 years later, and in 1884 Congress revived the income tax. However, within a year this tax was declared unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court. In 1913, Congress amended the U.S. Constitution to allow for the imposition of an income tax with the passage of the 16th Amendment (“The Congress shall have the power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, from whatever source derived, without apportionment among the several States, and without regard to any census or emuneration”). The name of the agency was changed from its original name (Bureau of Internal Revenue) to its current name in 1953.

During the Civil War and until World War II, the income tax was levied only on high-income individuals. The initial marginal tax rate in the Civil War was only 3 percent, and even in 1913 the top rate was only 7 percent. Indeed, some individuals considered paying income taxes as proof of their financial success, and they proudly reported that they had paid their income taxes. By the time of World War II, the top rate was close to 90 percent. It was during World War II that the IRS greatly enlarged its scope to affect the vast bulk of the American middle class. This was due largely to the expansion of the individual income tax base to include most income earners and to the application of employer source withholding, both done in order to finance the war effort. During this period, the revenues of the IRS increased from $3.4 billion (4 percent of GDP) in 1936 to $40.7 billion (18 percent of GDP) in 1946. Also, the number of income tax returns increased from less than 4 million in 1933 to nearly 44 million in 1943, and the number of IRS employees nearly quadrupled during World War II. At present, the IRS collects roughly $3 trillion (18 percent of GDP) from 145 million tax returns using a total staff of over 100,000 and a budget of $11.6 billion. Marginal tax rates have varied enormously over time, reaching a top marginal tax rate of 92 percent in the 1950s before declining in the last several decades to 35 percent. See Tables 1 and 2.

The individual income tax is the largest single component of the $2.9 trillion in revenue that the IRS collected in 2013. Included here is the administration of the earned income tax credit (EITC), which is a wage supplement that supports low- and moderate-income workers with children. At present, it is the nation’s largest federal antipoverty program, and in 2013 more than 18 percent of income tax filers received the EITC with an average credit of $2,407. Apart from the individual income tax, the IRS also administers the collection of income taxes from businesses, employment taxes (Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security taxes), the estate tax, the gift tax, and all federal excise taxes (e.g., alcohol, tobacco, fuels). Table 3 provides the number of returns and the gross amount of revenue collected in 2013 from each of the major tax types.




	Table 1    The Size of the Internal Revenue Service and Gross Revenue Collections




	



	Year

	
	Number of IRS employees

	
	Number of IRS employees per 1,000 population

	
	Gross revenue collections (in millions of dollars)

	
	Gross revenue collections (as % of GDP)




	



	1866

	
	  4,461

	
	0.12

	
	        $310.1

	
	  3.42




	1876

	
	  5,184

	
	 0.11

	
	          116.8

	
	  1.39




	1886

	
	  3,292

	
	0.06

	
	          116.9

	
	  0.95




	1896

	
	  3,991

	
	0.06

	
	          146.8

	
	  0.94




	1906

	
	  3,703

	
	0.04

	
	          249.1

	
	  0.79




	1916

	
	  4,718

	
	0.05

	
	          512.7

	
	  1.02




	1926

	
	14,333

	
	0.12

	
	       2,836.0

	
	  2.90




	1936

	
	17,054

	
	0.13

	
	       3,448.6

	
	  4.06




	1946

	
	59,693

	
	0.42

	
	     40,672.1

	
	17.85




	1956

	
	50,682

	
	0.30

	
	     75,112.6

	
	16.69




	1966

	
	63,508

	
	0.32

	
	   128,880.0

	
	15.81




	1976

	
	85,455

	
	0.39

	
	   302,519.8

	
	16.11




	1986

	
	96,395

	
	0.40

	
	   782,251.8

	
	17.04




	1996

	
	102,082  

	
	0.38

	
	1,486,546.7

	
	18.35




	2006

	
	91,717

	
	0.31

	
	2,518,680.2

	
	18.18




	2013

	
	86,974

	
	0.27

	
	2,855,059.4

	
	17.03




	



	Sources: L. Shelley Davis, IRS Historical Fact Book: A Chronology 1646–1992; IRS Historical Studies, Washington, DC (1992); and IRS Data Book, Washington, DC (2013).









	Table 2    Number of Individual Income Tax Returns and the Top Marginal Tax Rate




	



	Year

	
	Number of:

	
	Top marginal tax rate (%)




	Income tax returns

	
	Taxable returns

	
	Nontaxable returns




	



	1913

	
	     357,598

	
	—

	
	—

	
	 7




	1923

	
	  7,698,321

	
	  4,270,121

	
	  3,428,200

	
	   43.5




	1933

	
	  3,723,558

	
	  1,747,740

	
	  1,975,818

	
	63




	1943

	
	43,602,456

	
	40,318,602

	
	  3,283,854

	
	88




	1953

	
	57,838,184

	
	45,223,151

	
	12,615,033

	
	92




	1963

	
	63,943,236

	
	51,323,221

	
	12,620,015

	
	91




	1973

	
	80,693,000

	
	64,267,000

	
	16,425,000

	
	70




	1983

	
	96,321,310

	
	78,016,323

	
	18,304,987

	
	50




	1993

	
	114,601,819  

	
	86,435,367

	
	28,166,452

	
	   39.6




	2003

	
	130,423,626  

	
	101,392,812  

	
	29,030,814

	
	35




	2012

	
	144,928,472  

	
	108,995,860  

	
	35,932,612

	
	35




	



	Source: IRS Statistics of Income, Washington, DC, various issues.









	Table 3    Number and Amount of Tax Collections and Refunds, by Type of Tax, 2013




	



	Tax

	
	Returns (in thousands)

	
	Collections (in thousands of dollars)

	
	Refunds (in thousands of dollars)




	



	Individual income tax

	
	145,996

	
	$1,539,658,421

	
	$312,775,138




	Business income taxes

	
	  39,039

	
	     311,993,954

	
	    41,569,223




	Employment taxes

	
	  29,958

	
	     897,847,151

	
	      6,375,725




	Estate tax

	
	         32

	
	       14,051,771

	
	         963,243




	Gift tax

	
	       313

	
	         5,778,377

	
	           84,086




	Excise taxes

	
	       909

	
	       61,033,674

	
	      1,137,764




	



	Source: IRS Statistics of Income, Washington, DC (2013).






Another way in which the IRS affects the American middle class is through its role as the largest spending agency in the federal government. After World War II and especially in the 1980s, many “tax expenditures” were introduced or expanded to include the middle class, where a tax expenditure represents a revenue loss due to exemptions, deductions, credits, and other special provisions. The IRS therefore “spends” via foregone tax revenues on housing, on health programs, on promoting saving and investment, on education, on child support, and so on. Some of the tax expenditures are larger than the budgets of the departments that spend money for the same purposes. For example, the tax expenditures for homeownership exceed total spending by the Department of Housing and Urban Development.

In 2015, IRS-administered tax expenditures were estimated to equal more than $1.2 trillion, or roughly 7 percent of GDP. Some of the tax expenditures that are most relevant to middle-class Americans are the exclusion of employer contributions for medical care and pensions, the mortgage interest deduction, the exclusion of net imputed rental income, the exclusion of capital gains, the various deductions for state and local taxes, the deduction for charitable contributions, and the child tax credit. See Table 4. Many of these benefit disproportionately higher income individuals, given that the tax benefit of any deduction is larger for individuals in higher marginal tax brackets.

The IRS has on many occasions been the source of controversy. In the 1990s, the IRS was accused of abusive and aggressive behavior. Senate hearings were held, leading to the passage of the Taxpayer Bill of Rights, which ensured taxpayers of greater protection in any disputes with the IRS and which also established the Office of the Taxpayer Advocate. More recently, the IRS was accused of targeting for special scrutiny conservative organizations (e.g., Tea Party groups) that were applying to the IRS for nonprofit and tax-exempt classification, again leading to congressional hearings in 2013 and 2014.




	Table 4    Estimated Tax Expenditures, 2015




	



	Tax expenditure type

	
	Estimated amount (in millions of dollars)




	



	Exclusion of employer contributions for medical care

	
	$207,200    




	Deductibility of mortgage interest on owner-occupied homes

	
	73,910




	Exclusion of net imputed rental income

	
	79,810




	Capital gains (except agriculture, timber, iron ore, and coal)

	
	68,850




	Defined contribution employer plans

	
	61,050




	Deferral of income from controlled foreign corporations

	
	75,540




	Capital gains exclusion on home sales

	
	56,510




	Deductibility of nonbusiness state and local taxes, other than on owner-occupied homes

	
	49,290




	Deductibility of charitable contributions, other than education and health

	
	46,630




	Defined benefit employer plans

	
	42,340




	Exclusion of interest on public purpose state and local bonds

	
	35,010




	Deductibility of state and local property tax on owner-occupied homes

	
	33,880




	Step-up basis of capital gains at death

	
	32,370




	Social Security benefits for retired workers

	
	29,840




	Self-employed plans

	
	25,530




	Treatment of qualified dividends

	
	26,650




	Exclusion of interest on life insurance savings

	
	23,040




	Child tax credit

	
	23,500




	Total tax expenditures, all categories

	
	1,241,615     




	



	Source: Office of Management and Budget, Analytical Perspectives, Washington, DC (2014).






An important part of IRS activities is enforcement of the tax laws. The IRS attempts to improve taxpayer compliance by several main strategies: providing better services to taxpayers, simplifying the tax code, and auditing taxpayers. The number of tax audits has generally fallen over time, to less than 0.8 percent of all returns in 2013. Even so, the IRS has achieved some success in maintaining taxpayer compliance. The so-called tax gap, or the taxes that should be paid but are not, is estimated to equal $450 billion in 2006, the most recent year for which detailed estimates are available. This estimate implies that the voluntary compliance rate is 83.1 percent, or that nearly 5/6 of all legally due taxes are paid. Voluntary compliance is significantly higher for income subject to employer withholding, approaching nearly 100 percent for the largely middle-class individuals who receive only wage income.

See also: Earned Income Tax Credit; Fiscal Policy; Tax Progressivity; Taxation, Excessive Burden of
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INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND (IMF)

The International Monetary Fund (IMF) was created in 1945. An international institution, 188 countries of the world are its members. The IMF is run by its 24 member executive board and is headquartered in Washington, DC. Since the IMF is not part of any government or for-profit business, it is considered a nongovernmental organization (NGO). Within the international community, the IMF is responsible for overseeing the international monetary system. This includes the system of currency exchange rates and payments systems that allow countries to transact with each other when they trade. In the context of the American middle class and poverty, this entry will provide an example of how the IMF can help promote economic stability in the global economy. Since events in one country can spill over and affect people in other countries, global economic stability can benefit everyone.

“The IMF’s primary purpose is to ensure the stability of the international monetary system—the system of exchange rates and international payments that enables countries (and their citizens) to transact with each other. The Fund’s mandate was updated in 2012 to include all macroeconomic and financial sector issues that bear on global stability” (IFM.org n.d.).

Understanding the importance of an institution like the IMF depends on an awareness of the global nature of our modern economy. In 2014, merchandise trade as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) for the United States was 23 percent. Since GDP measures the total income of our economy for one year, this means that 23 percent of U.S. income is generated by international trade. The ratio is calculated as:

[image: image]

For the United States, this ratio is fairly small, primarily because the U.S. economy is so large. U.S. GDP—the denominator of our share—is about $17.4 trillion. Other countries have shares that are much higher: Germany is 70.8 percent; the United Kingdom is 40.4 percent; Canada is 53.1 percent; and China is 41.5 percent (The World Bank World Development Indicators 2015). Because international trade is such an important part of the global economy, economic instability and disruptions in trade have the potential to affect many countries at once.

To help with your understanding of the IMF, let us consider an example. Suppose a developing country fixes its exchange rate to the U.S. dollar so that the exchange rate does not fluctuate. Think of the exchange rate as: [image: image]. For the developing country, the exchange rate is “foreign currency per 1 unit of domestic currency,” and the foreign currency is the U.S. dollars. When the exchange rate rises, the developing country currency rises in value. When the exchange rate falls, the developing country currency falls in value. Many countries choose to fix (or peg) their exchange rate because the fixed exchange rate promotes price stability, and this stability is beneficial for economic performance. So how does a country fix its exchange rate? The answer is that the central bank of the developing country must buy or sell its currency in the foreign exchange market to keep the exchange rate at the desired level. If the currency falls in value, the central bank will buy it to drive the exchange rate up. If the currency rises in value, the central bank will sell it to drive the exchange rate down.

It is generally not a problem for a central bank to deal with a rising currency value. They can simply print money and sell it for U.S. dollars in the foreign exchange market. There is not any real limit to a central bank printing its own money. This may cause inflation, but the fixed exchange rate can be maintained. The difficulty for developing countries arises when market pressure causes the exchange rate to fall. Of course, the developing country’s central bank can push the exchange rate back up by buying its currency, but with what? In order to buy its own currency, the developing country’s central bank has to have U.S. dollars in the first place in order to make the purchase. In other words, the central bank uses U.S. dollars to buy their own currency in the foreign exchange market. Because of this, central banks around the world hold U.S. dollars as a reserve asset on their balance sheet. However, if the market pressure pushing the exchange rate down lasts long enough, the developing country’s central bank may run out of U.S. dollar reserves. Remember that a developing country’s central bank cannot print U.S. dollars! If the central bank runs out of dollars, they will be unable to further support their fixed exchange rate and their currency will fall in value. This can lead to something called an exchange rate crisis.

An exchange rate crisis can have many negative effects on developing countries, including recession, rising unemployment, and the inability to pay for imported goods. When a country’s exchange rate falls, its currency buys less of foreign currency and foreign goods. The developing country’s citizens believe that imported goods have gotten more expensive and may simply choose not to buy imported goods. Because of this, the developing country’s trading partners—the foreign exporters—will also be affected by the exchange rate crisis. In terms of the global economy, what happens in Vegas does not stay in Vegas!

The IMF has the ability to help a developing country that is having financial problems. The core problem in our example is that an exchange rate crisis can occur when a developing country’s central bank runs out of U.S. dollar reserves. The IMF can make loans that prevent this scenario from occurring. Intervention by the IMF can reduce economic instability and the recessions and unemployment that often accompany the instability. Further, since an exchange rate crisis can also have negative effects on the developing country’s trading partners, the negative spillover effects may also be mitigated.

Conclusion

Exchange rate crises and financial instability can lead to many negative economic outcomes, like recession, unemployment, and reduced international trade. The IMF is an international institution that is responsible for helping maintain the stability of the global economy by providing loans to countries with financial difficulties. The IMF promotes better economic outcomes and helps the global economy avoid many negative consequences of exchange rate crises and instability.

See also: Globalization; International Trade; Neoliberal Economic Policies; Trade Deficits and the U.S. Economy
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE

International trade affects a member of the middle class through two primary avenues, one as a consumer and the other as an employee (producer). The implications for consumption are almost always positive and occur through two primary sources. One is variety. For example, a U.S. consumer of beer is not limited to domestically produced varietals. With trade, Belgian, English, German, and Irish brews become available. As long as domestic brews remain viable, a consumer cannot lose. There is a gain through greater choice.

The other avenue by which a middle-class consumer is affected is through the prices of goods he or she purchases. Imported goods may be cheaper than those produced domestically because foreigners have a better technology, as has been the case with steel in the United States in the 1990s. They also may be cheaper because the foreign country has an important input into the production of a good in relatively greater abundance than the United States. For example, lower skilled labor is important in the production of footwear and clothing. China is much more abundant in these skill groupings than is the United States, resulting in China having lower wages and being able to sell these goods at a lower price than are firms in the United States. Lower prices enable the consumer to buy more of these and other goods.

There may be an adverse impact upon consumers of goods that are exported because the domestic economy is a lower cost producer than are other countries. The United States is abundant in agricultural land. As a result, it can produce beef and grain at a lower cost, and firms can charge a lower price than businesses in more densely populated countries, such as Europe, or countries in which soil is less fertile. If foreign consumers are added to U.S. consumers, beef and grain prices may rise above what they would be in the absence of trade.

The impacts of the prices of imported goods and the prices of exported goods combine to determine the effect on the consumer. The relative preferences of the consumer for goods that are exported and imported determine the extent of the consumption benefit. A consumer in the United States that likes clothing more than he or she likes beef will do better than one with the opposite preferences.

A member of a middle class may also participate in the economy as an employee, or be a member of a household of someone that does. The impact of trade on an employee depends on the skills that individual possesses, and the industry and firm within the industry for which the employee works. At a basic level, if trade causes the demand for the skills that individual possesses to rise, that person should do better. If the demand for those skills declines, the person likely will do worse. Thus if the individual works in an exporting industry, he or she should realize an increase in income. If he or she works in an import competing industry, he or she likely will incur a decline in income or even unemployment.

However, the impacts are more complex than that, as not all businesses in an industry are identical. Some are more productive (efficient) than others. What’s more, some industries produce a spectrum of products. For example, the steel industry produces hot and cold rolled sheet, hot and cold rolled plate, rods, pipes, tubes, rebar, wire, stainless, and oil country tubular goods. Not all firms will produce all of these products, or produce them in the same proportions. Not all that produce a product will do so with the best technology, nor will they all be managed efficiently. A business may export some of these products and compete with imports of others.

Evidence indicates that the least productive businesses will exit the industry when faced with increased competition from imports, causing their employees to lose their jobs. Firms that are more competitive, but still not highly productive, may contract or shut down inefficient plants. This can also induce unemployment. Even if the aggregate price index falls as a result of trade, and more varieties are available, workers in contracting or exiting businesses are likely to lose as a result of trade.

Businesses that are highly productive relative to their industry are likely to export as trade is liberalized. They plausibly add employees. However, they may not be the ones released by the contracting and exiting firms. They may not be in the same location. There are auto plants in Alabama and Michigan. They are unlikely to draw from the same labor pool. Additionally, workers released by a declining firm may not be familiar with the technology used by an expanding one.

The most productive firms may respond to trade liberalization by foreign investment rather than exporting. That is, rather than producing at home and selling to a foreign market, they may build a plant in the foreign country and sell its output in the foreign country, or a third market. This has several advantages, including decreased shipping costs, access to cheaper inputs including labor, insulation from exchange rate fluctuations, and circumvention of any foreign trade barriers that may be subsequently introduced to protect foreign producers. Foreign investment by U.S. firms is unlikely to add to domestic employment. However, if highly productive foreign firms, such as German or Japanese companies, build plants in the United States, domestic employment will be affected positively.

Thus the effect of trade and foreign investment on middle-class households depends on what goods they prefer to consume and the companies for which they work. Certain middle-class households are fairly well insulated from the effects of trade on employment. They produce goods and services that aren’t traded, such as plumbers and electricians, whose services cannot be outsourced to lower wage countries through foreign investment. It is possible to outsource the reading of an X-ray or MRI to India, but it is not possible to do so for the replacement of a sewer line.

It is possible, however, for immigration, both legal and illegal, to affect the incomes of workers of nontraded and traded goods and services by directly competing with them in the U.S. labor market. This is another avenue through which globalization can affect the middle class. My impression is that there is less migrant competition in building trades, such as plumbing, that have licensing requirements.

The complexity of interaction that a middle-class household has with many different markets makes an inference as to the effects of globalization on their well-being difficult. The conclusion is likely to vary in accordance with the specific circumstances and preferences of the individual. Although it has been documented that the middle class in the United States has been struggling, this plausibly is due to many causes in addition to globalization. These include, but are not limited to, domestic tax policy, domestic expenditure on social programs such as education and health, technological change, and changes in the preferences for goods and services. However, globalization may receive disproportionate blame for the economic difficulties of the middle class because it is a convenient target. One would not expect a politician to base a campaign for electoral office on opposing technological change or evolution in the preferences of consumers. However, there would not be a surprise if a politician promoted limitations on some aspects of globalization, such as immigration or increasing imports.

See also: Deindustrialization; Globalization; Immigration and Its Economic Impact; International Monetary Fund (IMF); Trade and Manufacturing; Trade Deficits and the U.S. Economy
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KEYNESIAN ECONOMICS

John Maynard Keynes was the most influential economist of the 20th century. Son of a prominent economist, Keynes was brought up in the Cambridge school of what is now called classical macroeconomics. The classical economists believed that the economy as a whole was nothing more than the sum of the behaviors of individual consumers and individual businesses. When any given market was disturbed due to a demand or supply shock, prices and quantities adjusted quickly to the new equilibrium. Thus an increase in demand for (say) pizza led to an increase in the equilibrium price of pizza and quantity of pizza. Higher profits in pizza would attract labor and other resources from other markets (such as substitutes for pizza), and the prices and quantities of those goods would fall. There were two main implications of this theory: first, that GDP would always be at potential, and second, that employment would always be full. Any disturbances would be short lived as prices adjusted to return GDP and employment/unemployment to their equilibrium values.

Keynes has been called the father of macroeconomics. This is not because he was the first economist to study macroeconomic issues; rather, it was because he realized that macroeconomics was something different than aggregated microeconomics. A good example is his “paradox of thrift.” Saving is good for an individual household because it allows for greater consumption in the future, at the cost of lower consumption today. But if every consumer increases saving, the result will be lower GDP and lower total saving economy-wide. Similarly, if during a recession when tax revenues fall and government spending on welfare-type expenditures increases, the government attempts to reduce the budget deficit by raising tax rates and cutting spending, and the result may be a larger deficit because the government policy response worsens the recession. Keynes called these unexpected outcomes macro market failures.

Classical economics was the original supply-side school of thought. The classical economists believed that real GDP was determined by the amount of labor, capital, and other resources available. By contrast, changes in overall demand (AD) or total spending economy-wide could only affect the aggregate price level (P), but have no sustainable impact on real output or employment.

Then came the Great Depression of the 1930s, when real GDP in the United States fell 30 percent and unemployment rose to at least 25 percent. The Depression lasted for more than decade in the United States, making the classical assertions that unemployment was only temporary and that the economy was self-correcting untenable.

In 1936, Keynes published his magnum opus, The General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money. This book marked the founding of Keynesian economics as a school of thought. The major premise of Keynesian thought was that the private economy was not self-correcting, at least not very quickly, and that unemployment could persist for an extended period of time. Therefore, government had a responsibility to step in and correct the problem, using fiscal and/or monetary policy. Indeed, it was only the massive government spending brought on by World War II that brought the U.S. economy out of depression.

According to the Keynesians, the classical adjustment mechanism failed to return the macro economy to potential output and full employment for one of two reasons. According to the classical economists, a recession should correct itself through falling prices and wages. Keynes and his followers observed that in the real world, prices are “sticky,” that is, it takes time for businesses to change prices. In addition, while prices and wages may rise fairly easily, they don’t fall as easily. This is especially true in labor markets, where wages are especially “sticky” downward.

There seems to be a social contract between employers and employees that wage cuts will occur rarely, if ever. During the period of time it takes for wages to fall, the recession continues and unemployment stays high.

A more profound reason that falling wages may not correct the economy comes from the notion that macro is more than aggregated micro, and that markets in the aggregate may not behave as they do in the micro. When there is a decrease in demand for pizza, workers in the pizza industry face a decreased demand for their services and lower wages. This result is true, ceteris paribus. But when aggregate demand falls, ceteris paribus may not hold. In particular, lower wages economy-wide imply lower incomes for consumers, so when employers cut wages, the lost income results in lower consumer expenditure, which further reduces aggregate demand. Under this scenario, wage cuts can never fix the problem.

What is the solution then to speed up recovery? Keynes noted that when layoffs are happening across the economy, consumers are unlikely to spontaneously increase their spending, either because they have lost their job or because they fear they might. Similarly, businesses are unlikely to increase investment expenditure while they are unable to sell their existing output. Government, though, can step in and increase spending to jump-start the economy. Recessions are an excellent time for government to spend on infrastructure investment, since interest rates for government to borrow the money tend to be low and infrastructure spending creates jobs. Ultimately, Keynes argued that it doesn’t matter what the government purchases, since the point of the fiscal stimulus is to replace the fallen private spending and increase aggregate demand back to the full employment level.

Keynes did not argue that budget deficits do not matter, or that they do not need to be repaid. Rather, he said that governments shouldn’t be slaves to their budgets. Keynes espoused the concept of “functional finance,” the idea that governments should run deficits during recessions, but then surpluses during boom periods to slow the economy down and pay off the debt so that over the course of the business cycle the budget was balanced.

The heyday for Keynesian economics was the 1960s when nearly all macro economists believed the Keynesian point of view that recessions should be countered with expansionary policy, while booms should be tempered with contractionary policy. Even someone as conservative as (Republican) President Richard Nixon remarked, “we are all Keynesians now!”

The “stagflation” of the 1970s, when the United States experienced both increased inflation and increased unemployment, marked the resurgence of supply-side economics, because stagflation was something traditional Keynesian theory could not explain.

The correct conclusion is not that supply-side economics or demand-side economics is right, but rather that they both are relevant in the right context. Supply-side economics does a better job of explaining the path of the economy in the long run, while Keynesian economics does a better job of explaining short run divergences from the long run trend.

Over the last eight decades, research has demonstrated both the weaknesses and strengths of Keynesian thinking. Few economists believe today that fine-tuning of the economy using fiscal policy is the appropriate response to every small blip in economic activity. However, in 2009 when the United States was in the throes of the Great Recession, the most serious economic downturn since the 1930s, it was to Keynesian policy that the U.S. government turned with the $831 billion American Recovery & Reinvestment Act. Although there were those who claimed the Keynesian stimulus failed, most economists think that it was the only thing that prevented the economy from falling into a second Great Depression.

See also: Behavioral Economics; Buchanan, James M.; Business Cycles in the United States; Fiscal Policy; Friedman, Milton; Great Recession in the United States; Hayek, Friedrich A.; Monetarism; Phillips Curve; Samuelson, Paul; Supply-Side Economics; Trade Deficits and the U.S. Economy; Wage-Price Policies, 1945–1980
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MEASURING INEQUALITY

Many of the entries in this book will talk about increasing income and wealth inequality in the United States. That income and wealth are distributed unequally is obvious. How do we know the distribution has become more unequal? That requires that we be able to measure the degree of inequality. There are many ways to measure inequality (Osberg 1984, 14–21). This entry will discuss two of the most widely used quantitative measures along with a related graphical depiction.

The Gini Coefficient

The Gini coefficient is named for Corrado Gini, an Italian statistician and sociologist, who introduced the measure in the early part of the 20th century (Gini 1912). The Gini coefficient is given by the following expression:

[image: image]

where Yi and Yj are the incomes of the ith and jth households (or whatever unit you are interested in such as individuals or families), [image: image] is the mean income, and n is the number of families. This expression gives “half of the arithmetic average of the absolute differences between all pairs of incomes in a population with the total being normalized on mean income” (Subramanian & Kawachi 2004, 78).

Although the mathematics may be a bit opaque, the measure itself is fairly easy to understand. The Gini coefficient has a lower bound of 0 and an upper bound of 1. A Gini coefficient of 0 means perfect equality, a situation where everyone has the exact, same income. A Gini coefficient of 1 means perfect inequality, a situation where one person has all the income and everyone else has nothing.

Table 1 shows the Gini coefficient for U.S. households at five-year intervals from 1980 to 2013.

As can be seen, there has been a nearly uninterrupted increase in inequality.





	Table 1    Measures of U.S. Household Income Inequality




	



	Year

	
	Gini

	
	90/10 ratio




	



	1980

	
	.365

	
	  9.09




	1985

	
	.389

	
	  9.69




	1990

	
	.396

	
	10.12




	1995

	
	.421

	
	10.11




	2000

	
	.433

	
	10.58




	2005

	
	.440

	
	11.17




	2010

	
	.440

	
	11.70




	2013

	
	.448

	
	12.10




	



	Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census








The Gini coefficient is sometimes called the Gini index or Gini ratio. There is an extensive literature on the shortcomings of the Gini coefficient (Osberg 1984, 18–21), but they are not significant enough to invalidate its use.

The 90/10 Ratio

Assume all households are ranked from highest to lowest income. The household at the 90th percentile is pretty close to the top. That household has an income lower than the 10 percent richest households and higher than the 90 percent poorest households. The household at the 10th percentile has an income that only exceeds the 10 percent poorest households, pretty close to the bottom. The 90/10 ratio is simply the ratio of the income of the household at the 90th percentile to that of the household at the 10th percentile. The greater the ratio the greater the difference in incomes between the two percentiles and the more unequal the distribution of income is.

Table 1 shows the 90/10 ratio for selected years from 1980 to 2013. Again a pattern of nearly uninterrupted increase in inequality can be seen.

There is nothing sacrosanct about the 90/10 ratio. In principle any ratio can be used. The Census Bureau publishes data on the 95/20, 95/50, 80/50, 80/20, and 20/50 ratios in addition to 90/10.

The Lorenz Curve

The Lorenz curve is a widely used graphical indicator of inequality. It was developed by American economist Max O. Lorenz (Lorenz 1905). It predates the Gini coefficient, but, as we will see, there is a close connection between the two ways to represent inequality.

The graph (see Figure 1) measures the cumulative distribution of households along the x axis and the cumulative distribution of income along the y axis. There are two Lorenz curves depicted, curves C and D. The curves are evaluated by comparing them to the diagonal line. The more bowed out from the diagonal the curve is, the greater the degree of inequality. Economy D is more unequal than economy C.

The cumulative distribution of households ranks all households from poorest to richest. The 10th percentile is the poorest 10 percent of all households, the 20th percentile is the poorest 20 percent of all households, and so on. The cumulative distribution of income shows how much of the nation’s income is received by each of those percentiles of households.

Viewing Figure 1, first look at the diagonal line that runs from the bottom left corner to the top right corner. This marker is part of all Lorenz curve graphs. It runs from (0,0) to (20,20) to (40,40) to (60,60) to (80,80) to (100,100). If there was perfect equality in society, meaning that the poorest 20 percent of households would have 20 percent of the income, and the poorest 40 percent of the households would have 40 percent of the income, and so on, the Lorenz curve would simply be that diagonal line. What would the Lorenz curve be if there was perfect inequality? That would mean that everyone except one household would have no income, and that lucky one household would have it all. In other words, the poorest 99.999 percent of the households would have 0 percent of the income, but 100 percent of the households would have 100 percent of the income. The Lorenz curve would run rightward along the x axis from 0 until it reached 100 and then shoot up to the upper-right-hand corner.

[image: image]

Figure 1  The Lorenz Curve in Two Economies

The Lorenz curve of economy C is one where the poorest 20 percent have 5 percent of the income, the poorest 40 percent have 15 percent of the income, the poorest 60 percent have 30 percent of the income, the poorest 80 percent have 55 percent of the income, and the poorest 100 percent (every household) has 100 percent of the income. This curve is “bowed out” relative to the diagonal, but not enough to reach the two axes.

Ignore curve D, and notice on the figure the areas A and B. A is the area between the diagonal and curve C and B is the area between curve C and the bottom and right-hand axes. It turns out that the ratio of area A to the total area (A + B) is just the Gini coefficient (Gini = A/(A+B)) for the economy! If the Lorenz curve lies along the diagonal line so there is no area A, the Gini coefficient will be 0. If the Lorenz curve lies along the x axis and the right-hand-side y axis, the entire area is A and there is no B. Then the Gini coefficient is equal to 1.

See also: Consumer Price Index; Great Gatsby Curve; Gross Domestic Product (GDP); Inflation; Measuring Inequality; Minimum Wage Debate; Occupy Movement; Piketty, Thomas
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MEDICARE

Medicare is a national health insurance program created by the Congress of the United States in 1965 through the Social Security Act. The program provides health insurance to U.S. citizens ages 65 and older, young people with disabilities, and people with certain diseases. As a social insurance program, Medicare enables the elderly and the disabled to have access to insurance benefits regardless of income and medical history. Medicare accounts for a growing share in the U.S. economy: from 3.5 percent of gross domestic products (GDP) in 2013 to a projected 6.9 percent of GDP by 2088 (The Boards of Trustees 2014). For these reasons, the topic of Medicare and its effects have received much attention from policy makers, the public, and academics.

The Four Parts of Medicare

Part A, also called Hospital Insurance, automatically covers almost all people ages 65 and older, as well as some people younger than 65 who have certain disabilities. The main focus of Part A coverage is inpatient hospital care. A Medicare enrollee who enters a hospital must pay an initial deductible, as well as a copayment for hospital stays that exceed 60 days, but otherwise Medicare pays for all other inpatient expenses.

Part B, also called Supplemental Medical Insurance, is available to almost all individuals age 65 and older. Part B provides coverage for doctor services, as well as emergency room, outpatient, and ambulance care. Part B technically is optional, and it requires that enrollees pay a monthly premium payment. However, because those premium requirements are relatively small, the overwhelming majority of Part A enrollees also choose to enroll in Part B.

Part C, also called Medicare Advantage, is an alternative to Part B. Part C covers similar medical services to Part B, but the monthly premium generally is lower. In return for that lower premium, enrollees must obtain covered medical services through various managed care organizations. The goal of Part C, from the government’s perspective, is to reduce growth in health care spending.

Part D, also called Prescription Drug Insurance, started in 2006, and is similar to Part B, in that it is technically optional. But unlike Part B, Part D exclusively covers prescription drugs. Part D enrollees must pay a monthly premium. In addition, enrollees must pay all of their drug expenses up to $325 (as of 2013). After meeting that deductible, enrollees then pay 25 percent of drug expenses up to $2,970, after which enrollees must pay 100 percent of their drug expenses. However, expenses in excess of $4,750 are paid entirely by Part D. (That 100 percent payment requirement between $2,970 and $4,750 is often called the “donut hole.”)

How Is Medicare Paid For?

Medicare is financed through two trust funds: the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund (HI), and the Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust Fund (SMI). These funds are held by the U.S. Treasury and used exclusively for Medicare. The HI fund is paid for by payroll taxes and other sources including a part of income taxes from certain Social Security beneficiaries, the premiums from voluntary participants, and interest earned from the fund investment. For SMI, the primary source of financing is the fund amount authorized by the Congress, premiums from Part B and D enrollees, and interest earned from the fund investment (The Boards of Trustees 2014). Generally, HI pays for Part A, and the SMI fund pays for Parts B and D. In 2013, revenues for HI and SMI were $251.1 billion and $324.7 billion, respectively.

Impact of Medicare

The introduction of Medicare appears to have had minimal impact on elderly mortality, the most objective and easily measurable indicator of health. On the other hand, Medicare has resulted in a substantial decrease in out-of-pocket medical spending, suggesting that Medicare has been associated with large reductions in out-of-pocket medical spending risk. (For a more detailed discussion of the impacts of Medicare, see Finkelstein & McKnight 2008.)

Medicare and the Affordable Care Act

The Affordable Care Act (ACA) requires that an individual have minimum essential coverage. It also establishes health insurance marketplaces to facilitate the purchase of health insurance. Through those marketplaces, individuals can select from various standardized health insurance policies that are eligible for federal subsidies. Two questions arise for Medicare beneficiaries: Does having Medicare coverage satisfy the ACA’s essential coverage requirement? And what is the cost of transitioning from a marketplace plan to Medicare and vice versa?

To the first question, Part A Medicare beneficiaries are considered covered in accordance with the ACA and are not required to enter the marketplace. However, having only Medicare Part B does not satisfy the essential coverage requirement. As a result, individuals who only have Medicare Part B must pay a fee mandated by the ACA for not having the minimum coverage.

To the second question, if an individual becomes eligible for Medicare coverage, he or she can choose to either cancel or keep the current marketplace plan. However, when the Medicare Part A coverage begins, the income-based savings on marketplace plans are lifted, making the option to stay in a marketplace plan more costly than to enroll in Medicare.

Long-Run Challenges

As Medicare currently is structured, current workers pay for health care spending of current Medicare enrollees. However, as baby boomers age into Medicare eligibility, the number of workers per Medicare enrollee will decrease from 3.4 in 2010 to a projected 2.3 in 2030. Consequently, there will be more financial pressure to either increase taxes on current workers, increase cost sharing for future Medicare enrollees, and/or decrease Medicare benefits.
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MINIMUM WAGE DEBATE

A hardy perennial policy suggestion in the debate over poverty and inequality is to raise the minimum wage. After all, at $7.25 per hour (the federal minimum wage as of this writing) a full-time worker (40 hours per week for 52 weeks) would not be able to earn enough ($7.25 * 40 * 52 = $15,080) to support a two-person family above the poverty line ($15,142 in 2013), much less a larger family. Requiring employers to pay their employees more seems like an easy, straightforward, and cheap (no cost to the government) solution to a big problem. Regrettably, the issue is not as simple as it might seem, and has been the subject of vigorous debate among the general public and economists for decades.

The minimum wage refers to any law that mandates the lowest wage rate an employer can pay an employee. Under the federal minimum wage, employers may not pay less than $7.25 per hour. The federal minimum wage applies to all businesses that can be regulated by the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA), which in practice means most businesses. States and local governments can have their own minimum wage. Fourteen states have set their minimum wage higher than the federal level, and in those instances the higher minimum wage applies. Seven states have set their minimum lower, and in those instances the federal minimum wage applies to businesses regulated by FLSA. Some cities, like Seattle, Washington, have set their minimum wage ($15) even higher than the state level ($9.47), and the city law takes precedence.

Wages are determined in the labor market by demand and supply and by individual and collective bargaining between employers and employees. In most instances, that is adequate to achieve wages higher than the minimum wage. In fact, approximately 96 percent of all workers paid hourly rates do earn more than the minimum wage (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1). But there is a minority of workers, generally young with limited education and skills, who would be unable to command a wage higher than the minimum.

What could be objectionable about government establishing a minimum wage law to raise the incomes of the least fortunate among us? Opponents of minimum wage increases cite standard economic theory. If you make something more expensive, people (including employers) will buy less of it. Output can be produced a variety of ways using different mixes of unskilled and skilled workers and machines. If the unskilled workers are made more costly, then the employer will make substitutions. Obviously, employers are unlikely to lay off all their unskilled workers in response to a minimum wage increase, which means that some, and probably most, of these workers will enjoy a pay raise. But for those not so fortunate, the consequences are catastrophic. Are these people “expendable”?

Minimum wage increases can be undesirable even if employment opportunities are not dramatically reduced. Minimum wage laws so far have only attempted to mandate the money wage employers must pay. But money wages are only part of the package of benefits used to compensate employees. Fringe benefits, vacation time, training opportunities, and general workplace atmosphere, among other things, are potentially available. If the employer is forced to pay higher money wages, he or she may offset the added cost by cutting back on some of the other aspects of compensation. By keeping costs down, the employer may not have to lay off the worker, but the worker ends up with a different compensation package and could be worse off as a result. For example, many minimum wage workers are young people with no family responsibilities but have a desperate need for on-the-job training. A higher minimum wage may give them more beer money now but leave them in jobs with limited future prospects because training was not made available.

Supporters of minimum wage increases doubt the labor market works like the competitive model of the textbooks. They argue that employers of minimum wage workers have disproportionate bargaining power that requires government to enter the market on behalf of these workers to even the sides. They believe minimum wage increases can literally pay for themselves by allowing low wage workers to increase their spending and motivating them to be more productive on the job.

Unfortunately, the debate cannot be easily resolved by empirical evidence. There have literally been hundreds of studies of the minimum wage over the decades. They do not all reach the same conclusion. Although most reach conclusions consistent with the opponents (Neumark 2013), a substantial number do not, and even those studies consistent with the opposition tend to find modest negative effects. And so the debate continues.

Who earns the minimum wage? A wide variety of people do, but one thing we know is that the recipients are disproportionately young, unmarried, and work part-time (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2014, 1–2). We also know most minimum wage workers come from families that are not poor (Sherk). Minimum wage workers are more likely to be suburban middle-class teenagers than any other demographic.

It is worthwhile to point out that the theoretical arguments of the supporters are not airtight. The employers of minimum wage workers are fast food restaurants, retail outlets, gas stations, nail salons, and the like. In any modest to large size city there are many of them and they are often located close to each other. How much bargaining power are they likely to wield if employees can simply go next door for another job? Although putting more money in the paychecks of low-paid workers will certainly increase their spending, what is not addressed here is where the money comes from. Someone’s income and spending will have to be reduced. If there is a net increase in spending, it is likely to be trivial. If worker motivation is so easily manipulated by wage increases, why haven’t employers done this already? Who understands the business better—the employer or some government bureaucrat?

What we should not lose sight of is that raising the minimum wage is not our only option if we want to help the poor. We could expand the already existing earned income tax credit or put more money into better schooling, housing, and health, or move in the direction that Switzerland already is going and provide a guaranteed annual income, among many other options.

See also: Earned Income Tax Credit; Executive Compensation; Great Gatsby Curve; Measuring Inequality; Occupy Movement; Poverty by Race, Ethnicity, and Gender in the United States; Poverty Measurement; Unemployment
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MONETARISM

Monetarism is a school of thought based on the proposition that the quantity of money determines economic activity and the price level. Empirical measures of economic activity include, for example, employment and real gross domestic product (GDP); whereas, empirical measures of the price level include, for example, the consumer price index and the GDP deflator. Economists refer to sustained, positive changes in economic activity as economic growth; and, they refer to sustained, positive changes in the price level as inflation. Thus, put differently, monetarism is based on the proposition that changes in the quantity of money determine economic growth and inflation.

Monetarism posits a quantity theory of money, which is governed by the quantity equation, a version of which is specified in Equation 1.

[image: image]

In this equation, M represents the quantity of money, V represents the transactions velocity of money, P represents the price of a transaction, and T represents the number of transactions.

The transactions velocity of money (V) is the average number of times the quantity of money (M) is exchanged for goods and services valued in units of money (P × T). For example, suppose the quantity of money in the economy is $15 (M = $15); and suppose 30 pencils are sold in a given year for $1 each (P × T = $30). In this example, the transactions velocity of money equals 2 (V = 2): that is, $15 of money facilitates $30 of transactions per year because each dollar changes hands, on average, 2 times per year.

Strictly speaking, Equation 1 is the transactions version of the quantity equation, because the equation defines the relationship between the quantity of money (V = 2), the price level (P = 2), and velocity (V = 2) in terms of the number of transactions (T). Alternatively, the income version of the quantity equation is specified in Equation 2.
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In this version, V represents the income velocity of money, because Y represents real income (which economists empirically measure with real GDP) as opposed to the number of transactions (T). To understand the income version of the quantity equation in the context of the prior example, suppose 30 pencils are produced in a given year for $1 each (P × Y = $30). In this case, the income velocity of money equals 2: that is, $15 of money facilitates $30 of income per year because each dollar changes hands, on average, 2 times per year.

Data on real GDP (Y) are more readily available than data on transactions (T), and the two measures of economic activity grow at similar rates over time. Thus, the income version of the quantity equation (Equation 2) is most common; going forward, I refer only to this version.

The quantity equation is an identity—the equation is true given how we define M, V, P, and Y. By itself, the quantity equation does not belong to a specific school of economic thought; both monetarists and nonmonetarists accept the quantity equation. Monetarism is based on a theory of the demand for money that effectively determines how variables in the quantity equation respond to changes in the quantity of money, positing a quantity theory of money.

In general, the demand for money refers to the quantity of money balances that individuals want to hold at a moment in time. Economists express the demand for money two ways: in nominal terms and, more commonly, in real terms. They express the demand for nominal money balances denoted Md, in terms of, say, dollars or some other generally accepted medium of exchange; and they express the demand for real money balances denoted [image: image], in terms of the quantity of goods and services a given quantity of nominal money balances buys. For example, suppose the demand for nominal money balances is $20 (Md = $20), and suppose the price of a good or service is $4 (P = $4). In this example, the demand for real money balances equals 5 (5 = $20/$4) goods or services.

Monetarism treats money as one of several assets—ranging from near substitutes for money to, say, consumer durables—in which individuals may store their wealth. Money yields transactional services—money affords individuals a generally accepted means of paying for goods and services—whereas other (nonmonetary) assets yield income, such as the interest income a bond yields, or a stream of services, such as the transportation services an automobile yields. Thus, monetarism models the demand for money as a function of income and wealth, which drive transactions, as well as differences of yields on money versus nonmonetary assets. Presumably, at any moment, individuals store some fraction of their wealth in the form of money, because the transactional services money yields offset its opportunity cost in the form of (forgone) income or services that nonmonetary assets yield.

Based on this reasoning, a model of demand for real money balances is specified in Equation 3.
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In this equation, [image: image] represents a general form of the demand for real money balances as a function of income (Y), wealth (W), and differences of yields on money versus n nonmonetary assets [image: image].

Suppose, for example, Equation 3 takes the functional form specified in Equation 4, where, for simplicity, assume W is constant (and thus can be ignored) and [image: image] each equal zero.
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In this equation, k is a constant representing the amount of real money balances [image: image] individuals want to hold for every dollar of income (Y) they earn. For example, suppose k = 0.20. In this case, Equation 4 indicates that individuals want to hold 1 unit of real money balances for every 5 units of real income they earn.

In the context of Equations 3 and 4, monetarists treat Y as permanent income: that is, the present value of lifetime income. Monetarists (and many other economists) reason that individuals spread—or smooth—their consumption over their lifetime; thus, individuals demand money based on their permanent income, as opposed to their current income. Permanent income is relatively stable; thus, modeling the demand for money as a function of permanent income implies the demand for money is relatively stable as well.

Finally, money market equilibrium requires the demand for real money balances equal the real money supply. Thus, money market equilibrium implies Equation 5.
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Put differently, the monetarist framework implies that income velocity, which equals [image: image] according to Equation 5, is constant in principle (and predictably stable in practice). More significantly, then, the quantity of money determines economic activity (Y) and the price level (P).

The intuition behind this result is straightforward: suppose the money supply increases (Ms ↑). All else equal, then, the real money supply increases as well. According to Equation 4, the demand for real money balances is unchanged, because real income is unchanged. In this case, an excess supply of money exists. Each individual attempts to exchange the excess supply of money for nonmonetary assets, in order to rebalance her wealth portfolio. Doing so stimulates economic activity (Y ↑) if the economy has the capacity to increase production, whereas doing so increases the price level (Y ↑) if the economy is operating at full capacity. In the latter case, each individual attempts to trade off the excess supply of money, causing its purchasing power to decrease until the demand for real money balances equals the real money supply.

In general, then, monetarism is a school of thought that proposes the quantity of money (M) determines nominal GDP (P × Y). Additionally, monetarism draws on the classical economics idea that, in the long run, the productive capacity of the economy, and not the money supply, determines economic growth (Y). Thus, according to monetarism, in the long run, the growth of the money supply determines only the rate of inflation.

Government policies informed by monetarism are conducted by an independent central bank that essentially targets changes in the quantity of money in order to achieve macroeconomic goals such as economic growth (at a rate consistent with the economy’s potential) and low and stable inflation. In general, economists refer to such government policies, whether informed by monetarism or an alternative school of thought, as monetary policies, because a government agency—typically a central bank, such as the Federal Reserve System in the United States—implements monetary policies by essentially managing the quantity of money and interest rates.

More specifically, monetary policies informed by monetarism take the form of passive rules as opposed to active rules or discretion—the three frameworks within which a central bank may conduct monetary policy. By definition, policy makers specify and commit credibly to rules ahead of implementing them. Passive rules are those policy makers follow over time independently of how the economy performs over time. For example, a passive rule is to grow the nominal money supply at an annual rate of 3 percent. This rule is passive because policy makers follow it independently of how the economy performs annually.

In contrast, active rules are those policy makers follow over time subject to how the economy performs over time. For example, an active rule is to grow the nominal money supply at an annual rate of 3 percent plus one-half the rate of unemployment. This rule is active because what policy makers do in order to follow it is subject to the unemployment rate over time. By definition, policy makers conduct policy according to discretion how and when they see fit to do so. For example, a discretionary policy is to grow the nominal money supply at an annual rate of 6 percent in response to a recession. This policy is discretionary (and necessarily active) because policy makers craft and implement it as they see fit in response to the recession.

Monetarists favor passive monetary policy rules that essentially grow the nominal money supply at a constant annual rate consistent with an (optimal) inflation rate that allows the economy to maximize efficiency (Friedman 1968, 16). Monetarists favor such policy rules for at least two reasons.

First, changes in the nominal money supply determine nominal GDP and, perhaps in the short run, real GDP with unpredictably long and variable lags (Friedman 1948, 254). Thus, macroeconomic outcomes associated with active monetary policies—based on rules or discretion—are unpredictable and too often unwanted. For example, the outcomes associated with a monetary stimulus may occur long after a recession has subsided, thus pushing the economy beyond its capacity and causing unwanted inflation.

Second, in practice, policy makers do not precisely control policy instruments, such as the nominal money supply or short-term interest rates. For example, the Federal Reserve does not precisely control the nominal money supply, which includes the checking account balances that banks create through the process of fractional reserve banking. Unintended movements in policy instruments, which economists term control errors, create unintended macroeconomic outcomes. Monetarists reason that, on balance, the unintended macroeconomic outcomes associated with control errors outweigh the benefits of active monetary policies.

Milton Friedman (1912–2006), who taught at the University of Chicago and who, in 1976, was awarded the Nobel Memorial Prize in Economic Sciences, is perhaps most closely associated with monetarism; though several other economists are also closely associated with this school of thought. Perhaps the most widely read empirical demonstration of the monetarist view is A Monetary History of the United States, 1867–1960, in which Milton Friedman and Anna J. Schwartz argue persuasively that, throughout the period they investigate, changes in the quantity of money determined macroeconomic fluctuations, including the exceptional contraction from 1929 to 1933 (Friedman & Schwartz 1963).

See also: Banks and the U.S. Economy; Federal Reserve System and Monetary Policy; Friedman, Milton; Keynesian Economics; Supply-Side Economics
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MONEY IN AMERICAN HISTORY

Money is characteristically considered a medium of exchange, store of value, unit of account, and standard of deferred payment. This is true for money throughout the history of the United States, as in any other historical setting. In colonial America, many goods fulfilled these roles. Scarcity of money led colonists to develop their own moneys. Early commodity moneys included beaver fur, wampum, fish, and corn that emerged during economic intercourse with local tribes (Davies & Julian Hodge Bank 2002, 460). This was part of a larger trend in an era where rural colonists used cash crops as medium of exchange. Tobacco tended to be the most dominant of nonmetallic commodity moneys in many areas, including in Virginia where tobacco notes circulated (Rothbard 2002, 48). Colonists also employed gold and silver for trade, most often for the purchase of British commodities (Davies & Julian Hodge Bank 2002, 458; Ferguson 1961, 4) often in the form of foreign currencies. These included “the French guinea, the Portuguese ‘joe,’ the Spanish doubloon” among others (Rothbard 2002, 48–49). A persistent need for currency led to the development of paper moneys not dependent on existing commodities. These included bills of credit issued by land banks. The bills depended on the borrower’s land for collateral (Davies & Julian Hodge Bank 2002, 5). In other cases, state-issued bills of credit were printed and were promised to be redeemable in coins. Bills of exchange functioned like checks. In the case of trade, sellers allowed merchants to defer payment for goods, allowing time for the sale of these goods (Michener 2011).

In many cases, excessive printing and issuing of bills during the colonial period resulted in massive devaluation of a currency. A combination of increase in supply and drop in demand for an inflated currency often led to precipitous drops in value, such as occurred with the Continental during the American Revolution (Davies & Julian Hodge Bank 2002, 467). This was not inevitable. As Benjamin Franklin noted, an increase in currency concomitant with an increase in backing did not typically coincide with a general rise in prices (Calomiris 1988, 50–52). In light of the revolutionary experience with inflation, the Constitution provided Congress the power over the regulation of national currency, as well as the power to tax and collect in order to support a national mint. States were restricted from issuing any bills of credit. Under the Coinage Act of 1792, the dollar was officially adopted as the American unit of account.

Regulation of coin and currency by chartered banks emerged as a means to conquer the national debt after the American Revolution (Davies & Julian Hodge Bank 2002, 473). Several state-chartered banks arose as corporate enterprises. In 1791, the first national Bank of the United States was created, but closed after the 20-year term of the charter ended (Bodenhorn 2002, 12). The Second Bank of the United States operated from 1816 to 1836, and was eventually allowed to retire due largely to the efforts of Andrew Jackson and his allies, who were suspicious of the institution and its elements (Rothbard 2002, 90). The end of the Second National Bank ushered in a free-banking regime that lasted nearly three decades (Dowd 1993, 149–179). Banks were allowed to operate as long as the bank maintained solvency and complied with the government bond-secured note issue in a given state. As holder of state bonds, a bank was entitled to the interest earned from them (Rockoff 1974, 141).

Like many European countries, the United States adopted a bimetallic system. The statutory exchange ratio of silver to gold paid by the mint was 15:1 (Davies & Julian Hodge Bank 2002 469; Friedman 1990a, 88). This inevitably led to an overvaluing of one metal which, in accordance with Gresham’s law, led to a hoarding and export of the officially undervalued currency as a store of value while the overvalued currency circulated as the common medium of exchange. This phenomenon persisted until, despite dismay from American farmers, silver was demonetized in 1873 as the influx of gold from discoveries in San Francisco and Australia made a mono-metallic gold standard politically and economically feasible (Friedman 1990b). After silver’s demonetization, a number of schemes were enacted at behest of silver miners, beginning with the Bland-Allison Act of 1878, to increase silver demand by enabling government purchases of silver from American mines (Rothbard 2002, 158). The move away from silver as legal-tender specie was further concretized with the Gold Standard Act of 1900 and the Federal Reserve Act of 1913 (Davies & Julian Hodge Bank 2002, 499; Hawtrey 1922).

The monetary order in the United States faced a number of crises and changes during the 20th century. The first of these was the demise of the gold standard, which began with mass suspension of the standard by European countries during World War I. Suspension greatly diminished demand for gold, allowing its value to drop by more than half (Hawtrey 1947). The trend reversed and the value of gold moved closer to its prewar value after the war as the Federal Reserve and the world’s central banks began to accumulate gold once again (Board of Governors 1943, 536–538). By the end of the 1920s, overaccumulation by the Bank of France and the Federal Reserve initiated a period of falling prices in terms of gold (Irwin 2012). Persistent deflation in this period led President Franklin Delano Roosevelt to abandon the gold standard in March 1933 (Eichengreen & Temin 2000, 205).

Toward the end of World War II, the United States played a central role in the Bretton Woods system. Under this system, the exchange rate between a nation’s currency and the dollar was maintained by that nation’s central bank. A typical central bank would intervene in currency markets to maintain its currency’s exchange rate with the dollar. Central banks allowed their gold to remain in the United States as they used dollars as reserves instead of gold. In the 1960s, inflationary monetary policy in the United States diminished the value of the dollar and thus destabilized the system. In 1971, President Nixon officially removed any remaining links between the U.S. dollar and gold. In the current regime dating from the end of the Bretton Woods system, the value of the U.S. dollar, while still influenced by Federal Reserve policy, is determined within financial markets (Eichengreen 2004).

The structure of the monetary system and the allocation of wealth are intimately related. Throughout the course of changes in the composition of the money stock and in the structure of the monetary system, those in the middle class were often affected. These changes had real effects. The debt burden of farmers, and all borrowers, increased under the gold regime of the late 19th century as the monetary value of collateral tended to fall (Friedman 1990b). Similarly, after World War I and during the Great Depression a large number of farms fell into bankruptcy in the wake of deflationary policies. This helped precipitate an era where much of the labor force was moving to the city for higher wages (Smiley 2004). Changes in the quantity and type of money also served to alter the composition of the middle class. In the decades after the Civil War, credit continued to expand relative to the monetary base, a phenomenon concomitant with increasing urbanization (Gordon 1986). These effects lend credence to the notion that money is non-neutral.
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MUTUAL FUNDS

One of the most important principles of finance is the concept of diversification. Diversification means reduction of investment risk without loss of return through allocation of funds across many different assets. Proper diversification can be achieved with 30 assets of relatively low return correlation. Since individual households typically have limited investment funds, creating a diversified portfolio can be a challenging task for them. Mutual funds provide a means for the households to invest in professionally managed diversified portfolios of assets. Throughout the past several decades, mutual funds served as one of the main vehicles of wealth accumulation for the U.S. middle class.

This entry provides a brief history of the mutual fund industry and its role in the growth of the U.S. middle class. The entry also discusses various types of mutual funds and the recent trends in the mutual fund industry.

A Brief History of Mutual Fund Industry

Although the existence of stock exchanges dates as far back as ancient Rome, the participation in them was largely limited to governments and wealthy individuals. The invention of an investment vehicle that allowed the broad public to participate in financial markets opened new opportunities for wealth accumulation to individual investors with modest incomes. The first mutual fund originated in the Netherlands in 1774 and offered the Dutch middle class an opportunity to invest in diversified pools of securities. The first U.S. closed-end fund—a prototype of an open-ended mutual fund—inaugurated in 1893 with the launch of the Boston Personal Property Trust. The Massachusetts Investors’ Trust of Boston was the first open-ended mutual fund created in 1924.

The industry grew to over 100 open-ended mutual funds in 1951 and added another 150 funds in the next two decades. The most explosive growth of the industry took place in the 1980s and 1990s. According to the Investment Company Institute (ICI), by the turn of the century, the U.S. mutual fund industry consisted of 7,791 funds with over $6.8 trillion of assets, while the global mutual fund industry accounted for 52,746 mutual funds with $11.39 trillion in assets. In 2014, the total assets under management (AUM) of mutual funds in the United States reached $15.9 trillion with 43.3 percent of U.S. households owning at least one mutual fund. The ICI reports that, as of 2014, 53.2 million of U.S. households invested in mutual funds with a median value of $103,000 per household. A large portion of mutual fund holdings are through individual retirement accounts (IRA) and defined contribution plans such as 401(k). The ICI reports that registered investment companies (87.3 percent of their assets are managed by mutual funds) handled about 24 percent of the household financial assets at the end of 2014, which compares to only 2 percent in 1980. Furthermore, the last decade (2005–2014) is marked by a steady reduction of household direct holdings in individual securities, both equities and bonds, and a continuous increase of their holdings in investment funds. In 2014 household investors held 89 percent of the nearly $16 trillion of mutual funds’ assets.

Mutual Fund Governance and Structure

A mutual fund is an investment company that pools money from many different investors into a professionally managed portfolio. As all investment companies, any U.S. mutual fund is subject to strict regulation set forth in the Securities Act of 1933, the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and the Investment Company Act of 1940. U.S. mutual funds must be registered with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). The Investment Company Act of 1940 imposes restrictions on the investments, requires the investment companies to maintain detailed books, and obligates them to file semiannual reports with the SEC. The law also requires that all investors receive a current prospectus describing the fund, its strategy, and objectives.

On the fund level, a board of directors or board of trustees oversees the operations of the fund. It is responsible for approving the contract with the fund management company and other service providers. The service providers to the fund include the principal underwriter, administrator, transfer agent, custodian, and an independent public accountant.

The sponsor or fund management company, often referred to as the fund manager, manages the fund’s portfolio in accordance with the fund’s investment objective. A fund manager must be a registered investment adviser. Funds that are managed by the same company under the same brand are known as a fund family or fund complex, for example, Vanguard or Fidelity.

Mutual funds are not taxed on the fund level if they comply with established requirements, which, among others, include distribution of all income to the shareholders. Mutual funds are often called “pass-through” vehicles, because they simply pass on income and related tax liabilities to their investors.

Open-ended mutual funds allow investors to buy and redeem their shares in the fund at the net asset value (NAV) established at the end of each trading day. The NAV of the fund is calculated based on the weighted market value of each security held by the fund. The NAV is reported on a per share basis.

Types of Mutual Funds

Thousands of different mutual funds are currently available to household investors. All funds have predetermined investment objectives that are outlined in the fund’s prospectus. The funds vary based on their investment objectives, investment strategy, composition, and fee structure. On the fundamental level, there are three different types of mutual funds: money market mutual funds, bond mutual funds, and equity mutual funds. There are also hybrid funds, which invest in combinations of equity, bond, and/or money market securities.

Money market mutual funds invest in debt securities with maturity of less than one year, such as Treasury bills and commercial paper. These funds are considered very safe investments, and as a result, their returns are relatively low (current money market rate).

Bond mutual funds, also known as fixed income funds, are primarily designed to provide ongoing income to investors. These funds invest in debt or fixed income securities. Bond mutual funds are classified by a type of bonds held: junk bonds, investment grade corporate bonds, government bonds, or municipal bonds. Bond mutual funds are popular among retirees and conservative investors who are more interested in the continuous flow of income than in capital appreciation.

Stock or equity mutual funds invest in stocks of corporations and represent the largest segment of the mutual fund industry. According to ICI, at the end of 2014 equity funds held 52 percent of all mutual fund assets. These funds’ primary objective is to provide capital appreciation and some income to the investors. The income portion comes in a form of dividend distributions, and the capital appreciation comes through the increase in funds’ NAV. Since there are many different types of equity securities, equity mutual funds offer a vast variety of different types of funds. Such funds range from rather conservative investments that consist of large value firms, to more risky small growth-oriented firms. A convenient two-dimension representation of the fund’s style is often displayed in an investment style box: one dimension is a size of companies (small, medium, and large) a fund invests in and the other one is fund’s investment style (value, blend, and growth).

Hybrid funds are designed to invest in combinations of fixed income and equity assets, and to provide both continuous income and some capital appreciation to the investor. The proportion of the two asset classes in the fund is generally set out in the prospectus. Hybrid funds generally provide a risk-return profile that falls between that of the bond and equity mutual funds.

In addition to the above categories, mutual funds vary based on geographical exposure (e.g., domestic/U.S., global, and foreign). They can also be designed with a focus on a particular sector of the economy (e.g., commodities, health care, and financials).

Finally, index mutual funds are designed to mimic the performance of a particular broad market index, such as the Dow Jones Industrial Average or the S&P 500. Since index funds are merely replicating the performance of a given index, they do not require active management, and, thus, are passive strategy funds. The first index mutual fund was introduced by Vanguard in 1976. Since then, index funds are the most rapidly growing type of mutual funds. According to ICI, 31 percent of households with at least one mutual fund owned an index fund in 2014. Index mutual funds’ total assets have reached $2.1 trillion in 2014.

The most recent trend in the investment fund industry is the invention and the explosive growth of exchange traded funds (ETFs). Most ETFs are passive funds that follow a specific market index. The index can be a broad market index, such as S&P 500: for example, SPDR ETF Trust (ticker: SPY), which has nearly $180 billion AUM as of 2014, or a narrow sector index, such as the NASDAQ OMX Global Auto Index, for example, First Trust NASDAQ Global Auto ETF (ticker: CARZ), which has about $34 million AUM. Unlike mutual funds, ETFs can be traded as individual stocks during the day at a market price. Additionally, ETFs typically have lower management fees than mutual funds do.

Selection of Mutual Fund

A choice of a mutual fund depends on the investor’s investment objectives that generally vary depending on the individuals’ age, size of investable assets, and personal circumstances. Younger individuals are typically more concerned about long-term capital appreciation and prefer equity funds. Older individuals, on the other hand, typically are more conservative, and focus on preserving the accumulated wealth and generating income from it.

While choosing a fund, an investor should consider the fund manager’s skills and expenses associated with investing in the fund. The past performance is not indicative of the future performance of the fund. An investor should carefully review the fund’s prospectus for investment strategy and process. Focus on the investment process may signal the quality of the fund’s management team. An investor should also consider the fees associated with investing in a particular mutual fund. The fees generally include a sales charge, paid when the fund’s shares are purchased or sold, and an ongoing expense charge, which comes out of fund assets. According to Morningstar, the average annual mutual fund charge in 2014 was 1.25 percent, which is down from the peak of 1.94 percent in 2003.

The size and breadth of the financial markets in the United States offer many opportunities for households to both preserve and accumulate financial assets. Mutual funds and, recently, ETFs are arguably most appropriate vehicles for wealth accumulation for middle-class households. They offer immediate diversification in a professionally managed portfolio at a relatively low cost.

See also: Efficient Market Hypothesis; Financial Deregulation; Financial Derivatives; Financialization; Household Debt; Stock Market
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Anna Agapova and Nikanor Volkov

OCCUPY MOVEMENT

The Occupy movement, often rendered as the #Occupy movement, began in September 2011 with a demonstration at New York City’s Zuccotti Park, located in the Wall Street financial district. The central issue raised by the protesters was that of rising economic inequality, sparked by the influence of corporations on government—not only in the United States but worldwide. Their slogan, “We are the 99 percent,” called attention to the gap in the United States between the wealthiest 1 percent and the rest of the population. The protesters were forced out of Zuccotti Park in mid-November, but the movement grew and continued in various ways discussed here.

The Occupy movement has seen extensive use of a whole panoply of user-generated social media and social networking, including Twitter, Facebook, YouTube, Tumblr, Livestream, and other platforms. In what ways has the widespread use of these tools and platforms been a strength of the movement, and do the positive aspects depend on any particular set of prior conditions? In what ways has the widespread use of social media contained pitfalls, and to what extent have they been avoided or fallen into by the Occupy movement? Are there more general lessons to be learned here for the debate on when “clicktivism” becomes “slacktivism”?

Without user-generated and non-corporate-owned media, it’s unlikely that the Occupy movement might have ever gotten traction. The original call to action came from the Canadian alternative magazine Adbusters; and in the first weeks of the occupation of Zuccotti Park, there was very little mainstream media coverage of the initial protests. It was only after the first cities showed that their occupations were ongoing, and police reactions drew further attention, that mainstream media coverage took off.

But while the Occupiers may have benefited from their ability to create and share their own media so widely, social media may also have hindered the movement’s ability to spread and take hold as a new political force. Here are several questions to consider:


	Does social media disperse attention too widely for a common conversation to form?

	Does reliance on social media lead to a “politics of spectacle” that values dramatic and emotional confrontation over other forms of expression?

	Does the ubiquitous nature of social media engage more potential participants, or does it encourage a false sense of participation? In other words, are critics of “slacktivism” correct? Did the Occupy movement suffer from this phenomenon?

	Is the decentralized nature of online participation in Occupy a strength or a weakness? Other social movements are built around central membership lists coordinated by core facilitative leadership; Occupy largely shunned that model.



Organizational Sustainability

With the breakup of the encampments (eliminating the ability to have general assemblies every day) and with the highly decentralized and inclusive nature of Occupy’s decision-making structure, the movement faced difficult issues of maintaining organizational sustainability to continue planning and executing collective action. How did participants deal with this issue, and what aspects of their practices worked and which ones were problematic? How did they deal with the problem of the “tyranny of structurelessness”? How do they deal with the enormous heterogeneity on race and ethnicity, class, and gender among their participants and avoid cleavages or the nondeliberate exclusion of some subgroups? How do they construct the “we” in “We are the 99 percent” in a way that participants from different social locations make that “we” part of their personal identity? Is there a new model emerging for decentralized coordination?

Jo Freeman’s seminal essay “The Tyranny of Structurelessness” (1972, 151–165) was inspired by her experiences in the 1970s women’s liberation movement and in particular with the subject of power relations within radical feminist collectives. Although these groupings disdained the idea of formal leadership and avoided structure or any division of labor, as Wainwright (2006, 3) wrote in Z Magazine, Freeman argued that “this apparent lack of structure too often disguised an informal, unacknowledged and unaccountable leadership that was all the more pernicious because its very existence was denied.”

There have been some attempts in the Occupy movement to move from the pure “general-assembly” hyper-democracy model. This includes, in the case of New York City, empowering the working groups to designate spokespeople (who rotate) but who are able to make some tactical decisions without them having to go to the whole general assembly. Some observers claim that the insistence on the general assembly model has allowed more women and minorities a voice; others claim that working-class people have a preference for more structure and accountability and are less patient and pushed away by its absence. Activists of different classes tend to use language differently, with different senses of humor, vocabulary and wordiness. Does the Occupy decision-making model, in fact, tend to encourage or discourage participation by working-class people, minorities, and women?

After the attacks on collective bargaining rights of public employees by several state governments in 2011 (with the most dramatic response occurring in Wisconsin), as well as the slow growth and recovery from the Great Recession, it seemed to many observers that the time was ripe for a sustained national movement challenging corporate domination of politics and increasing economic inequality. There were a number of promising candidates to spark such an effort. Why did the effort in Zuccotti Park have more success initially rather than one or more of these other promising efforts?

Did OWS succeed simply because it was nonhierarchical in method, had smart framing in tune with public anger about the economy and Wall Street, and made really effective use of social media? If that was all it took to ignite a self-organizing movement for economic justice, then why didn’t a very similar effort, “The Other 98 Percent,” take off the previous year? The group had pitch perfect messaging, if you compare it to what worked for Occupy Wall Street. “We are hard-working Americans who are tired of seeing CEOs and lobbyists hijack our democracy to serve themselves at the expense of everyone else,” read their “about” page. The tagline, “Making democracy work for the rest of us,” also could have been pulled straight from the posters held by Occupiers around the country. And they had infectious social media, a Facebook page with more than 100,000 “likes,” and viral hits like a video of a flash mob taking over a Target store, Glee-style, which got more than 1.5 million views.

Was this effort too negative in tone? Not prefigurative enough of a better future? Then look at Van Jones’s new “Rebuild the Dream” movement, which was launched the same summer as Occupy with veteran organizers Natalie Foster and Billy Wimsatt guiding its strategy. The group “crowdsourced” its “Contract for the American Dream,” tapping the opinions of thousands of online participants and producing a 10-point list of demands that should have engaged the attention of the same people who rallied to Occupy their cities’ centers. It got the backing of organized labor and big e-groups like MoveOn. And it held a big coming out conference in Washington at the beginning of October at the venerable Campaign for America’s Future “Take Back America” conference, where a stellar array of progressive notables offered their endorsements. And yet, it came nowhere close to galvanizing a populist economic movement in the streets as Occupy did.

See also: Forbes 400; George, Henry, and the 99 Percent; Great Gatsby Curve; Measuring Inequality; Piketty, Thomas

Further Reading

Freeman, J. (1972). The tyranny of structurelessness. Berkeley Journal of Sociology, 17, 151–165.

Leondar-Wright, B. (2013). Missing class: How understanding class cultures can strengthen social movement groups. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Piven, F. F. (2012, September 17). Occupy’s protest is not over. It has hardly begun. The Guardian.

Wainwright, H. (2006, October 9). Imagine there’s no leaders. Z Magazine.

William Gamson and Micah Sifry

PHILLIPS CURVE

In the United States, as in the rest of the world, the end of World War II saw great optimism that high employment (or “full employment” as it was sometimes called) could be combined with price stability. The economic theory described by Keynes (1936) seemed to provide an approach to the maintenance of employment—and certainly to the avoidance of catastrophes like the Depression of the 1930s. And subject to unionized labor behaving responsibly even when high employment was achieved and maintained, there seemed to be no reason to fear inflation.

In the mid-1950s, however, a gentle “creeping” inflation occurred at the same time as relatively high rates of unemployment. The difficulty this posed was that a policy of increasing the level of demand—a Keynesian response to unemployment—would tend to increase inflation. On the other hand, one of reducing demand would increase unemployment. One way of thinking of the problem that resulted was that there was a “negative relationship” between the level of unemployment and wage change. This meant that low unemployment was associated with rapid wage increase (and by implication, inflation), and high unemployment, with stable, or perhaps falling wages. That left the policy maker able to control the level of demand to choose a combination of inflation and unemployment, but if—as it seemed—the desired combination of full employment and price stability was not available, there was what came to be called a policy “dilemma.”

At about the same time, Phillips (1958) suggested that rather than there being merely a general tendency for wage increases to be high when unemployment was low, the specific numerical relationship between the two had been unchanged in England for nearly 100 years. This appeared to suggest a law of economics whereby wage change was determined by unemployment, irrespective of social conditions, or economic and political institutions. It had the consequence that about 2.5 percent unemployment would lead to price stability, but lower rates of unemployment would inevitably bring inflation. Similar estimates for the United States subsequently seemed to make the price-stability level of unemployment higher.

Various explanations for the existence of this relationship, and the associated, dilemma were offered. The most popular was probably that described by Schultze (1959). His approach, drawing on older ideas, was that if demand shifts from one sector of the economy to another, wages and prices will tend to rise more in the expanding sectors than they will fall in the contracting ones. Hence inflation might occur as a result of such changes of allocation but without the overall level of demand being excessive. Mild inflation was, in this case, the consequence of structural shifts occurring in the ordinary course of economic development.

With Schultze’s work very much in mind, Samuelson and Solow (1960) influentially considered the American inflation problem of their time. Their wide-ranging discussion of the inflation problem seemed to confirm that the United States did indeed face a dilemma, and that unless and until more fundamental structural change could be achieved, there would have to be inflation or unemployment (or both). The idea that the position could be improved with longer term changes was quite contrary to the idea of an unchanging relationship suggested by Phillips’s work, but nevertheless, Samuelson and Solow adopted the label “Phillips curve” to describe the inflation-unemployment relationship they perceived.

With the replacement as president of Eisenhower by Kennedy in 1960, the problem of unemployment was given more priority. Following the Report of the Council of Economic Advisers of 1962, Kennedy proposed a tax cut to boost employment, and sought to control inflation by means of guideposts. The guideposts were recommended levels of wage and price increase intended to be enforced by presidential prestige and persuasion and to be consistent with nearly stable prices. Although it was not put this way, they were an attempt to “shift the Phillips curve” to make full employment and price stability compatible.

For a time, the policy seemed successful, but in due course—with the Vietnam War, President Johnson’s ambitious domestic spending objectives, and later the oil shock of 1973—inflation rose. In the 1970s, however, the higher inflation was not associated with lower, but rather with higher unemployment so that the inflation-unemployment outcomes of the 1970s were much worse than those of the 1950s or 1960s had been. This is often described as the “breakdown,” “collapse,” or “shift” of the Phillips curve.

A great deal of research was conducted in an effort to understand this outcome. Some suggested explanations concerned changes in the demographic composition of the labor force, others changes in labor market behavior, and others the consequences of external factors such as the oil shortage. The one that became accepted was that it was due to a change in inflation expectations. This suggested that there was an underlying Phillips curve, but that the relationship was in fact between unexpected inflation and unemployment. For this reason, as inflation rose and came to be expected, ever higher rates of inflation were associated with any particular level of unemployment. The Phillips curve was thereby replaced by the “expectations-augmented Phillips curve.”

This idea emphasized that an ongoing inflation could not in itself promote low unemployment, and particularly in the presentation of Friedman (1977) that point came to be seen as the key lesson of the 1970s as well as an essential point of macroeconomic policy, and as amounting to a rebuttal of Keynesian economics. As is argued in Forder (2014) there was no basis whatsoever for Friedman’s suggestion that the economists of the 1960s, or Keynesian economists of any time had been misled into thinking that the Phillips curve made a case for seeking to reduce unemployment with inflationary policy. Nevertheless, the idea that it had taken a firm hold, and the apparent urgency of avoiding inflationary temptations then became a stimulus toward the idea that macroeconomic policy makers should aim at achieving a particular inflation rate, rather than concerning themselves with unemployment, and that central banks should be left free of political control in doing so.

See also: Consumer Price Index; Federal Reserve System and Monetary Policy; Fiscal Policy; Friedman, Milton Inflation; Monetarism; Samuelson, Paul; Unemployment Wage-Price Policies, 1945–1980
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James Forder

PIKETTY, THOMAS (1971–)

In the 1990s, French economist Thomas Piketty began compiling data on income and wealth inequality, over long historical intervals, for many countries. He started by looking at income inequality using government data from income tax returns that people filed. First he examined his home country of France (see Piketty 2003). Piketty next teamed up with U.S. economist Emmanuel Saez to study income distribution in the United States (Piketty & Saez 2003), and then examined income distribution in many other developed nations and in some developing countries.

Piketty also began to study the distribution of wealth. For this he used data from estate tax returns. With Anthony Atkinson, he edited two studies on income and wealth inequality covering 22 nations (Atkinson & Piketty 2007, 2010). This work is available at Piketty’s World Top Incomes Database, the main data source for Capital in the Twenty-First Century (http://topincomes.parrisschoolofeconomics.eu).

What Piketty found in his early work is that income and wealth inequality fell in the early part of the 20th century—mainly due to the two world wars. Starting in the late 1970s or 1980s (dates differ by country) income inequality began to rise again. In some countries, such as the United States, inequality has returned to its highest levels ever recorded, which was right before World War I. One key implication is that with relatively more going to the richest 1 percent, there is relatively less for everyone else. The middle class, in particular, gets squeezed as income and wealth tend to move up the distributional ladder.

Capital in the Twenty-First Century

Capital in the Twenty-First Century (Piketty 2014) went beyond the mere presentation of data on income and wealth distribution. It sought to explain the changes in inequality that Piketty documented in his empirical work.

Its simple explanation for these changes is the “fundamental inequality”, r > g, which makes clear why more and more income and wealth have gone to the top of the distribution pyramid. The variable r is the rate of return on holdings of wealth. It is the average return to all assets that people own. Not everyone’s wealth grows by this amount, and wealth does not grow by r every single year. Rather, r is how much wealth grows on average each year, over long periods of time. The economic growth rate is represented by g. It is also the average increase in incomes since output growth and income growth go together—what is produced and sold must be someone’s income.

Piketty finds that returns to wealth have averaged around 5 percent over long periods of time, and he argues that economic growth over time has not substantially exceeded 1 percent. Given these empirical results, inequality must rise. High returns on wealth means that wealth inequality generates income inequality, which then contributes to greater wealth inequality, leading to greater income inequality. This process continues unless something interrupts it, such as a world war or very high levels of taxation.

The following example explains this process. Suppose you receive an inheritance (your wealth) of $100,000 from your parents and make $100,000 a year. To keep things simple, we assume no consumption out of wealth (or returns to wealth), and that your wealth and your income both grow at the average rate of 1 percent every year. If you spend your entire labor income, your wealth and your income grow together over time. After 35 years, your assets will be worth $140,000 as will your wages.

If your wealth grew 5 percent per year instead of 1 percent, after 35 years your wages still grow to $140,000 but your wealth would be well over half a million dollars. A 5 percent return on this money lets you consume more than $25,000 in goods and services in addition to what is possible through your wages. Your standard of living can increase nearly 20 percent while your wealth remains intact.

Through several generations, or 100 years, this divergence becomes much greater. Your great-grandchild (assuming continuous 1 percent wage growth) would make $268,000, but would have $12.5 million in assets. A 5 percent rate of return would provide income greater than $600,000; it would dwarf wage income. Your great-grandchild would not have to work. He or she would care little about their wages; work would not be necessary to survive.

This scenario describes what happens in capitalist economies according to Piketty. Some people are born into the right families and begin life with great wealth; others are not so lucky. Those with wealth thrive because they can live well on the high returns from their wealth; those without wealth must save substantial fractions of their income over many years in order to generate wealth.

The inequality r > g does not mean that wealth inequality is inevitable. As Piketty shows, wealth can be destroyed by war. Also, wealth may be used for consumption, and some returns to wealth must to be paid to the government in the form of taxes. Wealth can also be lost; it should be remembered that r is an average rate of return. Some people will receive much lower returns, maybe even negative returns. Finally, wealth is diluted when a family has a large number of children and the family wealth that has accumulated of many years gets divided among the children.

Piketty contends that greater equality during much of the 20th century stemmed from two world wars and the high taxes imposed on the wealthy in order to fight these wars. The wars destroyed a great deal of capital that had accumulated for centuries; high tax rates then kept income and wealth from growing rapidly after World War II. Starting in the late 1970s or the 1980s (dates differ for different countries), top income tax rates fell and inequality began to grow. Inequality in income and wealth were mutually reinforcing—returns to wealth contribute to income inequality, while income inequality generates savings that lead to greater wealth inequality. As a result, we seem headed toward another Gilded Age, like the late 19th century, where the fabulously wealthy lived charmed lives while everyone else struggled to survive every day.

The last part of Capital in the Twenty-First Century discusses how to deal with rising inequality. It is skeptical that raising the minimum wage, or generous spending programs such as paid parental leave, will help much. These policies cannot increase labor income by 5 percent per year over the long run. Piketty notes that no economy has grown at this rate over extended periods of time.

That leaves tax policy as our only means of reducing inequality. Piketty suggests individual income taxes be made more progressive, with a 70 percent top rate. Corporate income taxes also need to be raised since this tax falls disproportionately on the wealthy. One problem is that corporations currently play nations against one another in an attempt to get taxed less; constantly they threaten to move their corporate headquarters abroad due to lower taxes. To get around this problem, Piketty suggests that corporations be taxed based on where they pay worker wages or where they sell goods, so they cannot book their profits to subsidiaries in some low-tax country.

These policies address the issue of income distribution, but not the issue of wealth inequality. For this latter problem requires a progressive wealth tax, imposed annually at low rates or around 1 or 2 percent, with the 1 percent rate applying to wealth exceeding around $1.2 million and the 2 percent rate applying to wealth in excess of $6.0 million. Such a tax will reduce the returns to wealth every year and bring the after-tax return to wealth closer to g.

Piketty and the Middle Class

Although Piketty mainly focuses primarily on the top 10 percent and the top 1 percent in his work, he also discusses the evolution of the middle class in his book. However, he employs a rather strange definition of the middle class. Rather than focusing on income levels, and defining the middle class in terms of their income (see Pressman 2007), Piketty defines the middle class in terms of their wealth holdings. He considers households to be middle class whose wealth falls below the top 10 percent and is above the median wealth holdings. One problem with this definition is that households are regarded as middle class no matter what their income level is. All that matters for Piketty is their wealth relative to others. Someone with small wealth holdings (median per capita wealth in the United States is under $50,000) that are tied up in one’s home, and no income or job, would be considered middle class on this definition. On the other hand, someone with modest wealth, but making several million dollars each year, would also be regarded as middle class on Piketty’s definition.

For Piketty, what created a large middle class in the 20th century was the rise of sizable wealth holdings by a large fraction of the population. As a result of such wealth accumulation, most people were not required to live paycheck to paycheck, with no security blanket or cushion to support them in case they lost their job or wanted to retire. Piketty fears this security is disappearing due to rising wealth and income inequality.

However, it is not really clear that this cushion is disappearing. Nor does Capital in the Twenty-First Century show this to be so. The book makes an argument about relative wealth or what fraction of total wealth is held by households at certain points in the distribution. The loss of relative position, however, does not mean a loss of absolute position. So these households, called “middle class” by Piketty, can have more in absolute terms, or a greater cushion to protect them against life’s adversities, but less in relative terms because the top 10 percent is gaining much more wealth than the next 40 percent.

See also: American Capitalism in the 21st Century; Buchanan, James M.; Friedman, Milton; Hayek, Friedrich A.; Intergenerational Mobility; Measuring Inequality; Samuelson, Paul
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Steven Pressman

POVERTY BY RACE, ETHNICITY, AND GENDER IN THE UNITED STATES

Poverty can be defined as one’s inability to afford certain basic needs such as food, water, sanitation, and shelter or more generally, the inability to sustain an honorable living and participate effectively in society. Although poverty as a concept goes back to the first settlements of humankind, it became a more important issue of debate when modern governments emerged. For example, Cynics in ancient Greece criticized the rich as unjust and arrogant whereas the poor were the natural democrats. Philosophers such as Aristotle, Plato, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Adam Smith, and Karl Marx argued whether governments should have the fundamental responsibility of taking care of the poor and providing food and shelter to them to sustain their lives (Odekon 2006). Although some argue that the causes of poverty are related to people’s unwillingness to put sufficient effort to sustain their own lives, most of the early thinkers believed that poverty was related to factors beyond the control of the poor (Morduch 1994). Once an individual or family falls into poverty, it becomes more difficult to get out of it; this became known as the concept of a poverty trap. More importantly, future generations of the poor will stay in poverty as well, causing a repeating cycle of poverty. Azariadis and Stachurski (2005) provide an excellent survey on the recent progress in poverty trap literature.

From a social point of view, poverty is an important factor in determining the health and well-being of a society (Andrews & Withey 2012). Historically, populations with high levels of poverty faced many social and economic problems. For instance, after the Great Depression, the poverty rate reached record highs following nationwide protests in the 1930s (Lawson & Lawson 2008, 61). Given the impact of poverty and the general agreement on the fundamental role of governments to closely follow and eradicate poverty, governments rely on two broadly defined programs to help the poor. The first group of programs, called “financial,” directly helps the poor with either monetary support or in-kind support. With these programs, governments provide cash or equivalents, such as food stamps, so that the poor can purchase their needs directly from vendors. In-kind support, on the other hand, allows governments to provide the needs of the poor directly, removing the intermediary step. Housing and food support for school-age children are a few examples of this type of assistance. The second group of programs, called “nonfinancial,” helps to take the poor out of poverty. By use of job training programs and federal employment programs, the aim of these programs is to help the poor to become self-sufficient.

The United States has recognized the impact of poverty at the beginning of the 20th century. The Bureau of Labor Statistics in Washington, DC, the Statistics Bureau in Massachusetts, and the Heller Commission in San Francisco started conducting quantitative studies on living standards while Robert Hunter provided the first sociological study of poverty (Smolensky & Plotnick 1993). At a national level, data on poverty started to be collected systematically by the government, based on the 1960 Census. A comprehensive fight against poverty started with President Lyndon Johnson in the 1960s, which aimed to eradicate poverty. The 1960s also saw the emergence of crucial methodological approaches to fight poverty. For the first time, a poverty threshold was introduced by Orshansky in the early 1960s, and this threshold was adopted by the government. Using this poverty threshold, the government uses a combination of financial and nonfinancial programs to alleviate poverty. Hoover and Yaya (2014) provided a general overview of these current programs in great detail.

Historically, poverty in the United States fluctuated significantly. Figure 1 exhibits the changes in poverty in the United States. The 1960s are the turning point for poverty in the United States since President Lyndon Johnson made it a government priority to fight against poverty under the “Unconditional War on Poverty” policies (Zarefski 2005). However, a shift in the government’s focus from social safety nets to more liberal policies to “rising tides helping all” approaches has led not only to faster economic growth in post 1980s, but also to an increase in poverty and inequality.

There are several demographic and socioeconomic factors that influence poverty in the United States. First, race and immigrant status are important determinants of poverty. Historically, whites have lower poverty rates than the rest of the population while blacks, Hispanics, and immigrants are more likely to be in poverty. Interestingly, Asians, on average, face lower poverty rates than the other groups (see Figure 1). Second, age is an important factor in determining poverty status. The data suggest that the young are more vulnerable to poverty, and as people get older, they tend to be less likely to be in poverty. For example, in 2013, according to U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey (CPS), Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC), 21.5 percent of all people aged 18 and below lived in poverty while only 19 percent of people aged 18–24 lived in poverty. Poverty rates drop to 10.2 percent among those 65 years of age or older. Third, gender and marital status are also crucial elements of poverty likelihood. The ASEC data suggest that females and single individuals are more prone to poverty while males and married couples find their way out of poverty easier. In 2013, 15.8 percent of females compared to 13.1 percent of males lived in poverty. Furthermore, the same data suggest that only 5.8 percent of married couples lived in poverty compared to 30.6 percent of families with a female head of house with no spouse present. Snyder et al. (2006) looked at this particular group of vulnerable families and concluded that poverty is the most prominent among ethnic minorities and for female-headed households with children in rural areas.

[image: image]

Figure 1 Poverty Rates for Selected Groups

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement.

Finally, poverty has not followed a uniform pattern across the 50 states. According to CPS ASEC, the poverty rate is much higher in New Mexico, Mississippi, and Arizona, with 22.9, 22.5, and 22.4 percent, respectively. On the other hand, poverty rates are significantly lower than the national average in Vermont (8.5 percent), New Hampshire (9.5 percent), and South Dakota (9.7 percent). There are several reasons for this deviation. Levernier et al. (2000) found that both person-specific and place-specific factors contribute to this variability. They concluded that family composition, that is, single-female family, as well as education have significant impacts on regional variation. In terms of place-specific factors, the authors found that employment, especially among females, was negatively associated with poverty rates.

The extensive literature on poverty clearly shows that poverty is an important issue and an indicator of well-being in societies. Therefore, policy makers from leftist to more liberal views are following the evolution of poverty and developing methods to reduce the number of poor. Although the leftist methods are fundamentally different than more liberal ones, there is a general consensus on the essential role of government on reducing poverty. And this consensus gives hope to those living in poverty that their inability to sustain honorable lives might end one day.
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POVERTY MEASUREMENT

Poverty measurement has several purposes: to count the number of individuals considered to be poor, to determine eligibility for means-tested government programs, and to assess the degree of economic progress over time. There are multiple methods available for setting a poverty threshold (a level of income below which someone is considered poor). The official U.S. poverty threshold uses the absolute method, which relies on the expense of some set of basic necessities. Other countries use a relative method, in which the poverty threshold is calculated as a percentage of median income. The U.S. Census Bureau also reports a Supplemental Poverty Measure that combines the absolute and relative approaches.

What does it mean to be poor in a developed country such as the United States? The United States has the resources to provide food, clothing, shelter, education, and health care in abundance to all of its residents. The famines, slums, poor water quality, or endemic diseases of developing countries are not factors in the daily lives of Americans. However, many Americans do lack access to adequate food and shelter, and research finds that there are significant negative effects of growing up in the bottom of the income distribution in a nation like the United States (Duncan et al. 2012). Poverty is likely to have different meanings in developed and developing countries.

In practice, there is no single universally accepted method for deciding whether an individual is “poor” or “not poor.” A case-by-case analysis would provide the most revealing data because individual needs vary greatly; any single poverty threshold will fail to account for this variation. Given the impossibility of examining each individual’s needs, we instead look for a measurement tool that is easily used and reasonably informative. Finding a consistent methodology is important: we want to assess the impact of economic progress over time and maintain our commitment to distribute need-based benefits equitably and efficiently. We want to answer questions about whether education can lift someone out of poverty and into the middle class or whether economic growth is reducing the amount of deprivation in society.

Poverty measurement often begins with an attempt to create a list of basic necessities for an individual or household. The income needed to purchase this set of goods and services becomes the poverty threshold; those whose incomes fall below the threshold are considered poor, and those whose incomes rise above the threshold are considered nonpoor. This type of threshold measures what is known as absolute poverty. It is appealing in that it meets the criteria of what most people think of as poverty: lack of access to necessities. The challenge, of course, is to create that list of basic necessities. Does access to health care belong on the list? A car or other form of transportation? Access to the Internet? Two hundred years ago, electricity was not available. One hundred years ago, it was not uncommon for households to lack electricity. Today, the lack of access to electricity would define a household as poor. Thus, the list of necessities clearly changes over time.

The official U.S. poverty threshold, adopted in 1965, measures absolute poverty based on food consumption needs. Mollie Orshansky created this poverty threshold at the request of the Social Security Administration. Using her knowledge that the typical mid-1950s family spent one-third of its income on food, she multiplied the weekly cost of food by 3 to determine an amount of income that could be considered adequate to cover a family’s necessary expenditures. Her original calculations could be adjusted for different family sizes, for rural versus urban families, and for the generosity of the food allotment, but the official poverty threshold simplified this to include variation solely by family size. This official poverty threshold has been updated for inflation each year but has otherwise remained unchanged since 1965. (Current poverty rates based on this methodology are available from the U.S. Census Bureau website.) It is reasonable to question whether official inflation calculations accurately reflect the long-term changes in living expenses of poor households. Given that food is now approximately one tenth of a typical family’s expenditures and other expenses (such as housing and health care) have become a larger share of the budget, there have been several efforts to create an updated poverty threshold for the United States.

Many countries prefer to use a relative poverty threshold, which considers someone to be poor if they have an income that places them near the bottom of a country’s income distribution. A common choice is to set the poverty threshold at 50 percent of the country’s median household income. Thus, if the median household income in a country is the equivalent of $50,000 per year, a household that earns less than $25,000 in that country would be considered poor. (Relative poverty rates for most countries are available from the OECD website.) There are several advantages to using a relative poverty threshold: it is easy to calculate and it automatically adjusts as living standards change. However, critics note that a relative poverty threshold makes it impossible to eliminate poverty (since some people will always be relatively poor); poverty becomes synonymous with income inequality.

The U.S. government added a new alternative poverty measure in 2011 that combines the relative and absolute approaches. Known as the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM), it is based on several decades of research and discussion of alternative methods of poverty measurement. The SPM uses a long-established survey (the Consumer Expenditure Survey) to ascertain actual expenditure patterns on food, clothing, and shelter for moderate income households. This expenditure is multiplied by 1.2 to create a budget with room for other expenses such as transportation or personal items. As in the absolute poverty approach, the SPM is grounded in expenditures on basic necessities. As in the relative approach, the line is automatically adjusted as actual expenditures among moderate income households change.

Another important feature of the SPM is its treatment of household incomes. In calculating the current official U.S. poverty rate, the cash income of households is compared to the poverty threshold. Under the SPM, household incomes are further adjusted to include the value of in-kind government assistance (such as food) while expenditures on health care, child care, and some work expenses are subtracted from this total. In general, the SPM calculations show a slightly higher U.S. poverty rate but, more strikingly, the composition of who is considered poor changes. In particular, elderly households are much more likely to be considered poor under the SPM and children are less likely to be considered poor (Short 2013). At present, the U.S. government does not plan to use the SPM in place of the historic U.S. poverty threshold to determine eligibility for government benefits, and it continues to report official poverty rates based on the historic poverty threshold.

Ultimately, our choice of poverty measurement tools depends on the questions we are trying to answer. If we want to judge the effectiveness of government programs at lifting people out of poverty, the Supplemental Poverty Measure provides a credible answer. If we want to find a simple income measure that roughly differentiates between poor and nonpoor, the relative poverty line gives us a quick answer. However, a poverty threshold does not answer questions about economic instability. Households may cycle in and out of poverty; families that appear to have middle-class incomes may be a job loss or health crisis away from being poor. A temporary bout of poverty may do little harm, but research shows that longer-term poverty, particularly in childhood, affects health status and educational readiness (Duncan et al. 2012). These harms, in turn, reduce economic opportunities and make it more difficult for individuals to climb out of poverty and into the middle class. Therefore, measuring the amount of poverty is only a first step toward addressing the consequences of living in poverty.
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PREDATORY LENDING

Predatory lending practices steer borrowers toward loans that they will not have the ability to repay or that have significantly worse terms than what they could qualify for based on their income, credit history, and downpayment capacity. Predatory lending often includes elements of misrepresentation, fraud, and push marketing in order for the issuers to collect origination fees to the detriment of the long-term performance of the loan, affecting negatively the borrowers and the investors in such mortgages. Such practices leave households worse off than not having access to credit. They also increase market volatility as they contribute to the increase of mortgage supply during housing booms, and amplify the downturns by increasing the share of default. The private and public costs of predatory lending justify regulations, but it can be hard to prevent as shown by the rise in complex mortgage products with predatory features during the housing bubble of 2003–2007 despite the existence of antipredatory lending legislation. Minorities and low and moderate income borrowers that traditionally had restricted access to mortgages were particularly targeted by these practices. This entry briefly discusses why homeownership and mortgages are important in the first place. It then presents a definition of predatory lending practices, how they evolved, and the role they played in the Great Recession. It concludes by reviewing steps taken in recent legislation, particularly the Dodd-Frank Act, to rule out mortgage features that are particularly risky to borrowers (and the financial system) even if such mortgage instruments can have legitimate uses under certain circumstances.

Homeownership has a number of benefits that make it the preferred mode of tenure for most stable households. For households, it constitutes a hedge against rent increases (Sinai & Souleles 2005) and guarantees stability as households will not have to move at the discretion of the landlord or due to rent increases. This increased stability is one of the potential contributors to a number of the benefits shown to be associated with ownership by an established literature: better children’s school and health outcomes, increased wealth accumulation, and increased civic participation (see Dietz & Haurin 2003 for a review of the private and public benefits associated with homeownership). Due to the high cost of housing relative to income, the use of mortgage credit is essential to enable most households to purchase their home. Mortgages are important instruments to enable middle income households to access homeownership. Well designed and affordable mortgages enable households to smooth their consumption over their life cycle and increase their utility, but mortgages also represent complex financial instruments that households are not always well equipped to understand (Engel & McCoy 2001). A number of mortgage features can make them more or less risky for borrowers and the economy as they impact the risk of foreclosures. Among the features most predictive of default for traditional products are the loan-to-value (LTV) and debt-to-income (DTI) ratios. During the housing boom of 2004–2007, these indicators deteriorated, with an increase in average LTV and DTI as increasing house prices were accompanied by increased leverage by borrowers, but loans with high LTV or DTI do not necessarily constitute predatory lending although they can be if the borrower was misinformed. Likewise, loans with complex features of points and fees, interest rate changes, and amortization schedules do not necessarily, but may, represent predatory lending, especially when issued to unsophisticated borrowers.

Among the most common features of predatory mortgage products are interest only mortgages with balloon payments and mortgages with negative amortization or teaser rates. In the first case, the borrower needs to be able to pay the balance in full or refinance when the loan is due otherwise he or she can be forced to sell the house. In the latter case, after a given period (three and five years), the loan starts to amortize or the interest rate resets to a higher rate. This results in a payment jump, with the borrowers often not able to afford the higher payments, forcing them either to refinance or into foreclosure if they have not accumulated equity over the low payment period. These products, referred to as nontraditional mortgages (NTM), can be useful under certain circumstances if the borrowers understand their features well, but they represented an increasing share of the market between 2003 and 2007, going beyond the status of niche product with interest only and negative amortization mortgages accounting for up to 29 percent of purchase originations in 2005 (FDIC 2007; Levitin & Wachter 2012). Predatory lending can also occur through practices that consist in steering borrowers toward products with significantly higher interest rates than what they could qualify for, with high fees and points, or prepayment penalties. Such steering practices toward more complex, risky, and expensive products target the least informed borrowers who do not understand clearly all the features of its mortgage or marginal borrowers who feel they will not be able to obtain a loan otherwise (Engel & McCoy 2006).

Predatory lending in the originate-to-distribute model can arise because of misaligned incentives and information asymmetries. The business model of the originator of the mortgage is to collect as much fees as possible at origination and then sell the loans to investors whose ability to assess the default risk associated with individual loans might be limited by the analytical capacity required and the lack of data. In this setup, the issuer transfers the credit risk to the investor limiting the originator’s interest in the long-term performance of the loan. As a result, issuers are not incentivized to limit practices that portray borrowers as more creditworthy than they are.

Legislation at the state and federal level has been put in place in an attempt to prevent predatory lending and protect consumers by regulating prepayment penalties, including balloon payment clauses, and setting maximum interest rates and points and fees such as the federal Home Ownership Equity Protection Act (HOEPA) (Bostic et al. 2008). In addition to these, Congress enacted the Mortgage Reform and Anti-Predatory Lending Act as Title XIV of the Dodd-Frank Act (2010) in response to the Great Recession. Title XIV of Dodd-Frank requires that all mortgage originators verify the ability to repay (ATR) of the borrower using verified and documented information of income and debt obligations. In addition, Title XIV establishes the Qualified Mortgage (QM) as a new mortgage standard. QM are characterized by debt-to-income ratio of less than 43 percent. Negative amortization and interest only mortgages as well as those with prepayment penalties, terms longer than 30 years, interest rates above 3 percent or origination fees that represent more than 3 percent of the loan’s amount cannot be QM. Originators who issue QM loans are offered a judicial safe harbor as QM are deemed to meet the ability to repay standard as long as interest rates are within 150 basis points of prime rates for first mortgages or 350 basis points for second mortgages, in which case they are subject to rebuttable presumption. In case of litigation, the burden of proof is on the borrower to show that the lender did actually not issue a QM loan and did not make a reasonable and good faith determination that he or she had the ability to repay that loan. In contrast, Title XIV imposes a higher degree of oversight and risk for lenders who issue non-QM loans and increase their risk of liability. The issuers of non-QM do not benefit from the presumption that they met Title XIV ability to repay standards. In case of dispute with borrowers, non-QM originators have to provide evidence that they made a reasonable and good faith determination of the borrower’s ATR and face civil and criminal liabilities if they are shown to have violated the ATR requirements. Dodd-Frank also attempts to remove incentives to mortgage originators to steer consumers toward riskier and more expensive products by prohibiting the compensation of mortgage originators to be based on the terms and value of the loan, practices that encouraged them to push borrowers toward more expensive and larger loans.

Title XIV is an attempt to regulate the development of risky mortgages by providing incentives for originators to issue QM and making them potentially civilly and criminally liable if they chose to issue non-QM without properly determining the borrower’s ATR. Such regulation has been justified by the individual and collective costs that result due to foreclosure and the systemic risk for the economy that results from housing crises. But are all the features that are not allowed because society views them as too risky to the borrower and to the economy, predatory? Should sophisticated borrowers be allowed to take out bullet loans without higher hurdles for the originators? The history of lending in the United States and in particular the share of overall NTM activity during the housing bubble of 2003–2007 constitute arguments in favor of lending regulations to enhance consumer welfare and protect the overall economy. Nonetheless, regulations such as Title XIV are not a guarantee against predatory lending. At the same time, even if they do not ban outright non-QM lending as long as they meet the ATR requirements, they do limit the choice-set of mortgage products to consumers, restricting access to credit for nontraditional borrowers. A balance is required to ensure consumer protection and credit availability.

See also: Financial Deregulation, Housing, and the Great Recession; Financialization; Great Recession in the United States; Household Debt
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SAMUELSON, PAUL (1915—2009)

Paul Samuelson was born in Gary, Indiana, on May 15, 1915. His parents, Frank Samuelson and Ella Lipton, later moved the family to Chicago, where Paul attended Hyde Park High School. He entered the University of Chicago at age 16, and took up economics after hearing a lecture on Reverend T. R. Malthus, the 18th-century British scholar famous for his ideas about population growth. After graduating with a BA in 1935, Paul went on to Harvard, where he earned an MA in 1936 and a PhD in 1941. While at Harvard, he married a classmate, Marion Crawford, with whom he had six children, including triplets. Following Marion’s death in 1978, Paul married Risha Clay Samuelson.

The Samuelson period in economics is still being determined. He lived at a time when economics was in transition from the classical to the Keynesian perspective, occasioned by the Great Depression. The first part of the 20th century is credited to John M. Keynes. Although Samuelson had already written some major pieces in the 1930s, and was in transition from Harvard to MIT in the 1940s, his rise to prominence in economics came after Keynes.

Many gems of Samuelson’s contributions to economics are included in his 1947 PhD dissertation, Foundations of Economics Analysis. The Nobel laureate Robert Lucas Jr. described Foundations as “the most important book in economics since the war” (http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/economic-sciences/laureates/1995/lucas-bio.html). In 1948, Samuelson published another famous work, Economics, which became a standard textbook for generations of students in Principles of Economics courses. His Collected Scientific Papers (CSP) total seven volumes; volumes 6 and 7 were published posthumously.

Information from Samuelson’s archived materials at Duke and Harvard is trickling out, cementing his place in the history of economic thought (Backhouse 2014). Samuelson is credited with adapting the methods of mathematics and physics to economics. A short list of his many contributions would highlight stability analysis and the Le Chatelier’s principle. Samuelson analyzed price stability through the expression dp/dt = H(qD – qS), where the left-hand term is the rate of change of prices, dp with respect to changes of time, dt. H is a proportional constant, q is quantity, S is supply, and D is demand (CSP Vol. 1, 1966, 544). Stability is therefore assured if as time goes to infinity, the solution of the differential equation breaks down, which in economic terms means, “the supply curve cuts the demand curve from below” (Samuelson 1947, 18). The Le Chatelier’s principle relaxed the theory of the Marshallian ceteris paribus assumption, which holds all other variables constant in equilibrium analysis. Samuelson explained that if you squeeze a balloon and keep its temperature constant, its volume will decrease more than if you let the squeezing warm it up (CSP Vol. 1, 1966, 626).

Like a handful of contributors to economics—including Augustin Cournot, Knut Wicksell, Leon Walras, and John M. Keynes—Samuelson had a technical upbringing in economics. In Foundations, he singled out his teacher, Edwin Bidwell Wilson, regarding the role of mathematics: “By making use of Professor E. B. Wilson’s suggestion that theorem [Le Chatelier’s principle] is essentially a mathematical theorem applicable to economics, it has been possible to gain increased generality without increased complexity and emptiness” (Samuelson 1947, 81). Some of what he gleaned from E. B. Wilson was channeled from the great physicist Willard Gibbs, especially his use of the method of finite differences (CSP Vol. 3, 439). On the economic side, Samuelson credited a set of well-known economists including Knight, Viner, Schultz, Lange, Schumpeter, Hansen, and Leontief: “These men could give nothing to each other. But they gave much to me” (CSP Vol. 3, 1986, 683).

In the area of methodology, Samuelson underscored the “operational” side. Fritz Machlup’s list of economic terms included “observational” and “data of observation” under the heading of “operational concepts” (Machlup 1978, p. 174). Operationalism seeks a correspondence of data on the one hand and logic and theory on the other, a method introduced in physics by Henry Poincare and Percy Bridgman. Samuelson wrote: “By means of what I have called the Correspondence Principle between comparative statics and dynamics, definite operationally meaningful theorems can be derived from so simple a hypothesis. One interested only in fruitful statics must study dynamics” (Samuelson 1947, 5). As one mathematical economist stated, “Samuelson’s ‘correspondence principle between comparative statics and dynamics’ … shows how the problem of deriving operationally meaningful theorems in comparative statics is closely tied up with the problem of stability of equilibrium” (Morishima 1964, 24).

In macroeconomics, Samuelson forged the neoclassical synthesis view, which merges the neoclassical economic foundation with newer Keynesian economic thoughts on income distribution. It looked at how “the entire gross national product is determined and how wages and prices and the rate of unemployment are determined with it” (CSP Vol. 5, 1986, 280). This gives birth to a mixed-economy point of view where government works side by side with the private sector in our economic affairs as it moves in cycles. A fruit of this product is the accelerator-multiplier view of cycles, merging the accelerator (constant capital to output in the naïve version) with the Keynesian multiplier.

Samuelson made famous the idea of the overlapping generation model (OLG). The model allows intergenerational trading, such as where a middle-aged person lends his savings to a younger person, expecting a return from the younger person’s savings in a later period. In this model, each life is broken up into thirds: men produce one unit of product in period 1 and one unit in period 2; in period 3 they retire (CSP Vol. 1, 1966, 220). The equation U = U(C1, C2, C3) represents the utility function on consumption in each period. The rate of interest is the price of exchange between current and future goods. Rt = 1/(1+ it) is the discount rate. Equilibrium is achieved in period 3 when the discounted value of consumption equals the discounted value of production, or C1 + C2Rt + C3RtRt+1 = 1 + 1Rt + 0RtRt+1 = 1 + 1Rt (ibid., 221). According to one of his notable colleagues, “this innocent little device of Samuelson’s has been developed into a serious and quite general modeling strategy that uncovers equilibrium possibilities not to be found in standard Walrasian formulations” (Solow 2006, 40).

In 1962 Samuelson made a revolutionary contribution to the Cambridge controversy on the theory of capital (CSP 1966, Vol. 1, 325–337). Samuelson derived a Walrasian-like production function by creating an index for capital from the many equations that capture the technique of production of firms that populate the economy. Using that surrogate capital index, he derived a surrogate production function to capture certain stylized facts about neoclassical economics. In this model, the definition of capital represents a challenge. From the macroeconomic point of view, the aggregate production function is written as Y = f (K,L) which means that output is a function of capital and labor, respectively. In equilibrium, the marginal product of labor is the wage rate. We usually set the marginal product of capital equal to the rate of interest, which is at the center of the controversy.

In trade theory, two of Samuelson’s theorems are popular. One relates to factor price equalization, and the other is the Stolper-Samuelson model. In the Stolper-Samuelson model, the argument “seems to have relevance to the American discussion of protection versus free trade … labor is the relatively scarce factor in the American economy, it would appear that trade would necessarily lower the relative position of the laboring class as compared to owners of other factors of production” (CSP Vol. 2, 1966, 832). The factor price equalization theory is most easily demonstrated as follows: Consider two sets of equations for the two countries. The two equations are for capital and consumption sectors, where r is interest, and w is wage. The prime is used to distinguish the equation for the other country, and a, b, c, and d are outputs for capital and labor, respectively. Equality of sectors across countries means ar + bw = ar′ + bw′, and cr + dw = cr′ + dw′. The simultaneous solution yields: [image: image], where the ratios indicate capital intensities. Since capital intensities can differ, they can differ only if w − w′ is the same, and therefore, r = r′ (Hicks 1983, 226). Hicks concluded that “… the analysis which emerges does not sound to be so unrealistic. It sounds to me like ringing true” (ibid., 233).

Samuelson has been referred to as a generalist and wunderkind, a high honor confirmed by some of his major contributions considered here. The 21st century will be the proving ground for these contributions, and the determination of his place in the history of economic thought.

For his scientific contributions to economics, Samuelson won the Nobel Prize in 1970. He also made foundational contributions in the areas of utility theory and stochastic theory of finance. Samuelson had a way of grasping fuzzy thoughts, making them come to life and enabling transparency through mathematics and methodology.
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SELF-EMPLOYMENT

This entry examines the impact of self-employment status on the middle class. We investigate the extent to which self-employment alters the income distribution of the U.S. economy and specifically the extent to which the middle class is affected by self-employment. Self-employment can have different effects on the distribution of income and average income. If we measure the income distribution by quintile, one possibility is that the proportion of self-employed workers may vary within a quintile. Accordingly, to what extent does the proportion of self-employed households deviate from the expected 20 percent in each quintile? Second, how does self-employment affect the average income within each quintile? Deviations may indicate something about self-employment income as a push or a drag on the average. Third, inequality may be affected by the source of household income. We decompose income and analyze how inequality, as measured by the Gini coefficient, is affected by income source. Last, we compare the distribution of income with and without the self-employed to investigate whether self-employment affects the overall distribution of income. In our analysis, income data are broken into quintiles, and the middle three quintiles comprise the middle class. The results indicate that self-employment does little to enhance the middle class.

Past Research on Self-Employment and Income Inequality

Research finds increased income inequality resulting from a greater concentration of income gains among the highest income households. The growth of the top 1 percent has been documented (Piketty 2014; Volscho & Kelly 2012). Thompson (2014) reports that widening income inequality since 1979 has been driven almost exclusively by gains concentrated more narrowly among the top 0.01 percent of households. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO 2011) finds greater income dispersion among self-employed workers compared to paid employees. Others have found that self-employed workers tend to be concentrated in the tails of the distribution (Hamilton 2000; Parker 1999; Meager, Court, & Moralee 1996).

The concept of “necessity entrepreneurs” may be useful to understand the presence of self-employed in the lowest quintile. Necessity entrepreneurs are those who take up self-employment to supplement income or who have trouble finding a job. Magnus Lofstrom (2013) uses data from the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) and finds that paid employment results in higher income than self-employment for low-skilled workers. If workers cannot find paid employment, they may take up self-employment resulting in their being in the lowest quintile.

Other researchers have investigated the self-employed at the highest levels of income. Sherwin Rosen (1981) suggests that technology and the evolution of markets conspire to create a “superstar” effect to explain the accrual of income gains among a small proportion of the population. The superstar hypothesis is intuitively appealing and is consistent with the skewed income distribution revealed by empirical studies. We can indirectly explore the hypothesis and the effect of self-employment by examining the sources of income growth across the entire income distribution. The CBO (2011) reports that labor and business income both increased for the top 1 percent, while capital income declined. Income accruing to self-employed workers would be categorized by the CBO as business income, so the increase in business income is consistent with the finding that superstar self-employed are concentrated in the highest income quintile.

Data and Analysis

The 2011 Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) reports the job status of the head of household and spouse, plus the composition of household income. There are 8,887 households in the sample, of which 12.8 percent (n = 1,136) are self-employed. The proportion of self-employed in the PSID sample exceeds the Census Bureau estimate (10 percent) that uses the same definition (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2013). Of the self-employed households, 922 are due to self-employed heads, 188 are spouses, and 26 are couples. The estimated Gini for the entire sample is 0.493. The Gini is pulled up by the self-employed households, which have a Gini of 0.570, compared to the Gini for all other households of 0.477.

Figure 1 demonstrates that the category containing all other households is nearly 20 percent for each income quintile. The self-employed category shows greater deviation, where there are larger than expected proportions of the second lowest and highest quintile of the income distribution and subsequently smaller than expected proportions in the other quintiles. Only the lowest and highest quintiles have statistically different percentages for the two groups at a 5 percent level of significance. Thus, it appears as though the relatively high level of self-employment for the richest quintile may be a causal factor in within-group income inequality.

Table 1 provides information for within-quintile variation. With the exception of the middle quintile, the average household income for the self-employed household is greater than the income for all other households. The gap is greatest within the highest income quintile, which is the only quintile in which the average income for self-employed households is statistically different from the income of all other households.

Why is income inequality for the self-employed greater than all other households? To examine this question, we decompose household income by source of income. Household income includes all household members’ income originating from the following sources: labor, business, Social Security, pension, transfer (e.g., TANF), and all other income, which consists of gifts, royalties, spousal support, and interest from investment. Note that the self-employed household may have labor income due to outside paid work, salaries paid in incorporated businesses, or other household members in paid work.
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Figure 1  Self-Employed Households versus All Others
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López-Feldman (2006) provides a decomposition model by income source:

[image: image]

The Gini coefficient is a function of the income share of source k(Sk), the estimated inequality of source k(Gk), and the Gini correlation of source k with the distribution of total income (Rk). The advantage of this estimation method is that one can estimate the effect on total income inequality of a 1 percent change in income source k, estimated as [image: image].

Table 2 indicates labor is the primary source of household income, comprising 78.3 percent for the self-employed and 85.5 percent for all other households. Because of its large share of total income, labor income’s marginal effect is relatively large and statistically significant; a 1 percent increase in labor income will increase the Gini coefficient by 0.033 percent for the self-employed; in contrast, the effect is 0.083 percent for all other households. These changes are not small in the context of a Gini coefficient: the marginal effects raise the Gini for the self-employment to 0.589 (1.19-point increase) and for all other households to 0.517 (3-point increase). And, despite the fact that labor income is fairly equal among households headed by paid workers and those not working (Gk = 0.057), its effect is more than twice as large compared to self-employed households because its share of total inequality is 93.8 percent. Finally, the relatively high correlation of labor income with total income (Rk) indicates that labor income favors the highest quintile for all household groupings more than any other income source.
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All other sources of income have small effects. Business income is highly unequal (Gk = 0.945 and 1.069, respectively) because many households have $0 or low business income. A 1 percent increase in business income increases inequality by a very small percentage for both the self-employed and all other households. One notable difference is that business income contributes 11 percent to the overall income inequality for the self-employed, and only 0.7 percent for all other households. Social security, pensions, and transfer income reduce income inequality. The overall effect of these income sources is 0.042 and 0.083 percent for the self-employed and all other households, respectively. The all other income source has no statistically significant effect for the self-employed, but does have an equalizing effect for other household types.

Conclusions

Consistent with previous findings, we find that self-employment is associated with greater income inequality. Self-employed households are more prevalent in the highest income quintile, largely as a result of labor income, and to a much lesser degree, business income. Although we also find a greater number of self-employed households in the second lowest quintile, the result is not statistically important.

The concentration of self-employed workers in the highest quintile offers little direct evidence of the impact of self-employment on the middle class, but the results raise compelling questions regarding future research. Might it be that self-employment is the impetus for paid workers transitioning from the middle quintiles to the highest quintile, the superstar effect? Our cross-sectional data cannot address this question, nor in this limited space can we address whether demographic effects, such as occupation or industry, may be related to the self-employed and where they are situated in the income distribution.

The broader question addressed in this volume asks how entrepreneurship affects the middle class. Regardless of the definition of entrepreneurship, the concept is generally understood to refer to creating firms. The present study finds that the middle quintile shows a concentration of paid employees. Might this be the evidence of the impact of entrepreneurship on the middle class? Is it the case that individual entrepreneurs have created employment opportunities that concentrate paid workers in the middle of the income distribution?

There is no intuitive reason to expect or prefer self-employed workers be concentrated in the middle of the income distribution. Self-employment is an outcome resulting from a choice made by individuals seeking to maximize a utility function. To be sure, the opportunity set available to individuals differs. Policy makers, therefore, might be wise to focus on creating a commercial environment that promotes more and superior employment opportunities for unskilled and low-skilled workers who might otherwise be unemployed or self-employed by necessity rather than by choice. Policy would therefore have to alter the conditions facing employers who hire workers.
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SOCIAL SECURITY

Social Security is the single most important source of income for most older people and the sole source of income for many low-income elderly. Further, Social Security not only pays benefits to retired workers but also to the disabled, to widows and widowers, and to spouses. Given its critical role in protecting older people, it is important that the program remain financially solvent.

Every year the Board of Trustees of the Social Security Administration examines the current state of the program and projects its future finances. According to the 2014 projections, by 2033 Social Security will only be able to pay out 94 cents on the dollar, a situation that will worsen in the future (Board of Trustees 2014). Factors that have contributed to the long-term financing shortfall of the Social Security trust fund include population aging, slowed economic growth, and the Great Recession of 2008 to 2012 (Munnell 2014; Walker, Reno, & Bethall 2014). Several proposals exist for eliminating the projected shortfall, and all have pros and cons.

Proposals for Restoring the Trust Fund

Social Security is based on the principle of social insurance—that everyone who has contributed during his or her working years has a right to receive benefits in retirement. Generally speaking, solutions to eliminate the projected deficit while preserving this principle fall into three categories: raising the retirement age, cutting benefits, and increasing revenues. Options that would fundamentally change the nature of Social Security include means-testing and privatization.

Raising the Retirement Age

When Social Security was enacted in 1935, the age of eligibility for benefits, the full retirement age, was set at 65. Subsequent amendments to the Social Security Act allowed workers to retire at age 62 but with a 20 percent cut in benefits. Then amendments to the Social Security Act in 1983 raised the age of eligibility for full benefits from 65 to 67 and increased the penalty for early retirement from 20 percent to 30 percent.

To encourage people to work longer, one proposal would link the full retirement age to increases in life expectancy. As life expectancy increases, the age that a worker could claim the maximum benefit would also increase. Another proposal would increase the early retirement age from 62 to 65. In this case, no one would be eligible for Social Security benefits before age 65. There are some plausible arguments for encouraging people to delay retirement. When the Social Security Act was passed in 1935, average life expectancy was only 61. By 2014 it had increased to over 79. Given that older people today are more affluent, healthier, and better educated than their counterparts for whom the Social Security system was designed, why shouldn’t they work longer? One reason is that people who are 65 or older may be unable to find employment. Another reason is that if the labor market is flooded with older workers looking for jobs, there will be fewer jobs for younger workers. Finally, increasing the early retirement age would be more likely to harm racial and ethnic minorities, who are more likely than whites to retire early, mainly due to poorer health. Thus, increasing the early retirement age could worsen racial and ethnic inequality among older people (Kail, Quadagno, & Keene 2009).

Reducing Benefits

Another option for eliminating the long-term deficit in the Social Security trust fund is to reduce benefits. Benefit reductions can take a variety of forms, other than raising the retirement age. One way to reduce benefits is to tinker with the formula for calculating what people receive. This can be done by lengthening the years of work needed for full benefits or by decreasing what high earners get back. Another way to reduce benefits is to decouple benefit hikes from cost-of-living increases. That way benefits stay the same but gradually are worth less because of inflation. The problem with reducing benefits across the board is that the effect will be most harmful to those who can least afford the cuts. A fair proposal for benefit reductions should guarantee that the impact on the most disadvantaged be minimized.

Increasing Revenues

Another option for keeping the trust fund solvent is to increase the payroll tax, which is currently 15.2 percent of wages. Payroll taxes in most European countries already are much higher. Indeed, the United States is fifth from the bottom (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 2012). Not only is this a low payroll tax rate by international standards, but these funds also pay for Medicare.

A problem with raising payroll taxes is that the cost will fall most heavily on young workers. Many already pay more in payroll taxes than they do in income taxes. Any tax increase is likely to be perceived as unfair if it hits hardest those who are least able to afford it. Payroll taxes could be raised on high earners, however, an option that has strong support among people of all political beliefs (Reno & Walker 2012).

Means-Testing

Social insurance differs in concept from means-testing. Means-tested benefits have traditionally been restricted benefits to the poor and financial eligibility determined by local social welfare agencies. Means-tested programs are intentionally punitive and eligibility levels are set very low, so only the very poor qualify for benefits. A recent proposal for means-testing Social Security would work somewhat differently. Called the affluence test, this plan would eliminate benefits only for higher-income individuals and would be administered through the tax system instead of a welfare bureaucracy (Hacker 2006).

Should the United States means-test Social Security? One major objection is that means-testing would discourage saving. People who have saved money during their working years would be penalized in old age by being denied benefits. Means-testing has also been criticized on the grounds that it would undermine political support for the program if workers who had made contributions for 20 or 30 years found they were ineligible for benefits when they retired (Kingson & Schulz 1997). The greatest risk of means-testing is that over time it would create two highly unequal classes of retirees, one that receives a low, means-tested benefit and another that receives income primarily from private sources.

Privatization

Some political leaders have proposed replacing or supplementing Social Security benefits with private individual accounts. For example, one proposal would allow workers to divert 2 percent of payroll taxes into private accounts (Béland 2010). Privatization of Social Security can be accomplished in many ways, but the basic idea is to make people more responsible for their own retirement incomes and the government less so.

What might be the effect of privatization? In 1981 Chile replaced its social security program with a mandatory private savings scheme (Arenas de Mesa and Mesa-Largo 2006). On the positive side, the first pensions paid out under the plan were at least 50 percent higher than they would have been under the old system. On the negative side, one survey found that 60 percent of the population had little confidence in the new system. Indeed, nearly half of all Chilean workers do not pay into the supposedly compulsory scheme. Another problem is that workers switch funds frequently, wasting too much money on sales commissions. Further, when the Chilean stock market lost 25 percent of its value in 1998, pension funds declined by 5 percent on average (Gilbert 2002). Most people would object to a plan that poses so much risk to their retirement savings.

Conclusion

The Social Security Trust Fund can be restored with a modest combination of revenue increase and benefit cuts. Although it is certain that debates over how to reform Social Security are likely to remain heated and polarized, what is also certain is that most Americans strongly support a program that spreads the cost of the shared risk of growing old (Quadagno & Pederson 2012).
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STOCK MARKET

Stocks are an investment vehicle that offer the potential for a high yield, but that also involve an element of risk. The stock of a business is the cumulative amount of money that it has raised from investors. Stocks are sold to investors in increments called shares. A share of stock, as its name implies, is a legal claim on a share of the profits of the business. If a business earns a healthy profit, its shareholders can earn an attractive return on their investment. If not, its shareholders could lose some or all of their investment. A stock market is where buyers and sellers exchange shares of stocks. Although stocks have been around for centuries, the middle class began participating in the stock market only in the 20th century and only toward the end of the century in a large and sustained way.

Stock markets help promote growth in their host economies. Without the ability to sell shares of stock, entrepreneurs would be able to fund the creation or expansion of their business only with money that they have on hand, profits that their business has generated, or money that they have borrowed. By selling shares of stocks to investors, businesses are able to raise additional funds and grow faster than they would otherwise. This effect is one of the reasons why stock markets promote economic growth, and thereby raise the standard of living, in their host countries.

Stock markets also help ensure that the limited funds available to business go to their most productive use. For example, the invention of a new technology, such as the digital music player, diminishes the profit outlook of businesses in existing technologies, like the compact disk player. Demand for digital music player company stocks would rise and demand for compact disk player company stocks would fall. These changes would increase the ability of digital music player companies to raise funds and, assuming, for simplicity, a fixed number of shares, would cause a rise in the price of the shares of those companies. Conversely, the ability of compact disk player companies to raise funds would fall, as would the stock price of those companies. In this way, information about a company’s profit outlook acts like a traffic signal, directing limited funds toward what is expected to be their most productive use. Even less informed investors who aren’t aware of the changes in the companies’ prospects might infer the information from changes in the company’s stock prices.

Once an entrepreneur issues stock, their business becomes a corporation—a legal entity that is separate from the entrepreneur and that is controlled by its shareholders in proportion to the number of shares held. Often entrepreneurs will continue to hold a significant number of shares in the newly formed corporation, in proportion to the value of the corporation not funded by external shareholders.

There are positive and negative effects for entrepreneurs once they incorporate their businesses. On the positive side, in addition to increasing the ability to raise funds, entrepreneurs limit their financial cost of a business failure. In the event of a business failure, the liability of investors is limited to the amount of money they have invested. In contrast, owners of unincorporated business have unlimited liability. If there were a catastrophic business failure, such as one caused by a sizable legal judgment against the business, the business owners could find themselves financially ruined. On the negative side, entrepreneurs also assume certain responsibilities toward their shareholders when they incorporate. Under the laws of the Securities and Exchange Commission, they must file certain financial reports, such as quarterly 10-Q and annual 10-K statements, to inform investors of the current health and future prospects of the corporation.

Investors realize the return on their stock investments in one of two ways: dividends or capital gains. Dividends are disbursements of profits that companies pay to their shareholders, often at set intervals, such as quarterly or annually. Dividend payments are at the discretion of corporate management, but companies that pay regular dividends are favored by investors and have an easier time raising funds. The other return on stocks is capital gains, which is the gain that investors realize when they sell their shares of stocks at a higher price per share than they originally paid. One way for companies to raise their stock price is to reinvest a portion of their profits in assets such as plant and equipment or research and development, rather than using the funds to pay dividends, because these expenditures improve the company’s profit outlook. Although investors are not guaranteed to realize a return on their stocks, many individuals choose to invest their wealth in stocks rather than in risk-free assets, such as savings accounts or certificates of deposit, because historically the returns on stocks have been significantly greater than the returns on risk-free assets.

Like most markets today, stock market transactions are not confined by geographic location. Consider the changes in how someone shops for goods, like clothing. Two hundred years ago, a buyer would have gone to one specific place, such as the town square, where local buyers and local sellers would meet to exchange goods for money. Today, because of the Internet, buyers and sellers from all over the world easily exchange goods and services without the inconvenience of needing to travel to a place to buy or sell. It is the same for stock markets. The geographic location that most Americans associate with the stock market is Wall Street in New York City. In the late 18th century, buyers and sellers of stocks actually met to trade under a buttonwood tree located on Wall Street. With the advent of technologies, such as the telephone and the Internet, trading in stocks has expanded greatly in physical space so that now, the stock market, like other markets, is a virtual gathering rather than a physical place.

With nearly 6 million corporations in existence in 2011 and over 150 billion stock transactions in 2009, the U.S. volume of trading in the stock market is enormous and requires an infrastructure of businesses to support it.a To avoid the transaction costs of selling shares directly to investors, corporations often sell their initial offering of shares to investment banks, which specialize in marketing stocks to buyers of large blocks of shares, such as institutional investors and stock brokerages. Institutional investors are businesses and nonprofits, such as insurance companies and pension funds, that hold large blocks of shares on behalf of their clients. The income from these stocks goes toward funding the financial needs of their clients, such as paying insurance claims or retirement annuities. Stock brokerages are businesses that serve as wholesalers of stocks; that is, they purchase large blocks of shares and then sell them to a variety of buyers, including individual investors.

The presence of individual investors, particularly middle-class investors, in the U.S. stock market is a relatively new phenomenon. It began in the 1920s, in conjunction with a growing middle class, a rise in the size and number of corporations, and the introduction of consumer credit on big ticket items, including stocks. Largely because investors purchased stocks on credit (known as buying on margin) to excess, stock prices became wildly overinflated and ultimately crashed in October of 1929, leading to the Great Depression. This disastrous experience caused individual investors to flee to the safety of government-insured bank deposits, where their funds largely remained for decades thereafter.

It took another crisis in consumer finances to bring the individual middle-class investor back to the stock market. In the post–World War II period, the U.S. inflation rate generally stayed well below 5 percent. However, immediately following the spike in oil prices associated with the Arab oil embargo of 1973, U.S. inflation reached double digit rates. At that time, the interest rate paid on bank deposits was fixed at 5.25 percent under a law, called Regulation Q, which the government passed during the Great Depression in the belief that excessive competition in the banking industry contributed to the 1929 crash. People holding their savings in banks in the mid-1970s were, in effect, losing money because the interest that they earned on their deposits did not keep pace with inflation. Rather than lose money by leaving it in the bank, some individuals looked for alternative savings vehicles. One option, “the money market fund,” allowed individual investors to pool their money with other individual investors and invest in safe financial assets, like Treasury bills and jumbo certificates of deposit, that earned a market rate of interest that kept pace with inflation. These funds also offered some liquidity in that investors could withdraw funds from their account, often through check writing privileges. From this first tentative step back into financial securities, further advances in the types of financial instruments available to individual investors, and in the technologies used to complete financial transactions, individual middle-class investors have become more and more active in the stock market.
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SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (SNAP)

A Short History

The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), formerly called the Food Stamp Program, provides monthly food assistance benefits to low-income individuals with the aim of improving nutrition. In 2014, 46.5 million individuals participated in SNAP in an average month. In the same year, 48.1 million individuals were classified as food insecure, or unable at times during the year to obtain adequate, nutritious food due to a lack of resources.

The earliest federal food assistance program was established during the Great Depression as a way to help farmers offload excess commodities under weak agriculture markets and help the poor access better nutrition in the face of widespread unemployment. Participants purchased paper stamps redeemable for food. Each dollar spent on food stamps entitled the individual to one dollar’s worth of any food (orange stamps) and 50 cents worth of surplus commodities (blue stamps). This early program was discontinued in the 1940s as prosperity returned (Roth 2015).

The modern day Food Stamp Program was established as a pilot in the early 1960s. As with the earlier program, participants paid an amount equal to their typical household food expenditures and received stamps of greater value in return, but unlike the New Deal era program the use of surplus commodities was eliminated. Legislative and administrative action in the 1960s and 1970s made the program permanent, altered benefit allotments and eligibility requirements, and expanded the program nationwide (Roth 2015).

Current Program

Since the 1970s, the Food Stamp Program has undergone significant changes in administration. The requirement that participants purchase stamps using their own funds was eliminated, and eligible households now receive food assistance at no cost with allotment levels based on household size and income. The use of paper stamps was replaced with Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) cards and the program was renamed SNAP to reflect this change.

Under the current program, SNAP benefit levels are based on the Thrifty Food Plan, a market basket of food representing the minimum amount a family must spend on groceries to obtain a nutritionally adequate diet (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2015c). The SNAP benefit formula adjusts this amount according to household size and income to determine allotment levels. Benefits are distributed monthly through an EBT card that may be used to purchase groceries at over 250,000 authorized retailers nationwide. Cards are programmed to permit only the purchase of food. Other items are prohibited, including vitamin supplements, alcoholic beverages, cigarettes, and nonfood items. Hot or prepared foods, like rotisserie chicken, are also prohibited, but no restrictions are made based on the nutritional quality or cost of food. (States may elect to allow elderly, disabled, and homeless participants to redeem prepared food with their SNAP benefits in recognition of the challenges they face to preparing food for themselves.)

Eligibility

Federal eligibility for SNAP is limited to households with gross income up to 130 percent of the federal poverty line ($26,117 for a family of three). (States have flexibility to adjust the gross income limit. Some states have extended eligibility up to 200 percent of the federal poverty line. SNAP gross and net income limits are higher in Alaska and Hawaii due to higher costs of living.) Participants must further show that their net income after deductions for living costs such as housing or child care is less than or equal to 100 percent of the poverty line ($20,090 for a family of three). Participants are also subject to an asset test and those with more than $2,250 in countable resources, such as a bank account, are ineligible for SNAP benefits. Households with elderly or disabled members are allowed up to $3,250 in assets and are exempt from the gross income test but must still pass the net income test.

In addition to income eligibility, participants must meet requirements related to work and citizenship status. Able-bodied adults without dependents (ABAWDs) are limited to three months of benefits during any three-year period, unless they work a minimum of 20 hours per week or participate in a qualifying job-training program. College students are generally ineligible for SNAP, but there are some exceptions for otherwise eligible students, for example, a student working at least 20 hours per week or caring for children under the age of 6.

Undocumented immigrants are ineligible for SNAP, as are noncitizens residing in the country temporarily, such as students. Adult documented immigrants, such as those with a green card or work visa, are subject to a five-year waiting period before they are eligible for SNAP. Documented immigrant children are eligible for SNAP and do not face the five-year waiting period.

Participant Characteristics

SNAP targets nutrition assistance at the poorest households. While SNAP eligibility extends to 130 percent of poverty, 83 percent of participating households have income at or below 100 percent of the poverty line, and these households receive 92 percent of all benefits. Similarly, even though eligibility is limited to households with assets of up to $2,250, the average SNAP household has assets of only $451. The average SNAP household consists of 2.1 people and has a gross monthly income of $758 and a net monthly income of $344.

Within the low-income population, SNAP is further targeted at the most vulnerable individuals, predominantly serving households with children, elderly, and disabled members. Nearly half (45 percent) of all SNAP participants are children, and 75 percent of SNAP households included a child, elderly person, or disabled person. Collectively these households receive 82 percent of all SNAP benefits.

Almost 38 percent of participants are white, compared to 26 percent African American and 16 percent Hispanic. Nearly 44 percent of participants are male and 56 percent are female. Ninety-six percent of participants are citizens, while 3.1 percent are noncitizens.

Although nationally about 85 percent of those eligible participate in SNAP, the participation rate is much lower among certain subgroups. For example, just 41 percent of eligible seniors (age 60 and over) and 42 percent of the eligible individuals with incomes above the poverty line were enrolled in SNAP in 2013.

Program Participation and Costs

SNAP participation closely follows trends in poverty and unemployment. In fact, one of the program’s strongest features is its ability to adjust to fluctuations in economic conditions, whether nationally as during the Great Recession or locally as in response to a factory closing or natural disaster. As the number of unemployed people increased by 94 percent from 2007 to 2011, SNAP responded with a 70 percent increase in participation over the same period.

Because SNAP follows unemployment trends with a slight lag, SNAP participation did not peak until December 2012, three years after the unemployment rate peaked in October 2009. SNAP participation increased from 26.3 million in 2007 before the recession began to a high of 47.6 million in 2013 before falling to 46.5 million in 2014. Similarly, program costs increased from $33 billion annually in 2007 to a peak of $80 billion in 2013 before falling to $74 billion in 2014. SNAP growth during the recession has focused increased attention on program integrity in response to increased spending and benefit adequacy out of concern for increased need.

Program Integrity

SNAP also has a strong record of program performance. The payment accuracy rate of 96.34 percent in fiscal year 2014 is considerably higher than other major benefit programs, for example, Medicare fee-for-service (87.3 percent), Supplemental Security Income (90.8 percent), or Medicaid (93.3 percent). Current performance follows a decade of positive improvements in program integrity. Payment error rates declined by 59 percent in the last 15 years, from 8.91 percent in FY2000 to 3.66 percent in FY2014. Similarly, the national rate of food stamp trafficking declined 66 percent over the last two decades, from about 3.8 cents per dollar of benefits redeemed in 1993 to about 1.3 cent per dollar during the years 2009 to 2011.

Although payment error and trafficking rates in SNAP are very low, because of the size of the program, which distributed $70 billion in food assistance in 2014, the associated annual costs are considerable. SNAP payment errors amounted to $2.5 billion in 2014, and trafficking diverted an estimated $858 million from SNAP benefits in 2011.

Benefit Adequacy

For many families, SNAP benefits do not last the entire month. The average monthly SNAP benefit per person was $125.35 in FY2013, or less than $1.40 per person per meal, hardly enough for an adequate nutritious diet. Most SNAP benefits are exhausted before the end of the month, with 90 percent of benefits redeemed by day 21. Many SNAP households facing inadequate benefits turn to charity to make up the shortfall, and 58 percent of food pantry clients currently receiving SNAP benefits report visiting food pantries at least six months out of the year.

Additionally, some people who are food insecure are not income eligible for SNAP and therefore receive no SNAP benefits. A 2015 study of food insecurity estimates that only 57 percent of food insecure individuals are income eligible for SNAP. Although some of these individuals are eligible for other federal nutrition assistance—for example, income eligibility for reduced price school meals and nutrition assistance for pregnant and postpartum women and their young children extends to 185 percent of poverty—an estimated 26 percent of food insecure individuals in the United States are income ineligible for any federal nutrition assistance (Gundersen 2015).

See also: Affordable Care Act and the Labor Market; Earned Income Tax Credit; Family and Medical Leave Act; Medicare; Minimum Wage Debate; Social Security; Unemployment Insurance; Universal Basic Income; Welfare Policy; Worker’s Compensation
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Sophie Milam

SUPPLY-SIDE ECONOMICS

In the 45 years following World War II to the late 1970s U.S. economic policy was grounded in what was known as Keynesianism, after its founder Englishman John Maynard Keynes. Keynesian economics was based on the belief that the “demand side” of the economy was most important. The way to keep employment and economic growth high was for the government to use fiscal and monetary policy to keep demand for goods and services high, particularly during economic slowdowns when consumers and businesses might be cutting back their spending.

However, in the early 1970s economic growth began to lag while not just unemployment but inflation soared, something that was not supposed to happen in the Keynesian world. As a result, this provided an opening for a growing number of conservative economists to assert that a new approach to economic policy was needed, one that became known as supply-side economics. Taking on Keynesian orthodoxy, these supply-siders claimed that the slowdown of the 1970s wasn’t due to lagging demand for goods and services; rather it stemmed from a lagging supply of labor and capital that was best kindled by cutting taxes and regulations.

The term “supply side” was purportedly first used in a 1976 paper by Herbert Stein, a former economic adviser in the Nixon administration. Later that year supply-side proponent and Wall Street Journal editor Jude Wanniski simplified the term to “supply-side economics” (Wanniski 1978, 5). Since then, this has become the preferred economic doctrine for most conservative economists and politicians.

Many people equate supply-side economics with one claim, made famous by Arthur Laffer’s assertion that tax cuts will boost tax revenues (Laffer 2004). But supply-side economics is distinguished by other key features. Most importantly, instead of focusing on boosting consumer demand, supply-side economics focuses on boosting the productive capacity of the economy. Growth is achieved by encouraging workers to work more, entrepreneurs to start more companies, and companies to invest more. In addition, unlike Keynesian economics that is focused on macroeconomic factors like economy-wide spending, supply-side economics is focused on changing the micro-level incentives facing individuals and companies. As Laffer notes, supply-side economics “is a recognition that people change their behavior when marginal incentives change” (Laffer 2004).

One of the biggest of these incentives, supply-siders claim, is taxes. High taxes, they argue, reduce work and investment; low taxes do the opposite. As a result, Larry Lindsey, economic adviser to President George W. Bush (2001–2009), noted, “In its simplest form the supply-side claim has been ‘Taxes matter’ ” (Lindsey 1995). But while all taxes matter, supply-siders argue that top marginal tax rates matter the most and that reducing the tax rates on higher levels of income produce a more muscular incentive than cutting rates on lower levels of income.

Moreover, supply-siders see money (financial capital) as the most important driver of growth. As Lindsey argues, “The key to … a rising standard of living is capital investment in new technology, equipment, and processes. But a society cannot invest more than it saves except by borrowing from abroad” (Lindsey 1995). And so supply-siders believe that by cutting taxes on dividends and capital gains people will have more money and a greater incentive to invest. Glenn Hubbard, former head of George W. Bush’s Council of Economic Advisors, argued that “Cuts in marginal tax rates are our most potent tax tools for raising the standard of living for all Americans” (Hubbard 2005, 5). Greg Mankiw, who followed Hubbard as CEA head, agreed, stating, “In the long run, lower tax rates expand the supply side of the economy by enhancing the incentives for work, saving, and investment” (Mankiw 2004b).

This theory initially found a receptive ear with Republican President Ronald Reagan (1981–1989), who argued that tax cuts, especially on the wealthy, would stimulate growth while simultaneously enhancing government revenues. However, it wasn’t until the “Gingrich revolution” in 1994 and the takeover of Congress by a new breed of conservative Republicans that supply-side economics fully emerged as the de facto economic doctrine of the party.

Although supply-siders promised much, what have been the results of the supply-side agenda? To start with, supply-side tax cuts, especially in the George W. Bush administration, provided a significant tax break for the wealthiest Americans. Although it’s true that most households received a tax cut, the lion’s share of the cuts went to the less than 1 percent of households making more than $200,000. In 2004, a married couple making $500,000 would enjoy a tax cut of $17,486, while a household making $50,000 would pay just $744 less (Gale & Orszag 2004).

Supply-side tax cuts also significantly increased the budget deficit. When President Bush took office he inherited a surplus of $236 billion, but by 2004 the federal government took in $412 billion less than went out the door, $674 billion worse than what the Bush administration’s first budget projected (a $262 billion budget surplus). This is why most supply-siders today reject the original notion that tax cuts, at least on individuals, pay for themselves. As Mankiw writes, “An example of fad economics occurred in 1980, when a small group of economists advised Presidential candidate, Ronald Reagan, that an across-the-board cut in income tax rates would raise tax revenue.… Lower tax rates might encourage people to work harder and this extra effort would offset the direct effects of lower tax rates to some extent, but there was no credible evidence that work effort would rise by enough to cause tax revenues to rise in the face of lower tax rates” (Mankiw 2004a).

Supply-siders will argue that increased after-tax inequality and reduced budget revenues are but a small price to pay for more spirited growth. And while some reduction in top marginal rates may have spurred some growth, it’s not clear that further top tax rate cutting will produce much growth. As Lindsey writes, “the tremendous reduction in the top marginal tax rate in the United States, from seventy percent at the start of the decade to thirty-three percent at the decade’s close has exploited most of the potential for improving incentives by rate cuts alone” (Lindsey 1995). Glenn Hubbard goes even further, writing “In fact, the economic evidence seems to suggest that both labor supply and saving are relatively insensitive to taxes, so any efficiency gains are likely to be modest.” Thus, it is not surprising that a comprehensive review of cross-country economic growth studies by the Organization for Cooperation and Economic Growth found, “if other determinants of growth are included in the analysis, the government distortions [taxes and spending] variable becomes insignificant (in predicting growth)” (Hubbard 2005).

Despite some of the limitations of the version of supply-side economics focused on cutting taxes on wealthy individuals, conservative supply-siders appear to be right in one key sense: robust economic growth depends much more on what happens on the supply side of the economy. If organizations (for-profit and nonprofit) are not making the investments and changes to drive innovation, productivity and growth will be constrained. As John F. Kennedy famously stated, “a rising tide lifts all boats” (Kennedy 1963). At the end of the day, growing the middle class calls for an economic policy framework based on boosting the supply side of the economy, but not necessarily one with greater tax cuts on wealthy individuals.

See also: Business Cycles in the United States; Estate and Gift Taxes; Keynesian Economics; Minimum Wage Debate; Monetarism; Tax Progressivity; Taxation, Excessive Burden of
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SUSTAINABLE BUSINESS PRACTICES

Twenty-first century business citizenship is defined as the financial, legal, social, and environmental performance of businesses in response to the requirements and expectations of society. It implies a new social contract between businesses and society—a contract that is based on sustainability. It is an important concept that has a significant impact on the American middle class due to the fact that business organizations dominate our economic landscape by producing and distributing goods and services and providing employment to millions of people.

In an era of globalization, deregulation, and diminishing collective bargaining clout, the power of business organizations has increased considerably. The citizenship paradigm reflects the business response to societal expectations that with great power comes greater responsibility and accountability. It has its foundations on the concept of corporate social responsibility (CSR).

The business citizenship paradigm has evolved over the years. Central to the paradigm is the question: What is the responsibility of business organizations toward the society in which they exist? This question has been answered differently over the years (Carroll & Buchholtz 2014). For a long time, the predominant view was that businesses had only an economic responsibility to society. Milton Friedman, the Nobel Prize–winning economist, famously illustrated this view when he argued that the social responsibility of businesses is to increase their profits (Friedman 1970). However, the answer started to change significantly in the 1970s with the consumer and environmental movements, and the new answer emphasized not only economic responsibility, but also ethical and philanthropic responsibilities. By the 1980s, corporate social responsibility became a buzz word in corporate America. By the 1990s, there was a growing realization that the emphasis on responsibility was not enough; instead, performance had to be emphasized and measured.

Around the same time, the stakeholder view of corporate management, the notion that organizations have to be managed for the sake of their different stakeholders, such as shareholders, customers, and employees, instead of the narrower shareholder view, which focused only on shareholders, became more accepted. In addition, there was a growing consensus that businesses need to address environmental sustainability instead of viewing environmental degradation as just an externality or an unavoidable by-product of production and distribution. The 21st-century business citizenship is the culmination of all these different strains of thought.

The theoretical model that best answers the question of responsibility of businesses to society was proposed by Dr. Archie B. Carroll, who envisioned CSR as a pyramid made up of economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic responsibilities. He posited that businesses have a responsibility to be profitable; to obey the law; to be ethical in terms of doing what is right, just, and fair; and to be philanthropic in providing contributions to support community activities (Carroll 1991). Adding environmental responsibility as an explicit component to this mix would result in the ingredients for the notion of the 21st-century business citizenship.

Traditionally businesses have emphasized only financial and legal considerations in their operations. Today’s business citizenship paradigm requires organizations to add social and environmental considerations to this list. In other words, today’s businesses are expected to institutionalize or instill citizenship by establishing performance goals with respect to the four criteria mentioned previously, measuring actual results with respect to these goals, and modifying their operations in view of these results.

The best illustration of the 21st-century business citizenship is the triple bottom line (TBL) initiative implemented by organizations, such as GE, Procter & Gamble, and IBM. TBL is a framework that has financial, social, and environmental bottom line. It is also known as the “3P framework of sustainability” where the Ps are profit, people, and planet. The TBL framework was popularized by John Elkington in his book, Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century Business, which argued that businesses must help society to achieve the goals of economic prosperity, social equity, and environmental protection (Elkington 1998).

Organizations such as the United Nations (UN) and Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) have been on the forefront of promoting sustainability and assisting organizations in the development, implementation, and reporting of sustainability initiatives. At the United Nations, business sustainability is integral to the goal of sustainable development. The UN Global Compact is the world’s largest corporate sustainability initiative, which has over 12,000 signatories (8,000 companies and 4,000 nonbusinesses) in 170 countries (UN 2015). GRI’s G4, the current version of the original Sustainability Reporting Guidelines, is the world’s most widely used standard when it comes to sustainability reporting (GRI 2015).

There is increasing evidence that investors are rewarding better business citizens. Socially responsible investing (SRI), which was almost a nonexistent field a couple of decades ago, has been gaining popularity as seen by the increase in the number of social choice funds. The goal of SRI is to invest in companies that promote economic, social, and environmental sustainability. There is also increasing evidence in the financial management literature that social and environmental stewardship has a positive impact on the financial bottom line of companies.

Businesses are paying careful attention to citizenship in order to minimize the legitimacy gap, the gap between the societal expectations of businesses and actual business performance (Carroll & Buchholtz 2014). Sustainability-centered citizenship is part of a shift in the business management paradigm. Instead of reacting to governmental laws and regulations and considering social and environmental initiatives as costs, many businesses are considering them as opportunities to improve their reputations and brand values, while doing “good” for society and planet. Business citizenship thus becomes part of a proactive strategy where good citizenship is good business.

Although everyone benefits from sustainable business practices, the American middle class is their biggest beneficiary. Sustainable products, environmental protection, better employee compensation, including benefits to balance work-family obligations, healthier and safer work environments, employee voluntarism, and investment in local communities are some of the tangible results of business citizenship. All these make the world a more sustainable place not only for consumers, employees, and investors, but also for society in general.

See also: Renewable Energy; Sustainability
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TAX PROGRESSIVITY

Societies have employed a wide variety of tax systems in order to raise the revenue needed to run the government. These tax systems differ in a number of ways. One way is the base of the system—what exactly is being taxed. Tax systems can tax income, retail sales, value added, wealth, and many other things. Another way tax systems vary is by their administrative arrangements: How does society make sure the tax is collected? Some societies rely heavily on voluntary compliance. Others are more proactive in collecting the money and detecting and punishing evaders. Another difference is in how household and firm tax payments vary with income or wealth (or some other measure of economic well-being). The relationship between tax payments and income or wealth determines the progressivity of the tax system, and the degree of progressivity is related to both the equity (fairness) and efficiency of the system.

Table 1 shows three tax systems. The base for these examples will be income, but the same analysis holds if the base were wealth or some other measure of economic well-being. ATR stands for the average tax rate. The ATR is the percentage of income taxed. For example, under the progressive system a household with an income of $100,000 pays $10,000 in tax. As a percentage of income, this tax is 10,000/100,000 = .10. The average tax rate is 10 percent. MTR is a slightly more complicated concept. It is the marginal tax rate. The MTR is the percentage of additional income taxed with the formula MTR = ΔTax/ΔIncome (where Δ is the Greek letter delta used to indicate “change in”). Under the progressive system, the MTR at $110,000 is .32. This is computed the following way. As the household’s income rises from $100,000 to $110,000 (a $10,000 increase), taxes paid rise from $10,000 to $13,200 (a $3,200 increase). The MTR is $3,200/$10,000 = .32. This means that 32% of the increase in income must be paid as additional tax.

[image: image]

What are the characteristics of a progressive tax? Not only do households with a higher income pay more tax, but, more importantly, they pay a higher percentage of their income as tax. In this example, the ATR rises from .10 to .14. In other words, a progressive tax system is defined by what happens to the ATR as income goes up. If ATR increases as income increases, the system is progressive.

Contrast this with the other two systems. Under a proportional system, the ATR stays the same as income increases. Of course, the amount of tax paid will increase, but the percentage of income paid stays the same. (Proportional systems are sometimes called “flat taxes,” presumably because if you graph the ATR against income you get a horizontal line.) Under a regressive system, the ATR falls as income rises. In a regressive system, the amount of tax paid can sometimes rise even as the percentage falls, as it does between income level $100,000 and $110,000, but that will depend on the particular numerical values chosen.

What are the implications of the progressivity of the tax system for equity concerns? What is fair is essentially a subjective concept so no definitive conclusions can be reached. However, many people believe that tax burdens should be allocated on the basis of ability to pay. Those who have a greater ability to pay should pay more under the belief that a given tax payment is less of a burden for higher income people. If we want to equalize the burden of taxes, those with higher incomes should pay more. A progressive system does allocate the tax burden on the basis of ability to pay.

Ability to pay is not the only conceivable way to think about equity. An alternative standard is known as the benefits principle. Under it, households should pay taxes based on the benefits they receive from government. In the case of highway tolls, the benefit principle seems fairly straightforward. If you use the highway you should pay for the service, and those who do not should not be burdened. Of course, the problems can get a little trickier. Should a poor family with lots of school-aged children pay more school tax than a rich family with few school-aged children? It could also be argued that rich families benefit more from government in general to the extent that government protects their riches.

The other important economic issue is efficiency—to what extent does the tax system reduce the incentive people have to work, save, and invest? Here the MTR comes in. If you work, save, and invest more, a likely outcome is a higher income. The MTR determines what percentage of that higher income you can keep for yourself. If a large percentage of that income has to be sent to the government, what is your incentive to go out and do those hard things needed to earn it? A progressive tax system tends to have high and rising marginal tax rates. In our example, with a relatively low ATR of 10 percent, the MTR of going from $100,000 to $110,000 is 32 percent, and it rises to 36 percent for the next $10,000 increment. A regressive tax system, by way of contrast, has relatively low and falling marginal tax rates. To some people then, the most equitable tax system may cause the greatest concern for economic efficiency. This trade-off between equity and efficiency is a common finding in economics.

Is the U.S. tax system progressive? Because of the different types of taxes we use and the difficulty of obtaining data, making a determination is not a simple task. However, the Congressional Budget Office, which has been studying this issue for a long time, and the Tax Policy Center conclude that if we take into account all the major federal taxes, the United States has at least a moderately progressive tax system (Congressional Budget Office, Tax Policy Center).

See also: Estate and Gift Taxes; Government Growth; Taxation, Excessive Burden of
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TAXATION, EXCESSIVE BURDEN OF

If apples are taxed $1.50 each and a half a million are sold, the burden of the apple tax is $750,000, right? Economists have long argued that the actual burden is more than this. Taxes impose excess burdens beyond actual tax payments—and here is why: taxes redirect resources from higher valued uses to lower valued uses. How does this work? Let’s see!

Begin with the economic concepts of value, costs, and efficiency. Value is defined as the maximum willingness to pay. What is the value of an apple to Kym? The amount she is willing to pay for the apple.

Cost is defined as the value of alternative production. What is the cost of producing an apple to Joe? If the resources Joe uses to produce the apple were redirected to producing something else—how much would that “something else” fetch in the market? That is the cost of the apple.

If Kym values an apple at $5 and it cost Joe 25 cents to produce it, then the apple’s production is efficient. Efficiency is a very simple concept: if the value one party places on an item exceeds the cost of its production by another party then by all means go for it—and as long as markets are functioning we can be pretty sure people will do just that. The price of the apple will fall somewhere between $5 and 25 cents; suppose $2, and both Joe and Kym gain from the transaction.

Of course, the apple market is characterized by more than one buyer, one seller, and one apple. This segues to the concept of marginal value and marginal costs essential to further understanding. Kym values her first apple at $5—however, our intuition tells us her willingness to pay for a second apple is less than $5, say only $4. This $4 incremental value is the marginal value she places on the second apple. It may cost Joe 25 cents to produce the first apple brought to market, but we suspect that an additional apple has higher costs. If the second apple has a cost of 50 cents, we say the marginal cost of the second apple is 50 cents.

Imagine we take all the Kyms in the market who want to buy apples. Array the marginal valuations these consumers place on all the apples they might want to purchase from the highest to the lowest. This list of “marginal valuations” might look like: $10 for the first apple, $9.99 for the second apple,… $2.00 for the 500,000th apple … $1.00 for the millionth apple. Now take all the Joes of the world. Array their marginal costs from the lowest cost units to the highest cost units (25 cents for the first, 25.01 cents for the second … 50 cents for the 500,000th apple … $1.00 for the millionth apple). So how many apples “should” be produced? How many will be produced in a free market?

The obvious answer to both is 1 million. The 1 millionth apple is worth $1 to some apple consumer. It has a cost of $1 to some apple producer. Absent of any artificial restraint the market will give us 1 million apples at a $1 price. If, for example, the price of apples were at $2 because only a half million had been brought to market, we can be pretty sure the producer of the 500,001st apple will gladly bring that apple to market: as it only cost her a smidgen more than 50 cents! As producers seek to cash in on the high price of apples the additional apples brought to market lowers price. The market eventually shakes out when the marginal value of the last apple is equal to its marginal cost—1 million apples in this case—and all the gains from trade have been exploited.

So how does a tax on apples throw a monkey wrench in this? Suppose the government imposes a $1.50 tax on apples. The price consumers will pay for apples will be $1.50 more than the price producers receive. This is often called the tax “wedge” and is the basis of excess burden. At a consumer price of $2 a half of a million apples are purchased, at a producer price of 50 cents half a million are produced. The $1.50 tax reduces apple sales to a half a million, raises the price consumers pay to $2, and lowers the price producers get to 50 cents. The government collects $1.50 * 500,000 or $750,000. This tax revenue is the direct burden of the tax, but economists have noted that there is an excess burden to the tax. Why?

The tax induces apple producers to produce something else. It also induces consumers to consume goods other than apples. So what? Apple producers produce something else, apple consumers consume something else. But here is the rub—the apples that are no longer produced are worth more than the value of the other stuff produced. With the $1.50 tax the 500,001st apple that does not get produced is valued just a bit under $2.00 to some consumers; moreover it only costs a bit more than 50 cents to produce—there is a gain to be obtained—yet it does not accrue because the tax wedge imposes an artificial cost on the apple trade that distorts the market process. Ordinarily a $2 consumer price for apples sends a loud signal telling producers to bring more apples to market. This signal is muzzled by the $1.50 tax. Too few apples get consumed and produced, and the other goods that get produced are not worth what the unproduced apples are worth.

This additional burden is known as the excess burden of the tax and can be quite large. In this example the “excess burden” would be $375,000—half the direct burden. The social loss from the 500,001st apple is just less than $1.50—while it is $0 on the millionth. Recall the millionth apple has a marginal cost and marginal value of $1. The average loss for the 500,000th apple not produced because of the tax is therefore 75 cents. 500,000 * 75 cents = $375,000. The half a million apples not produced are worth $375,000 more than the other goods that are produced because of the apple tax.

Unfortunately all known taxes impose some welfare costs as any tax will induce people to substitute out of the taxed activity into untaxed activities. Even broad-based taxes like income and sales taxes give incentives to substitute into untaxed leisure. Economists across the spectrum all agree excess burden should be avoided—the exact way of minimizing excess burdens is much less clear.

See also: Estate and Gift Taxes; Supply-Side Economics; Tax Progressivity
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TECHNOLOGICAL UNEMPLOYMENT

The term “technological unemployment” refers to permanent reductions in the labor participation rate due to substitution of machine labor for human labor. Technological unemployment should be distinguished from a closely allied notion, “technological job loss,” which refers to specific types of human occupations substituted by machine labor. Such substitution has occurred on a massive scale over the last couple of centuries. As recently as the 19th century, nearly a quarter of U.S. laborers worked as threshers: a job that involved beating grain stalks with flails to separate the grains from the shaft. With the widespread deployment of the threshing machine in the 19th century, threshers lost their jobs. But the demise of the thresher occupation did not lead to technological unemployment, as many new jobs eventually opened for displaced threshers. This is not to say the transition was easy for the individual workers affected. Workers destroyed hundreds of threshing machines in the Swing Riots in the 1830s in the United Kingdom as a response to the loss of their livelihoods.

So, although the technological job losses in agriculture came at a considerable personal cost to many, there were also enormous benefits to society from automation. The new employment opportunities that opened in the emerging industrial economy contributed significantly to the creation of the middle class. Consider that at the beginning of the 19th century, almost 90 percent of the labor force worked in agriculture at a very low standard of living. Today, less than 2 percent of the workforce is involved with agricultural production. Although there are exceptions, on average, the jobs offered by the developing industrial economy in the 19th and 20th centuries were better in terms of pay and working conditions than those lost to technological advancement in agriculture.

Although people have worried about technological unemployment for more than 200 years, large scale technological unemployment has yet to materialize. Certainly there have been times of high unemployment in the last two centuries, but peaks in unemployment seem to be mostly independent of technological job loss. For example, the most common explanations for the Great Recession of 2008–2009 involve appeals to the business cycle, the subprime crisis, trade imbalances, a housing bubble, etc., not technological unemployment.

Despite a 200-year track record of failed predictions of technological unemployment, there is still reason to worry about the threat in the 21st century. To see why, it will help to cite a few examples of contemporary technological job loss. Computer programs can perform legal research and medical diagnostics at levels that sometimes exceed that of a human lawyer or doctor. Robots are replacing anesthesiologists in the operating room. Robotically driven vehicles have racked up hundreds of thousands of miles of safe driving and may soon replace taxi drivers, truck drivers, and bus drivers. Today, one can purchase sexbots with programmable personalities that may cut into the livelihood of the oldest profession. Robots are being developed and deployed in mining, farming, manufacturing, cooking, sales, tech support, etc., on an unprecedented scale. Perhaps the most impressive use of robots at the moment is in manufacturing. A number of new factories have been constructed in the last few years in the United States, Europe, China, and other countries that use somewhere in the order of 10 percent of the human labor of a traditional factory (Walker 2014).

These examples support the idea that technological unemployment is a serious concern, not simply because of the sheer number of jobs that may be robotized, but more importantly, because of the types of jobs that robots are performing. Consider that there are two main things humans have traditionally offered to the economy: brawn and brains. Two hundred years ago, a hole for the foundation of a large building would have been dug by a small army of human laborers; today, a modern backhoe can replace a thousand human laborers with shovels. The development of the steam engine, the internal combustion engine, and the electric motor greatly reduced the need for human brawn in the economy over the last couple of centuries. Two hundred years ago, simply being above average in physical strength would have opened lots of employment doors; not so today. Until recently, humans still had a competitive advantage over machinery in terms of being capable of performing jobs that require intelligence. This is obvious in cases like the legal and medical professions, but even vehicle driving was once thought to be too complex for computers to do. The assumption was that driving on a road involved too many variables and too much information to be understood by a computer. The existence of driverless cars that have a better driving record than the average human puts rest to this idea. The fact that robots and advanced computers are displacing human labor in the legal and medical professions suggests that we are now in an era where humans will have to compete with machines in brawn and brains.

In terms of its possible effects on the middle class, much will depend on what policies are adopted in response to technological job loss. One thing to note is that even relatively modest levels of technological unemployment can have profound adverse effects. Suppose there are persistent levels of low but increasing unemployment due to technology; for example, imagine in the year 2025 that there is 10 percent unemployment due to technology, and economists predict it will rise about 1 percent per year for at least a decade. So, the majority will retain their job for the foreseeable future, but there will be downward pressure on wages as more and more displaced workers compete for fewer jobs. In this scenario, there are two threats to the middle class: the loss of middle-class jobs to intelligent robots, and the possibility that competition for the remaining jobs lowers wages to a point where they no longer provide a middle-class income.

Things need not be so calamitous for the middle class. One possibility would be to adjust labor policy to keep labor supply and demand close to equilibrium. For example, one obvious response is to decrease the length of the standard work week. Reducing the work week to 35, 30, or even 20 hours a week would drastically affect the labor supply, and may be one way to stave off technological unemployment. For example, if 20 hours per week is legislated as full-time work, then such legislation would effectively double the number of jobs, as compared with a 40-hour week. Other possibilities include a basic income guarantee that might provide sufficient funds for those who would prefer to opt out of formal employment altogether. In either case, there is some argument that with the right policies, technological job loss could be very good news for the middle class (Walker 2015).

All the experts who have studied the question agree that robotics and advanced computers will change the economy in profound ways in the 21st century. There is less agreement as to whether technological job loss will lead to technological unemployment, and what policy options ought to be pursued to reduce the potential harm of technological unemployment. But this much seems certain: anyone who is interested in the future of the middle class should pay close attention to the effects of robotizing on the economy.

See also: Minimum Wage Debate; Unemployment
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TRADE AND MANUFACTURING

The struggles of the American middle class have garnered considerable political and media attention in recent years. The struggle to achieve economic security has been particularly acute for workers without a college education. In the past, manufacturing employment was an especially important pathway to economic security for workers without a college degree providing good wages and important benefits such as health insurance and a stable retirement income (often through pensions). This entry focuses on the decline of manufacturing employment and the stagnation of manufacturing wages as impediments to achieving a “middle-class” lifestyle. The role of trade in this decline is emphasized though a number of factors likely have contributed to the loss of manufacturing jobs in the United States in recent decades.

Employment Decline and Wage Pressure

In the post–World War II American labor market, roughly 30 percent of workers were employed in manufacturing until 1960 (Bureau of Labor Statistics [BLS]). The year 1960 marks the beginning of a steady decline in the share of workers engaged in goods manufacture. This decline in manufacturing’s share of employment is almost entirely offset by the rise of employment in the service sector. To a large extent this is consistent with the development of most rich countries. Richer societies tend to be more service oriented. However, the decline in manufacturing’s share of employment accelerated significantly in the early 1980s. By the beginning of the recent Great Recession in 2008, manufacturing employment had dropped to 10 percent of total employment. This is significant with respect to the state of the middle class as service-sector jobs are more subject to job “polarization” (Autor & Dorn 2013). That is to say many service jobs pay very well, but also require at least a college education (such as financial services, legal services, and many aspects of medical services), while others have quite low pay and require little education (such as many jobs in the retail sector or fast food jobs).

Though manufacturing’s share of employment began to decline about 1960, the actual number of manufacturing jobs peaked in 1979. Manufacturing employment rose above 19,000,000 for the first time in late 1978 and remained above 19,000,000 through early 1980 when the United States entered recession. Since manufacturing employment is sensitive to economic conditions, it experienced a sharp decline before recovering in mid-1983. However, U.S. manufacturing employment never again reached the 19,000,000 mark. From mid-1983 through early 2001, the number of manufacturing jobs remained fairly close to 17,000,000. In February 2001, manufacturing employment stood at 17,027,000. The number of manufacturing jobs then declined for 36 consecutive months reaching 14,278,000 in February 2004—a loss of more than 2,700,000 jobs. By the end of 2007 (prior to the Great recession) another 500,000 manufacturing jobs were lost. From the beginning of 2008 until February 2010 (the low point in manufacturing employment in the wake of recession), nearly 2,300,000 more jobs were lost before manufacturing employment began to slowly recover. However, at the end of 2014, 12,239,000 workers held manufacturing jobs—nearly 5,000,000 fewer than at the end of 2000 and about 7,000,000 below the 1979 peak. (All data are from the BLS.)

In addition to job losses, manufacturing workers have experienced considerable wage pressure dating back to the late 1970s. Over a 30-year period, from shortly after World War II ended until reaching a peak in January 1978, real (meaning inflation-adjusted) average hourly wages in the manufacturing sector (for production and nonsupervisory nonproduction workers) roughly doubled and average annual earnings for production workers in manufacturing rose about 80 percent (St. Louis Federal Reserve Bank data; Testa & Lombardi 2012). The latest available data (from January 2015) indicate real average hourly wages in the manufacturing sector stand more than 10 percent below their peak level of 37 years ago and are virtually identical to their January 1969 level.

Although wage and salary growth throughout the American labor market has slowed considerably since the 1970s, the decline in manufacturing wages is particularly pronounced. From 1947 through the mid-1980s, manufacturing wages tended to be 6 to 8 percent higher than the wages for all private sector workers. This wage advantage began to gradually decline beginning in the mid-1980s. In 2007, average wages for manufacturing workers dipped below average wages for all private sector workers for the first time in the post–World War II era, and recent data put average manufacturing wages about 5 percent below the private sector average (Ruckelhaus & Leberstein 2014).

The Role of Trade in Manufacturing’s Decline

As noted previously, manufacturing employment and real manufacturing wages begin to decline around 1980. The declines coincide with rapid increases in the U.S. trade deficit (implying imports of goods and services exceed exports) and specifically with very rapid increases in the U.S. deficit in goods trade (U.S. Census Bureau). The U.S. last ran a trade—and trade in goods—surplus (exports exceeding imports) in 1975. Although the United States has run a surplus in services trade every year since 1971, the deficit in goods trade first exceeded $100,000,000,000 in 1984. In the 21st century, the deficit in goods trade has exceeded $400 billion each year and exceeded $800 billion the three years prior to the Great Recession.

Manufacturing workers are particularly vulnerable to the competitive pressures created by freer (due to reduced government—such as tariffs—and/or economic—such as lower transportation or communication costs—barriers) trade. Many service workers are protected from free trade as it is generally impractical for most Americans to see a doctor, go to school, or get a haircut in China. Conversely most Americans are free to seek the best deals on the goods they purchase. Thus it is in manufacturers’ best interests to seek low production costs all else equal. This tends to put American manufacturing workers in direct competition with workers in other countries—including many with very low wages by American standards.

Although the United States has trade deficits with many countries (including a fairly large one with Canada—a country with comparable wages to the United States—for example), much attention has been paid to the trade deficit with China. This is for good reason. From 1990 through 2014, the overall U.S. trade deficit with China grew more than thirty-fold. China has accounted for the majority of the overall U.S. trade deficit in each of the last six years. Trade with China was permanently liberalized (implying barriers to trade were permanently lowered) in 2001 when China was granted admission to the World Trade Organization (WTO)—the world’s principal trade body.

In 2008, average hourly manufacturing wages in China were $1.06 compared to about $18 in the United States (BLS). Further, wages are only one part of overall labor costs. Benefits (such as health insurance) and payroll taxes (primarily for Social Security programs) are generally a major part of overall labor compensation costs. In 2012, overall hourly compensation for U.S. manufacturing workers was $35.67 (BLS), while the 2008 figure for China was $1.59 (and even lower, for example, in India where it was $1.26). Thus it is hardly surprising that cost-conscious manufacturers would move substantial goods production to China. This is particularly true given the stability WTO membership affords China in terms of insurance against protective or punitive trade measures.

Evidence suggests that the rise of China as a global economic and trade power has had a significant impact on U.S. manufacturing workers. A group of influential trade economists (Acemoglu et al.) estimated that Chinese import competition led to net U.S. job losses of 2,000,000 to 2,400,000 between 1999 and 2011. A recent study from the Economic Policy Institute (EPI) estimated that goods trade with China cost the United States over 3,000,000 jobs overall with nearly 2,400,000 lost in manufacturing between 2001 and 2013.

In addition to job losses associated with production moving to China, manufacturers who remain active in the United States must also remain cost competitive with Chinese producers (or at least producers based in China), and American workers must live with the threat of production moving to China (or elsewhere). This has almost certainly been a contributing factor to wage and benefit stagnation in the American labor market generally, but especially in the manufacturing sector.

At the time of writing (March 2015), approximately 7,000,000 fewer Americans are employed in manufacturing relative to 35 years ago. Additionally, real average manufacturing wages are nearly 5 percent lower than they were in 1980. The decline in American manufacturing has undoubtedly made it more difficult for American workers lacking a college education to achieve a middle-class lifestyle. Although a number of factors have likely led to this decline (including worker displacement due to improved technology and higher productivity), much evidence suggests a substantial role of trade and the rise of low-wage industrial powers such as China.

See also: International Trade
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TRADE DEFICITS AND THE U.S. ECONOMY

A country’s trade balance (also known as net exports) is the difference between the value of its exports and imports measured in domestic currency over a specific period of time. When the value of imported goods and services exceeds the value of exported goods and services, the country will have a negative trade balance or a trade deficit.

The trade balance of a country is affected by various factors. The availability of resources, production costs (labor, capital, land, raw materials, etc.), firm and industry productivity, and scale of production relative to those in other nations affect the relative competitiveness of a country in foreign markets, and thus its trade balance. Demand-side factors also matter—incomes at home and abroad can determine how many goods will be purchased by domestic and foreign consumers. Exchange rate fluctuations change the prices of imported and exported goods, making them more or less desirable to consumers at home and overseas. For example, when the U.S. dollar increases in value relative to the British pound, the American goods will be more expensive and British consumers will demand less, which will lead to a decline in U.S. exports. At the same time, the stronger dollar will make the imported goods cheaper in the United States, and this will boost imports. Consequently, the United States may run a trade deficit.

Trade restrictions imposed by foreign governments (import tariffs and quotas, nontariff barriers such as environmental, health, or safety standards) decrease the quantity of imported goods and can contribute to a trade deficit in the exporting country. A trade deficit can also be due to outsourcing. Domestic manufacturers can have production facilities abroad where they produce intermediate or final goods. When the final good is shipped back home, this will be counted as an import. For example, none of Apple’s iPad components are produced in the United States. Even the assembly is done abroad (Hubbard & O’Brien 2013, Chapter 2). The iPads sold in the United States are shipped directly from China. These transactions increase the value of imports and affect negatively the U.S. trade balance.

Trade deficits are likely to vary with the business cycle. In particular, the deficit can widen during periods of expansions, as income and wealth of households increase and they spend more money on imported goods and services, and decrease during periods of economic contractions. This is especially true for a demand-based consumer society like the United States.

Since 1975, the United States has run a trade deficit annually, and the gap between foreign imports and U.S. exports has been continuously rising, reaching a peak of $708.7 billion in 2008. The U.S. trade deficit has declined subsequently and has been fluctuating within the $475–$550 billion range over the past five years. Table 1 provides data for the U.S. exports, imports, and trade balance for the period 1992–2014. The nation has had a positive trade balance in services (e.g., travel, transportation, insurance, financial services, intellectual property charges, telecommunication, computer and information services) throughout the years, which offsets to some degree the trade deficit in goods.

The U.S. trade deficit increased to $504.7 billion dollars in 2014—5.94 percent higher than the corresponding value in 2013. This increase can be attributed to the strong U.S. dollar, rising imports from China, and lower demand for U.S. produced goods from foreign nations due to their slower economic growth (e.g., members of the European Union and Japan) combined with the faster growth in the United States leading to higher demand for foreign goods. The trade deficit declined to $41.8 billion in January 2015 from $45.6 billion in December 2014 since imports fell more than exports.

Table 2 presents the U.S. trade balance with some of its main trading partners and for the world as a whole for the past 10 years. The U.S. trade deficit in goods with China accounts for more than 46 percent of the total deficit in 2014 (Source: U.S. Census). Even though the United States exported 1.8 percent more goods to China in 2014, the imports outweighed the growing exports. The imports primarily consisted of consumer electronics, clothing, and machinery. A large fraction of the imports resulted from outsourcing—American-based companies shipped raw materials to China where the products were assembled and shipped back to the United States. The undervalued Chinese currency is considered as another reason for the increasing trade deficit with China. Many U.S. manufacturers, lawmakers, and economists argue that China is manipulating its currency to boost its exports and increase the country’s economic growth. This has been giving the country an unfair price advantage in world markets.
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The second largest trade deficit in 2014 was with Germany—$78.6 billion according to the revised statistics published by BEA. Imports from Germany were about twice as high as the U.S. exports to this country. The main types of imported goods (automotive vehicles and parts, industrial machinery, and pharmaceuticals) were very similar to the ones that our nation exported to Germany. The German economy experienced a slowdown in 2014 that contributed to the decrease in consumer demand for American goods and had a negative impact on the U.S. exports to Germany. The same argument can be made for the European Union as a whole.

Trade deficits affect some important economic indicators like gross domestic product (GDP) or the value of all final goods and services produced within the borders of a country in a given year. Consistent increases in GDP over time are essential for improving the standard of living of a country’s residents. Trade deficits lower the value of GDP. Even though the United States has a large trade deficit, most of the goods and services are produced and consumed domestically, and thus, the impact on GDP is relatively small.

A trade deficit is not necessarily a bad thing. It benefits American consumers because with more imports they have access to a greater variety of goods at a lower price. In addition, the cheaper imports reduce the threat of rising prices or inflation in the country. On the negative side, prolonged trade deficits can lead to outsourcing of jobs in industries competing with imports as domestic firms unable to produce the goods at lower prices go out of business.

For a country to purchase more than it sells, other nations must be willing to finance its net import purchases or its debt. The United States has been able to attract enough investment to finance completely its current account deficit (the sum of the trade balance, which is the largest component, investment income, and net unilateral transfers). The foreign capital inflows can be thought as an indication of the increased confidence of foreign investors in the future prospects of the U.S. economy. Alternatively, they represent the willingness of foreign governments to loan money to the United States in order to keep their positive trade balances with our country (Feldstein 2008). Most importantly, the capital inflows have allowed for a higher level of investment that would not have been possible only on the basis of low domestic savings. A portion of this foreign capital was used to enhance national productivity, which has been beneficial for the United States (Gerber 2011, Chapter 9).

[image: image]

However, prolonged large trade or current account deficits could be dangerous for a country. If foreign investors lose confidence and a sudden surge in capital outflows occurs, the country will have to use its international reserves to pay its debt. The capital outflows can drive the value of the U.S. dollar down and cause the stock market to decline due to the lower foreign demand for U.S. securities. In the worst case scenario, this can put the economy at a risk of experiencing a financial crisis.

Many nations have had current account deficits at some point in time. Tracking current account deficits relative to a nation’s output or GDP over time can shed light with respect to the riskiness of high indebtedness. Table 3 summarizes the current account balance as a percentage of GDP for a number of countries since 2005.

Even though the U.S. current account deficit (which is almost equivalent to the trade deficit) is large in value, it is not too high as percentage of GDP. The good news is that it has been on a downward trend since 2006. Countries like Canada, Australia, and the United Kingdom currently have comparable current account deficits relative to their GDPs, showing that such numbers are not an exception.

It is important to note that the U.S. trade imbalance can be reversed over time as the factors that caused the deficit get altered. An increase in the U.S. savings rate, high productivity growth, and financial innovations in foreign nations that support greater spending and higher demand for U.S. produced goods can improve the trade deficit.

See also: International Trade; Trade and Manufacturing
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UNEMPLOYMENT

Every month the U.S. government through its Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), a branch of the Department of Labor, issues the unemployment rate for the United States. What is the meaning of unemployment and how is its rate measured? This will require that we develop an understanding of several labor market concepts.

Contrary to what many people think, being unemployed does not simply mean being without a job. There are many people in the country who for various reasons are not permitted or able to work. Even among those who can work, there are many who do not want to work. The BLS definition does not count any of those people as unemployed.

With respect to not being permitted or able to work, there are age restrictions throughout the United States on who can work. In addition, the institutionalized population, people in jail, mental hospitals, and homes for the elderly, cannot work. People in the military also are excluded. This later exclusion is less easy to justify given our voluntary military, but that is the way it has been done for a long time. Excluding these people gives us the civilian noninstitutionalized population (POP) as the basis for our computations.

From the civilian noninstitutional population, people are classified as being in the labor force (LF) or not in the labor force. Persons not in the labor force are engaged in activities that they prefer to holding a job. Some of those activities might be full-time schooling, homemaking, or retirement. Persons not in the labor force are not considered unemployed.

The labor force consists of people who are either employed (E) or unemployed (U). To be considered employed, the person must have worked at least 1 hour a week for pay or at least 15 hours a week in an unpaid family business. To be considered unemployed, the person did not have a job, but made efforts to find one. These efforts include such activities as responding to job ads and submitting a résumé.

The data to compute the unemployment rate and other labor market measures is obtained from a monthly survey of households in the United States. Since surveying the entire country every month would be too expensive, a random sample of approximately 60,000 households containing approximately 110,000 people is chosen. Using well-known principles of statistics, this sample is large enough for us to be confident that the results are close enough to the true values. In the end though, it must be recognized that the monthly unemployment rate is an estimate of the true value. Households in the sample are contacted either in person or by phone. The person responding is asked a series of questions about the activities of everyone in the household. From those answers the categories previously defined can be computed.

From these basic classifications, a number of statistics can be computed. The labor force participation rate (LFPR) is the percentage of the civilian noninstitutional population in the labor force:

[image: image]

The employment-population ratio (EP) is the percentage of the civilian noninstitutional population employed:
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Many people are surprised to learn that the unemployment rate (UR) is not the number unemployed as a percentage of the civilian noninstitutional labor force, but rather the number unemployed as a percentage of the labor force:
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BLS data from April 2015 shows how this all works:





	



	Employment status (numbers in thousands)




	



	Civilian noninstitutional population

	
	250,266




	Civilian labor force

	
	157,072




	Labor force participation rate

	
	    62.8




	Employed

	
	148,523




	Employment-population ratio

	
	    59.3




	Unemployed

	
	8,549




	Unemployment rate

	
	5.4




	Not in the labor force

	
	93,194




	







There are a number of conceptual problems associated with measuring unemployment. A widely recognized issue is the discouraged worker problem. To be considered unemployed a person must have made efforts to find a job. What if the person is so pessimistic about his or her chances that he or she does not even make an effort? Such people probably should be considered unemployed but would not show up in the statistics that way. Involuntary part-time work is another issue. Many people work part-time because they want to. Others would prefer full-time work, but can only find part-time employment. Our method of classifying employment does not allow us to distinguish. What if you are working 1 hour a week for pay, but would want to work 40 hours a week? From the standpoint of the statistics, you are fully employed. From your standpoint, you are 39/40 unemployed. Another issue is that the statistics do not account for the quality of the job you have. You may be fully employed, but at a job that does not make full use of your skill set at an unsatisfying rate of compensation. Workers in this situation are called underemployed.





	Alternative measures of labor underutilization
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	U-1

	
	2.3




	U-2

	
	2.6




	U-3

	
	5.4




	U-4

	
	5.9




	U-5

	
	6.7




	U-6

	
	10.8  




	







Through a series of questions, the BLS attempts to account for some of those problems by publishing “Alternative Measures of Labor Underutilization.” The six measures of underutilization in April 2015 were:

U-3 is the familiar unemployment rate. U-1 only counts as unemployed those who have been without a job for 15 weeks or longer, under the notion that long-term is a more serious social problem than short-term unemployment. U-2 only counts as unemployed job losers (i.e., laid off) and those completing temporary jobs. This leaves out those who voluntarily left their job, under the assumption that voluntary job leavers are in a much different place than job losers. U-4 tries to account for discouraged workers by asking people if they would look for work if they thought they had a better chance of finding it. In April 2015, a time of an improving job market, the discouraged workers would have added .5 percentage points to the unemployment rate. During recessions, the discouraged worker problem is more severe. U-5 adds in discouraged workers and workers unable to search for jobs due to non-job market reasons like not having transportation or child care problems. U-6 includes the unemployed from U-5 plus all involuntary part-time workers. Clearly the issue of involuntary part-time employment is a significant one.
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Unemployment insurance (UI) is a social insurance program intended to provide temporary income support to workers who have lost their jobs through no fault of their own and are seeking reemployment. Its main purposes are to reduce the hardship of unemployment by partially compensating for lost earnings and smoothing consumption during periods of involuntary unemployment, and to help stabilize the economy during downturns by maintaining demand for goods and services. UI is not means-tested, so it is not intrinsically an antipoverty program, although it does help households to remain above the poverty threshold. UI is unique among American social programs: each of the 50 states (plus the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands) finances and administers its own program, but does so under federal guidelines and oversight.

Eligibility and Benefits

UI can be thought of as a three-tiered system: Tier 1 is the “regular” system conducted by each state, always in effect, financed by payroll taxes collected from employers in the state, and providing up to 26 weeks of benefits in most states. Tier 2 is the “standby” Extended Benefits (EB) program, a federal-state program intended to activate automatically in a recession and lengthen the duration of benefits by 13 weeks (or 20 weeks by state option). Tier 3 is the succession of federally funded “emergency” benefit extensions that Congress has passed in every recession since 1958. During the Great Recession, Congress famously expanded the emergency program so that claimants in high-unemployment states could receive up to 99 weeks of benefits (state, EB, and emergency benefits combined)—substantially more than in any previous recession.

To be eligible for UI under any of these three tiers, an unemployed worker must file a claim and meet both so-called monetary and nonmonetary eligibility criteria. Monetary eligibility pertains to the worker’s earnings history during roughly the year before the UI claim, and differs markedly by state: in 2013, the minimum annual earnings needed to qualify for benefits ranged from less than $1,000 in five states to more than $4,000 in seven.

For workers who meet the monetary criteria, both the weekly benefit amount and the potential duration of benefits depend on preclaim earnings. In 2013, the maximum weekly benefit was less than $300 in six states and greater than $550 in six others. In most states, the potential duration of benefits varies with preclaim earnings up to 26 weeks.

Nonmonetary eligibility refers to the conditions that led the claimant to become unemployed and whether the claimant is looking for work. In general, a worker must have lost a job due to an employer’s action (such as layoff), so in general a worker who voluntarily quits or is discharged for misconduct will be ineligible for UI. In practice, all states make exceptions for workers who quit for “good cause”—a work-related issue such as unsafe working conditions or a change in hours, pay, or tasks assigned. The nonmonetary criteria also require a worker to be able, available, and seeking work. A worker who is ill or disabled, traveling, or lacking means to get to and from work is generally considered unable or unavailable to work. Enforcement of these eligibility criteria vary greatly by state.

An important consequence of UI eligibility rules is that most unemployed individuals do not receive benefits. New labor force entrants and reentrants typically have insufficient earnings to qualify, the conditions under which many workers leave employment disqualify them, and others are not able, available, and seeking reemployment. Averaging over 2009–2011, about 35 percent of unemployed individuals received UI benefits. Recipiency rates vary substantially by state and region, and groups with lower earnings (younger workers, nonwhite and Hispanic workers, and those with less education) and more transitions in and out of the labor force (younger workers and women) tend to have lower recipiency rates.

Financing

UI is financed by a payroll tax that has federal and state components and is collected from most employers. Under the federal component, a tax (effectively 0.6 percent) is levied on the first $7,000 of each covered worker’s annual earnings. The revenues are deposited in federal trust accounts that in turn finance UI’s administrative costs, fund public employment services, pay the federal share of the EB program, and make loans to states that have exhausted their UI trust funds.

Each state sets its own UI payroll tax base and tax rates for financing regular state benefits, and both vary greatly from state to state. In 2013, all but two states set their UI tax base higher than the $7,000 federal minimum, but state UI tax bases are much smaller than the Social Security base ($113,700 in 2013). The UI tax base exceeded $25,000 in just 12 states in 2013.

The tax rates levied on the base are experience rated at the level of the employer, meaning that each employer’s tax rate depends on the UI benefits that have been paid to workers who were laid off by that employer. When Congress established the UI system in 1935, experience rating was touted as a way to distribute the cost of UI equitably among employers and to discourage employers from laying off workers. These claims have been controversial, and experience rating remains a unique feature of the U.S. system of UI.

Since 1960, the tax revenues collected by the states for UI have not kept pace with benefits paid, mainly because most states have not increased their UI payroll tax bases in step with wage increases. As a result, reserves held in state UI trust funds have trended down from about three times total payrolls to just three-quarters of total payrolls at the onset of the Great Recession in 2007. During and after the Great Recession, the trust funds of 31 states became insolvent, and these states borrowed in excess of $35 billion from the federal government.

Insolvent state UI trust funds have two perverse consequences. First, borrowing states must raise taxes to repay their federal loans, and these tax increases often occur (as during the Great Recession) in a weak economy, placing a drag on recovery and hampering the ability of UI to act as an automatic stabilizer. Forward funding UI—building adequate trust funds during a period of growth—avoids such fiscal drag. A second perverse consequence of insolvency has been benefit reductions: during 2010 and 2011, eight states reduced benefit amounts or durations to limit UI payroll tax increases and reduce the burden of repaying their loans.

UI experts are virtually unanimous that the weak finances of most state UI systems have reduced the program’s effectiveness as a counter-cyclical stabilizer and jeopardized its adequacy as an income replacement program. The most widely recommended way to improve the system’s finances is to increase the tax base and index it to the average weekly wage. The rationale for indexing seems sound: of the 16 states that indexed in 2008, only 5 (31 percent) had to borrow from the federal government during the Great Recession; of the 35 that did not index, 29 (83 percent) needed to borrow.

Social Insurance or Income Transfer?

Since the mid-1990s, U.S. social policy has increased the expectation that earnings will be the main source of income for nonelderly adults and their dependents, even when their earnings capacity is limited. This added emphasis on employment as a source of income for the poor has placed added pressure on UI, and the role of UI has been hotly debated.

Some researchers and worker advocates would like to expand UI by loosening eligibility criteria and increasing potential benefit durations. They are skeptical that benefit extensions during the Great Recession were a disincentive to accepting reemployment. Their views contrast with the traditional view of UI as social insurance—a program meant to replace the lost earnings of those whose earnings are normally adequate, rather than an income transfer program or antipoverty program. Those who view UI as social insurance believe that income maintenance for the poor and training for displaced workers would be better handled by separate programs funded by general revenues.

See also: Unemployment
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UNIVERSAL BASIC INCOME

A universal basic income (UBI) is a fixed, unconditional income paid to everyone in a given economy. It is thus not based on income, age, health, or any other status, save some residency or citizenship requirement. The idea of such income has generated interest all over the political spectrum. It has been widely debated by philosophers, economists, and political scientists for several decades. A prominent example of an actual UBI program is the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend, paid out yearly to all Alaska residents since the early 1980s as a way to redistribute the rent from oil production. Other short-lived and local experiments have been carried out all over the world, including Canada and the United States in the 1970s.

First promoted by Thomas Paine (1795), the concept of an unconditional income for all was reinstated in the 1930s by British economist James Meade (Meade 1935), who viewed it as a social dividend. Then in the 1960s, paradoxically, UBI found one of its biggest defenders in the libertarian writings of Milton Friedman. Friedman promoted the concept of a negative income tax, a form of universal basic income rooted in the tax system. A partisan of free markets, Friedman acknowledged the fact that they did generate some inequalities which society should try to correct. Every society, according to Friedman, should at least provide its constituents with the means to meet their basic needs (Friedman 1962). Friedman’s interest in the establishment of a UBI program in the United States lay in the simplicity of such a program to correct for some inequalities generated by markets. Although Friedman viewed most social programs as costly and inefficient, he saw UBI as an easy-to-manage alternative he was willing to promote in the political arena. At the same time, James Tobin developed the “Demogrant” concept, a minimum guaranteed income viewed more as a complement than a substitute to the current welfare system (e.g., Tobin 1966). Both the Johnson and the Nixon administrations rather considered introducing a negative income tax based on Friedman’s advice. The current Earned Income Tax Credit (enacted in 1975, then expanded by different tax reforms) originates from that effort, but it is clearly conditioned on income and fades out with higher taxable income.

Most proponents of a universal basic income view the basic needs argument as the central motivation of a UBI policy, to alleviate poverty. Yet, they differ in their own motivation for the promotion of UBI. Friedman saw UBI as a way to improve efficiency of social policies, but Rawls (1971) and Van Parijs (1991) view it as a necessary complement to freedom. According to them, freedom is only meaningful if one has the proper means to exert that freedom. The motivation here is one of social justice. Some authors, such as Atkinson (1995), advance the idea that a basic income should be a participation income. A recent motivation for UBI is that in the age of robotization there may not be enough work for everyone. UBI may be one way to reap the benefits of the robots and compensate for the resulting unemployment.

A UBI policy does have some drawbacks. People may be less motivated to work if they have a guaranteed income that is sufficient to live on. This effect would be reinforced if the UBI is financed by distortionary taxation, which is likely since its costs are much higher than the targeted social programs it replaces (e.g., food stamps, unemployment insurance). Such worries have so far prevented UBI from being implemented on a larger scale.

The lack of sizable experiments makes it difficult to establish how UBI would work out. An educated guess is performed in Fabre, Pallage, and Zimmermann (2014) who simulate how a UBI would perform relative to an unemployment insurance program. The latter offers temporary income to workers who have lost their job. Strict eligibility requirements of such programs imply difficult and costly monitoring of applicants and are subject to possible fraudulent claims. The simulations show that in spite of their cost and the possibilities of fraud, in a model calibrated to the U.S. labor market, unemployment insurance programs offer better protection to workers and are socially more desirable than a UBI program, to a large extent because the funds are better targeted. Simulations also show that the socially optimal UBI provides only a few thousand dollars a year, in line with existing programs (see, e.g., PFD 2014 for Alaska). Clearly, such transfers are not sufficient to provide for U.S. residents’ basic needs.

The 20th century was rich in debates on the desirability of UBI programs. The early 21st century has been characterized by many serious political proposals to introduce a UBI in Switzerland, Finland, and France, with open questions about the financing (rents from a natural resource, value-added tax, income tax, etc.) and variations around the objective (more freedom, simplification of the welfare state, protection of the unemployed). The Swiss electorate rejected in 2016 a UBI proposal of about $31,000 annually to each adult. Other jurisdictions are contemplating various forms of UBI, foremost Finland. The debate on UBI has just started.
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U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT (USAID)

The United States Agency for International Development (USAID, or often just AID) is the primary U.S. government institution responsible for planning, delivering, and overseeing development and humanitarian assistance to foreign countries. Established in 1961, USAID evolved from several other disparate and often short-term foreign aid programs after World War II, including the Marshall Plan, to provide better long-term planning for American foreign aid. From its establishment, USAID has enjoyed strong support as a vital component of American foreign policy and humanitarian efforts, and received stinging criticism as an expensive and even counterproductive waste of taxpayer dollars. Proponents and supporters in Congress, other government institutions, and development policy circles, as well as in the agency itself, have often lauded USAID and its many programs and projects as a cost-effective means of supporting U.S. foreign policy goals in the developing world, advancing American values, promoting new trade partnerships, and lifting millions out of poverty and hunger. Critics, however, have long pointed to the agency’s contradictory goals and spotty record of development success as reasons to question USAID’s budget, personnel, and mandate, and congressional opponents have routinely hacked away at foreign aid appropriations and railed against misuse of American money in foreign aid. The long-standing debate over the objectives, methods, and efficacy of USAID’s work, and its relative costs and benefits for American taxpayers, has become even more pointed since the Cold War’s end and shifted with each new reinvention of the agency.

USAID and foreign aid as a whole have consistently found public support difficult to build or maintain, as public perception has long worked under the assumption that every dollar spent abroad is a dollar that could have been spent at home (or not spent at all), and likely with more direct benefit to taxpayers. In this respect, USAID, as well as its many predecessor programs and agencies, has struggled for decades to make the case that American foreign aid programs focused on development and humanitarian assistance benefit U.S. national interests and, more generally, American society and the public. Though total foreign aid allocated for development and humanitarian efforts has persistently remained at and often below 1 percent of the total federal budget, public opinion polls routinely indicate that Americans’ perception is of a foreign aid program defined by largesse, with respondents guessing that the actual outlay hovers between 10 and 25 percent annually. Though officially separate government institutions, USAID and the State Department have been devising joint strategic plans and a cohesive single international affairs budget since 2007, with the yearly sum devoted to all U.S. government foreign aid, as well as all embassies and diplomatic efforts, amounting to just over 1 percent of the federal budget. USAID thus embodies a generous humanitarian impulse on behalf of the United States (indeed, the agency’s motto is “From the American People”), but in ways that do not necessarily conform to widely held assumptions about the agency’s purposes or practices.

USAID began operations in 1961, following years of criticism about the haphazard and often ineffective nature of existing American aid programs. Driven by Cold War tensions and fear of losing influence to the Soviet Union across the rapidly decolonizing Third World, USAID quickly grew into a key component of American geopolitical strategies in Latin America, Africa, the Middle East, and Asia. American money, commodities, and expertise flooded into strategically important countries to counter Soviet influence and shore up American allies. Although this aid, which was officially distinct and separate from direct military aid handled through other government agencies, often made important contributions to poor countries’ development through improvements to health, education, and infrastructure, it also commonly meant USAID’s efforts often failed to directly address poverty and hunger and instead propped up undemocratic regimes and exacerbated social and economic inequality. USAID itself worked diligently to convey the message, to both international audiences and skeptical American policy makers and the public, that foreign aid was not simply a handout, but an engine for economic growth, political democratization, and social betterment. Appropriate foreign aid could, it was argued, spark modernization and development and provide developing states the necessary capital and support to achieve American standards of living.

By the 1970s, however, USAID had become a crucial player in American military strategies in Vietnam, funneling vast amounts of food and other aid to South Vietnam and, because of its rural and agricultural expertise, assisting with counterinsurgency strategies in the countryside. As the war became deeply unpopular in Congress and with American public opinion, the agency was forced to reinvent itself and its focus, but struggled throughout the late 1970s and 1980s with an uncertain mandate and limited political support. Years of economic stagnation and growing debt made development assistance and USAID easy targets for political conservatives and budget hawks, which had long sought to slash aid, and after 1981, the Reagan administration, which sought to integrate neoliberal, free market reforms into American foreign aid and development policy. Initial efforts at neoliberal reforms were bolstered by the Cold War’s end, and with it the long-standing geopolitical imperative to provide aid as part of containing and countering international communism. USAID sought throughout the 1990s to make its aid programs work more directly on behalf of American economic interests, particularly by supporting efforts at trade liberalization and market creation in the Global South. With the terrorist attacks of 9/11, policy makers and strategists reasserted USAID’s geopolitical importance, and have worked to make the agency a humanitarian frontline in the U.S.-led global war on terror.

This has not always been a smooth or easy process, however, and numerous questions and challenges to USAID’s mission and mandate remain. These include the ever present and always sharp debate over the appropriate amount to spend on foreign aid, as well as the more fundamental issue of aid’s purpose in a world of deep and often threatening interdependency. USAID now works not only on behalf of American national interests, but must also contend with a much more complex international aid system defined by multiple actors, including other developed states’ aid agencies as well as multilateral agencies, thousands of NGOs, and private philanthropic foundations, many of which command significantly more funding and political autonomy than USAID. The agency continues to find itself torn between sometimes competing objectives of humanitarian assistance and long-term development support for the world’s poorest, and geopolitical objectives tied to specifically American interests. In this context, aid and USAID remain a hard sell and even an abstraction for many Americans, but an indispensable tool in American foreign policy and global outreach.
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WAGE-PRICE POLICIES, 1945–1980

Between 1945 and 1980, presidential administrations advocated a variety of voluntary and mandatory wage-price policies (also known as incomes policies) to restrain inflation, which they viewed as injuring the middle class. During wars (World War II, Korea, Vietnam), the United States imposed comprehensive, mandatory wage-price controls. These government-imposed legal maximums (sometimes called ceilings) were placed on both wages and prices throughout the economy. They were intended to restrain inflation and to direct much-needed resources toward military uses in war time. They were met with mixed reviews until eventually being discarded after 1974 because they misdirected resources, were overly complex, and were relatively ineffective.

During World War II, the United States enacted mandatory wage-price controls. However, once it became clear that the war’s end was imminent, many assumed that the controls would quickly be removed. Citing John Maynard Keynes’s theories, U.S. economists believed that the imminent reduction of government military spending would reduce total spending (aggregate demand) to such an extent as to cause a recession. However, war time rationing combined with rising incomes had forced middle-class families to increase household savings, which they were now anxious to spend. Surprisingly, too much consumer demand became the problem, rather than too little. Businesses and individuals intensified their efforts to work around controls; for example, many employers increased non-wage compensation to labor. One such form of compensation included health benefits, thereby accelerating the tying of health insurance to employment.

To signal confidence in using fiscal policy (adjusting government spending and taxes) to stabilize the economy, Congress enacted the 1946 Employment Act. Among the act’s provisions was the creation of the Council of Economic Advisers (CEA) to advise the president; CEAs often helped formulate wage-price policies. Truman’s CEA held the Keynesian view that monetary policy (adjusting money supply and interest rates to influence aggregate demand) would not effectively cure inflation. They believed that firms and unions in oligopolistic (marginally competitive, concentrated) industries were more likely to raise prices and wages (cost-push inflation). In response, the CEA developed a plan of selective controls specific to oligopolistic markets. The Republican-controlled Congress in 1947–1948 shot down this plan.

The recession of 1949 diverted focus away from inflation. However, inflation fears returned with the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950 and the Chinese intervention in November 1950. To fund a new war chest and stem the growth of total spending in the economy, Congress passed a significant tax increase (September 1950) and imposed wage-price controls (December 1950). The policy appeared to initially prevent an increase in inflation.

In 1953, President Dwight Eisenhower quickly ended the Korean War and removed the controls. Eisenhower’s economic advisers preferred using monetary policy to stabilize the economy and restrain inflation. Although they sometimes suggested that big businesses and big unions demonstrate restraint in increasing prices and wages, they never formulated specific proposals.

The CEA during the John F. Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson administrations developed wage-price guidelines (guideposts). These Keynesian economists accepted the “menu interpretation of the Phillips curve,” which asserted an inverse, stable relationship between inflation (caused by too much spending in the economy) and unemployment (caused by too little). In its 1962 Economic Report to the President, the CEA announced a goal of 4 percent unemployment, citing historical evidence showing inflation rose once unemployment fell below this level. The CEA hoped to achieve their goal by encouraging big businesses and big unions to exercise restraint and follow voluntary guidelines.

Their specific guidelines called for real wage increases to be limited to increases in average rate of labor productivity, thus reducing any need for businesses to increase prices. Firms and labor unions balked at the suggestion, all claiming to be individual, special cases. Simultaneously, other economists argued that monetary policy was the correct method of restraining inflation; wage-price policies (mandatory or voluntary) were ultimately ineffective and reduced economic growth by causing a misallocation of economic resources.

Any superficial adherence to the guidelines disappeared in 1967 and 1968 due to the rapid increase in government expenditures for the Vietnam War and Great Society programs. This spending, combined with accommodative monetary policy, drove unemployment below 4 percent and inflation up. Firms were not about to restrain from price increases, nor would unions moderate wage demands in this inflationary environment.

Richard Nixon won the 1968 election. His disdain for mandatory, comprehensive wage-price controls was widely documented, and he agreed with his CEA that voluntary guidelines would be ineffective. However, inflation continued to rise despite rising unemployment. In 1970, the Democrat-controlled Congress gave Nixon the authority to impose comprehensive, mandatory wage-price controls but argued that he would not use them because he did not care about the middle class.

On August 15, 1971, President Nixon surprised the country, even most of his economic advisers, by announcing a mandatory 90-day freeze on wages and prices. His plan also ended the ability of foreign central banks to exchange U.S. dollars for gold—a move that essentially ended the Bretton Woods system of exchange rates. The temporary freeze evolved into a much more complicated set of controls, lasting until April 30, 1974. Glaring problems with controls were exposed in this period. They interfered with market signals, thereby creating numerous artificial shortages (such as evidenced by long gas lines); merely delayed rather than stifled inflation; and provided strong incentives for market participants to avoid these controls rather than increase production.

Keynesian economists returned to the White House during President Jimmy Carter’s administration. His CEA advocated a tax-based incomes program, which proposed using taxes to provide incentives for firms and workers to adopt appropriate price-wage behavior to reduce inflation. However, Carter was not able to convince Congress to pass legislation.

Since 1981, wage-price policies (both voluntary and mandatory) have fallen out of favor, having disappeared from the economic landscape. There are several reasons for this lack of interest from presidents and their advisers. Economists accept the idea that monetary policy is the primary determinant of inflation; central banks rather than presidents (fiscal policy and wage-price policies) have greater influence on keeping inflation in check. Additionally, wage-price controls are too complex and too costly in terms of misallocation of resources.

See also: Business Cycles in the United States; Consumer Price Index; Federal Reserve System and Monetary Policy; Fiscal Policy; Friedman, Milton; Inflation; Johnson, Lyndon B., and the Great Society; Kennedy, John F.; Monetarism; Money in American History; Phillips Curve; Watergate
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WORKERS’ COMPENSATION

Workers’ compensation (WC) is a social insurance program providing cash benefits, medical care, and rehabilitation services to workers who are injured or fall ill at the workplace. Unlike the other two mandatory social insurance programs in the United States with substantial federal oversight (Social Security which covers retirement income and health care benefits for the elderly and disability benefits for the severely disabled workers, and Unemployment Insurance which pays short-term benefits for unemployed workers), Workers’ compensation laws are strictly state laws with no binding federal guidelines. Hence benefits and program eligibility vary by state.

WC is no-fault insurance: as long as employees are hurt on the job, whether the accident was their fault or not (given that the injury wasn’t willful or drug related), all associated medical costs and some wages associated with lost work time are paid. The trade-off for the certainty of coverage to workers provided by the employer is the employer’s limited liability—only part of lost wages of the injured workers are reimbursed, and there are no payments for pain and suffering.

Provision of coverage is mandatory in 48 states. In the other 2 states, New Jersey and Texas, employers opting out of the WC system forgo the limited liability of employers choosing coverage. As a consequence, relatively few employers opt out of the WC system.

To meet their obligation to provide insurance coverage for their workers, firms can either self-insure (if they are large enough to qualify for self-insurance in their states), in which case they retain the risk, or they can buy insurance to cover their claims, in which case they transfer the risk to an insurance company. Self-insurance is not allowed in North Dakota and Wyoming. In four states (North Dakota, Ohio, Washington, and Wyoming), those who do not self-insure must buy their insurance from a state “monopoly” fund, as private carriers are not allowed to sell insurance. In 18 other states, state insurance funds compete with private carriers for WC business.

Most workplace injuries are relatively minor, and workers receive medical care only. Indeed, about four fifths of all claims are for medical care only with no lost time payments. Medical care only claims account for only about 6 percent of total payments made in workers’ compensation. However, medical care benefits associated with lost time claims are very significant, accounting for slightly less than half of the benefits paid out to injured workers. The other half is for disability benefit income. These disability (or lost time) payments are known as indemnity payments in the insurance field since workers’ compensation “indemnifies,” or “compensates for loss” (that is, compensates for lost wages). Each state establishes its own waiting period, usually three to seven days, during which the worker receives no indemnity payments. If lost work time extends beyond the state’s waiting period, the initial indemnity payment is known as a temporary total disability payment. About three-quarters of those receiving any indemnity payment receive temporary total disability payments only since the injuries leave effectively no residual impairment. Temporary total disability claims would typically include such injuries as a simple fracture or laceration.

Even though most lost time claims are temporary total disability claims, such claims account for only about one-fifth of total workers’ compensation costs. The most significant cost category is permanent partial claims, which leave some residual impairment. These are claims for which the worker is judged to be able to return to work, but with reduced functional capacity. Amputations, loss of sight, loss of hearing, and chronic back pain fall into this category. Among the permanent partial injury, the single most significant claim category is low back pain. This accounts for about a third of workers’ compensation costs.

Typically, two-thirds of weekly wages are replaced for those whose wages are between a specific minimum and maximum amount. These minimums and maximums, as well as the waiting periods, are determined separately in each state. For high wage workers, the replacement is less than the statutory two-thirds because the maximum benefit pulls down their actual benefit. Indeed, a substantial fraction of injured workers (between a third and a half in most states) have their benefits reduced by the influence of the maximum payment, and receive less than two-thirds of their preinjury wage.

The nominal two-thirds replacement rate, as well as the waiting period, are both partial insurance mechanisms instituted to control “opportunistic incentive response” (called “moral hazard” in the insurance literature) where workers file “unnecessary” WC claims. Although there is value to workers in having the insurance coverage (and this increases societal well-being), opportunistic responses associated with the insurance coverage may partially offset the advantage of the insurance since more days off would be taken than in the absence of insurance (hence the insurance may misallocate resources through potential adverse incentives). In an ideal policy world, benefits would balance out these competing aspects of WC.

Although benefit adequacy is often the focus of legislative debate, adequacy is just one aspect of the workers’ compensation system. Another primary objective of WC laws is the efficiency objective of reducing accident costs, broadly defined. Accident costs include the following:


	Losses suffered by the victims of accidents, both monetary losses (in particular, loss of income, medical expenses, rehabilitation expenses) and nonmonetary losses (e.g., pain and suffering, loss of enjoyment of life).

	The effect of the accident on workplace productivity (the production process may slow down or stop because of the injury, skilled labor that is difficult to replace may be unavailable because of the injury, etc.

	Costs incurred to prevent accidents, including money spent on accident prevention and output forgone in order to reduce the risk of accidents.

	The cost of administering workers’ compensation laws, including the costs incurred by all participants in that system.



Many WC laws and institutions can be viewed as attempts to achieve economic efficiency by minimizing the sum of these costs, as WC has evolved over time. Examples of some of these cost-minimizing insurance arrangements—mentioned previously—include waiting periods, partial reimbursement for wage loss, and adjusting the firm’s insurance costs up (or down) when they have more (less) then the expected number of injuries. The wide variation in benefits and coverage rules, even between neighboring states, suggests, however, that such economic rationales do not always drive legislative action.

What all WC laws do is establish liabilities for workplace accidents affecting employees. The allocation of these liabilities is most efficient when it (1) creates appropriate incentives for those involved in the WC program, (2) allocates the risk to those who are most willing and able to bear the risk, and (3) results in lower transactions costs. Transactions costs are the resources forgone in order to administer the “liability rules” in WC. Transactions costs include, therefore, the value of all time and goods devoted to establishing, interpreting, administering, and enforcing the (legal, administrative, and “common practice”) laws. For example, most legal expenses represent transactions costs of administering the system of liability rules. WC laws have certainly lowered transactions costs over the prior tort laws (“sue in court whenever there was an injury”) in the United States.

See also: Americans with Disabilities Act; General Assistance Programs; Social Security; Unemployment Insurance; Welfare Policy
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WORK-LIFE BALANCE

The work-life balance refers to the process of prioritizing one’s time between professional work responsibilities and private lifestyle needs. Achieving “balance” means reconciling the demands of employment with important areas of personal life such as leisure, family time, and other nonwork commitments. In the 21st-century U.S. economy, finding a middle ground between these two spheres is often challenging. Actual working hours have increased significantly, meaning that workers are spending much more time than in previous years at work. Additionally, the structure of many people’s jobs—that is, unpredictable and irregular hours—prevent them from satisfactorily planning life activities. In the home, household responsibilities tend to take up much of the remaining time afforded to working people. Moreover, technology has allowed work to bleed into home life, effectively extending work beyond the workplace. Workers are also taking less time off, choosing (or feeling compelled) to stay in the office. Taken together, these facts have resulted in the balance shifting in favor of work for many Americans, shrinking the time left to spend on other areas of life.

Working Hours and Job Structures

One of the principal factors affecting work-life balance in the United States is the amount of hours per week workers spend on the job. In the United States, workers work a lot. Recent polling data from Gallup show that the average full-time U.S. employee tallies 46.7 hours per week, with 21 percent reporting between 50 and 59 hours, and an additional 18 percent reporting more than 60 hours (Gallup 2014). This is significantly higher than the amount of time worked in the previous century, where in 1969, the average for all workers was just under 40 hours (Schor 1992, 29). Compared to other Western democracies, these figures are profound. For example, Germans average 35.3 hours per week; in Denmark and Norway, workers average 33.5 and 34.4 hours, respectively; in the United Kingdom, workers average 36.7 hours; and on the extremely low end, the Netherlands clocks in an average of just 30.1 hours per week (OECD 2014). In the broader context of the industrialized world, the hours worked in the United States appear as an anomaly. This is significant, as long working hours reduce the amount of time people have left to spend on other parts of their life.

In addition to working more, many U.S. employees are subjected to strenuous workplace conditions. Employers have gained significant influence over the operation of the workplace since the 1980s, the decade when worker power began to dwindle (Kalleberg 2011, 85). One major consequence of this change is the control employers possess over employee scheduling. As such, scheduling practices that may be more convenient for employers but not employees—such as variable shift times and low-notice scheduling—have become commonplace. In several industries, workers are notified of their schedules only a week in advance—and in some instances, even less than a week. Other precarious habits such as call-in shifts—which require employees to be available between certain hours and phone their employer to see if they need to report to work—pervade the retail world. Moreover, many workers see their shifts fluctuate radically: one week they may work very few hours, and the next very long hours (National Women’s Law Center [NWLC] 2015). Such instability prohibits workers from establishing a consistent routine, and from adequately planning their life activities.

The “Second Shift”

The increase in the amount of time spent at work has made home life more of a challenge—especially for families. In the 21st century, most families are dual-earner couples, which means both parents work. Routine aspects of life such as grocery shopping, maintaining the home, and attending to the needs of children have become cumbersome, as both breadwinners must negotiate their packed schedules to accommodate their nonwork obligations. For women, this is especially true, as they have overwhelmingly taken on both the demands of a paying job and the needs of the home (Hochschild & Machung 2003; Schor 1992). Thus, many women find themselves working a “second shift” of unpaid labor in the form of care work and household upkeep when they get home from their job (Hochschild & Machung 2003).

This gendered discrepancy in home work is captured by time use data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). According to the BLS, women are more likely than men to engage in all categories of household chores (e.g., cleaning, cooking, doing laundry) with the only exception being yardwork. Even for men who do contribute to household upkeep, on average, women will expend more time than them on these tasks. Similar trends are observed for childrearing, where in families with at least one minor below age 6, women spend more than twice the amount of time as men providing physical child care (U.S. Department of Labor 2014). Many women, then, find themselves in a state of perpetual work, caught between the responsibilities of their job and their home, leaving them with very little time to spend on other areas of personal interest.

Techno-Creep

Although some may expect work to cease once an employee leaves the office, technological advances in the 21st century have inadvertently expanded the working day beyond the boundaries of the workplace. The diffusion of mobile devices like smartphones and laptops has blurred the lines between work and home (Duxbury & Smart 2011). Workers can now be reached at almost any hour, anywhere. Thus, employees often find themselves scanning their mobile email apps, answering phone calls, and performing labor outside the office. Although some argue that this provides workers with greater flexibility and control over where and how they work, it also heightens the expectations of employers. Therefore, employers assume workers are able to be contacted about work-related tasks even when off the clock, and willing to fulfill additional responsibilities beyond the confines of the office (Towers et al. 2006). Employees feel the pressure and reallocate time outside of the workplace back to their job—time that might otherwise have been spent on leisurely or lifestyle affections.

Skimping on Time Off

In addition to working more, U.S. workers are reluctant to take vacation or time off work. Forty percent will not use any vacation time, and for those that do, many do not intend to use their full allotment (Fottrell 2014). U.S. workers cite fear as a principal reason for not vacationing, as many employees believe that doing so could make them lose their job, prohibit them from promotions, or damage their reputation (Fottrell 2014). Research shows that such fear is not unwarranted, as institutional protections for workers have eroded, meaning that they are much less secure in their jobs than in the past (Kalleberg 2013).

U.S. public policy plays a part in this reluctance to step away from work. Notably, U.S. workers are not entitled to any form of paid-time off: no vacation days, holidays, sick days, or maternity leave. Compared to other Western nations, such as those of Western Europe, this is an aberration. In order to be a member in the European Union, a country must offer a minimum of 20 paid workdays off per year. Confounded with paid holidays and other leave, many European nations provide upwards of four weeks of annual paid time off (Center for Economic and Policy Research [CEPR] 2013). In the absence of a government mandate, almost 25 percent of U.S. workers receive no paid-time off (CEPR 2013). For those that do but choose not to use it, there are consequences for themselves and their employers. Excessive work fatigues and strains workers, increasing the odds of workplace errors, accidents, and illness that reduce productivity (Institute for the Study of Labor [IZA] 2014). Thus, not taking time away from work has the potential to undermine worker well-being, which can in turn hurdle output.

Conclusion

Presently, the work-life balance is not in a state of equilibrium: it is biased toward work at the expense of lifestyle needs. Consequently, 7 out of 10 workers indicate that they are dissatisfied with their work-life balance (Fondas 2014). Although there is no panacea to work-life conflict, there are steps that can be taken to adjust this imbalance. Legally shortening the workweek would free up time for workers to spend on other responsibilities. Legislation demanding employers to be more prompt about scheduling could ameliorate the unpredictability facing many workers. Adopting policies that mandate legally protected paid-time off might provide workers with a sense of security that would encourage them to take a break from work. Companies ought to take note, too: an overworked employee is an unproductive employee. They should promulgate the benefits of taking time off to their employees, and support those that choose to utilize it.

See also: Child Care in the United States; Family and Medical Leave Act; Feminist Movement
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Part 2: Politics, Public Policy, and the American Middle Class


 

Overview Essay

PRESIDENT OBAMA AND MIDDLE-CLASS AMERICA

Following President Obama’s landslide victory in the 2008 election, a majority of the public held the view that the margin of victory coupled with Democratic majorities in both the House and Senate would enable him to fulfill many of the promises made on the campaign trail and bring the economy out of recession. Obama repeatedly argued on the campaign trail that a strong middle class is one of the key drivers of economic prosperity. In keeping with his campaign rhetoric many of the economic, education, and health care policies advocated for and implemented by the Obama administration were intended to protect, strengthen, and enlarge the middle class. The rhetoric used by Obama with regard to the middle class has evolved since 2008, and in the most recent State of the Union speech, Obama, while touting the administration’s accomplishments, called attention to “middle class economics.” “Middle class economics,” as defined by Obama, is “the idea that this country does best when everyone gets their fair shot, everyone does their fair share, everyone plays by the same set of rules.” Toward that end, Obama argued in the same speech that the government should help the middle class through alleviating or removing financial burdens and making the avenues of upward social mobility available to all.

Middle-Class Burdens

When Obama took office unemployment was hovering around 10 percent, the economy was losing over 500,000 jobs a month, a large proportion of middle-class-owned homes were under water, and the auto industry, along with many local and state public sectors, was facing bankruptcy. “Housing prices doubled between the mid-1990s and 2007. Average tuition, fees and room-and-board charges at private four-year institutions have more than doubled since 1978–79, to $34,132. And growth in national health expenditures had outpaced gross domestic product (GDP) growth every year at least since the late 1990s” (Billitteri 2009, 6). Burdens on the middle class such as tuition and health care costs were exacerbated by the recession and for many falling out of the middle class was a very real possibility. The financial situation of the middle class was made even worse when taking into consideration that the average savings rate just a few years prior to the recession was at 1 percent of GDP in 2005, a record low (Elwell 2013, 12). The perception among the American people, given the economic condition of the past six years, gradually became more and more pessimistic. “A decade ago, before the Clinton-era came to an end, a stunning three-quarters of Americans said they were satisfied with ‘the opportunity for a person in this nation to get ahead by working hard.’ But before the financial crisis that dropped to two-thirds and after to 55%” (Carville & Greenberg 2012, 23).

The Economy

One of the first objectives for the Obama administration was to curb the economic recession through a large stimulus package. On the surface, the Obama administration’s economic policies were successful. Unemployment returned to 2008 levels, gas prices reached their lowest since 2008, wages rose in consecutive months, and the record high stock market all make for an impressive record given the crisis inherited by the Obama administration. “Through the fourth quarter of 2012, household net worth has increased by about $15 trillion from its 2009 trough, reaching about $66 trillion and recovering nearly 95% of what was lost during the recession” (Elwell 2013, 10). Although almost all of the wealth lost in the recession was gradually regained, on average, further examination shows the recovery to have been inconsistent. If only the middle quintile is examined as opposed to the middle class as a whole, the difference is startling. “Over the six years through 2013, the middle fifth’s average annual family earnings fell to $47,243 from $53,008 while their average net worth dropped to $170,066 from $236,525” (Schneider 2015, 1). To make matters more clear as to the crux of the issue, the financial security and flexibility enjoyed by a majority of the middle class prior to the housing bubble bursting was not due to income increases but a rise in housing prices during the boom. Increases in disposable income prior to 2008 were, in large part, the result of borrowing against the rising equity that comes with an increase in home value (Elwell 2013, 10). When the housing bubble burst and home values plummeted along with equity, home owners could no longer safely rely on this source of disposable income (Elwell 2013, 10). Increases in disposable income cannot come from lower costs (aside from the recent gas prices); they must follow from actual increases in income.

In addition to the economic policies in action under the Obama administration, it is important to note also the many economic policies that the administration has supported over the course of the past six years but failed to get through Congress. Attempts to raise the minimum wage and passage of an equal pay amendment failed and the Bush tax cuts were extended despite Obama campaigning on allowing them to expire are just a few examples of Obama’s failure to follow through successfully on a campaign promise. Although the failures have not been for lack of effort, the court of public opinion is not one to give an “A for effort.” To illustrate this point, ABC news has conducted the same poll nine times per year during the Obama administration, asking respondents if they approve or disapprove of the president’s handling of the economy; the percentage of respondents that approve of his handling of the economy has not risen above 50 percent since November 2009.

Education

During the 2008 campaign, Obama placed a strong emphasis on education. The Obama administration’s education policies, at the precollege level, such as Race to the Top, and providing waivers to states so they do not have to meet the requirements set out in No Child Left Behind (in return for altering their local education policies), are almost all playing the long game. That is, policies that will have a long-term benefit for the middle class and America as a whole but whose lack of immediate impacts are unlikely to sway public opinion in the president’s favor. “While not quantifiable like tax credits, the ARRA did direct money to the middle class through substantive programs. $51.4 billion was dedicated the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund, 10 billion of which went to creating or saving jobs in public education” (Schweizer 2014, 31). Unfortunately for the Obama administration the positive impact of allocating funds for state institutions that would have otherwise been subject to decreasing state spending and the positive impact that the ARRA had on public education in general were somewhat lost in the shuffle given the massive size of the stimulus package.

The Obama administration’s attempts to lower the cost of college tuition so as to relieve burdens on the middle class appear to have been unsuccessful, given current evidence. Although Pell grants and financial aid expansion, as well as restrictions on the amount of interest that can be charged on student loans have been successful, for most of the middle class the tuition burden remains the same. In 2009 the average yearly cost of tuition, fees, room, and board among all colleges was $18,839. In 2013 that figure rose to $20,234 (National Center for Education Statistics). Although the cost of earning a college degree has increased, the rate of increase has slowed down during the Obama administration, but that does not serve as consolation for a middle class facing stagnant wages (College Board).

Most recently, during the State of the Union Address, Obama put forward a plan to make all community colleges in the United States free. Although it remains to be seen whether or not Obama can effectively persuade lawmakers to enact this policy, the impact it could have on the middle class is immense. First, tuition rates at community colleges are immensely cheaper ($3,347), on average, than four-year colleges ($9,139) (College Board). Second, persons with at least an associate’s degree have a median income of $32,602, compared to $21,569 for those with a high school diploma (Julian & Kominski 2011, 3). By covering the cost, the administration would create nearly universal access to one of the main avenues into the middle class. However, simply attaining a college degree no longer guarantees membership in the middle class, and that proportion has exponentially increased since 2008: “For example, in 2008 about a quarter (24%) of those with some college experience but no bachelor’s degree placed themselves in the lower or lower-middle classes. Today, that proportion has about doubled to 47%, a 23 percentage point increase compared with the overall 15-point rise” (Morin & Rakesh 2014, 1). The administration’s championing of easy access to cheap education as one of the main vehicles in entering into the middle class, based on current evidence, has proved to be a failure.

Health Care

The Affordable Care Act was the marquee bill passed in Obama’s first term, and the success or failure of the policy will in large part determine how America views Obama’s legacy. Although the policy’s intent was to insure the uninsured, eventually lowering premiums and health care costs across the board, it remains to be seen if that goal will be achieved. Like many of the administration’s education policies currently being put into action, success is a long-term goal. In the short term, however, the average amount spent on health care per person was $8,170 in 2009, reaching $9,255 per person in 2013 (Hartman, Martin, Lassman, & Caitlin 2014, 1). Although the rate of growth in health care costs has slowed significantly over the course of the Obama administration, the cost is still rising. “The average hourly wage is nearly identical to what it was 50 years ago in today’s dollars: $19.18 in 1964 compared with $20.67 in 2014, according to U.S. Bureau of Labor data analyzed by the Pew Research Center. Meanwhile, U.S. health spending ballooned from 5% of gross domestic product in 1960 to 17% in 2013” (Ungar & O’Donnell 2015, 1). The increasing cost of health care is further exacerbating the problem of stagnant wages.

The Obama administration’s policies toward the middle class were essentially of two kinds. The first, to protect and strengthen the existing members of the middle class by alleviating financial burdens that could potentially see them move down the social ladder. The second, to create and protect avenues for those in the lower class to enter into the middle class by lowering the cost of health care and higher education. A hallmark of a strong economy is an economically empowered middle class with disposable income with which to purchase consumer products; the amount of disposable income available depends on costs and income, generally. The efforts of the Obama administration have largely been to limit the effects of rising costs, which have proven unsuccessful in the short term, and, given stagnant wages, have left the middle class worse off than it was when he entered office.

The middle class and America in general have reacted to Obama with the appropriate level of backlash. Having been elected in a landslide victory in a time of crisis with a clear mandate to lead and enough political capital to accomplish more given the Democratic majorities in both the House and Senate, much more could have been done by both Obama and Congress. The Obama administration’s policies have not managed to effectively stem the tide of increasing costs of health care or education, which, given the stagnant wages since 2009, further burdens the middle class. The average member of the middle class views the years since Obama’s inauguration through the lens of stagnant wages in the face of increasing costs and an inability to improve upon what they have. Furthermore, if the determining factor of success for pro-middle-class policies was the proportion of the population that identifies as middle class increasing, then the Obama administration is cast in an even worse light. According to one study by the Pew Research Institute, “The nationally representative survey of 1,504 adults conducted Jan. 15–19, 2014 found that the share of Americans who identify with the middle class has never been lower, dropping to 44% in the latest survey from 53% in 2008 during the first months of the Great Recession” (Morin & Rakesh 2014, 1). The decrease in the proportion of the population identifying itself as middle class has seen a corresponding increase in the proportion of the population identifying itself as lower class over the same time period. Although many of the Obama administration’s policies like the ACA and higher education policies are likely to alleviate burdens on the middle class in the long term, the short-term realities remain and stand in stark contrast to both what was expected by the American people and what was promised by President Obama on the campaign trail.
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ABORTION

Abortion is the intentional ending of a pregnancy by killing the human being developing in a woman’s womb. The debate over the morality and legality of abortion is without question one of the most important controversies in American history. It is not an exaggeration to compare the scope and importance of the debate with the issue of slavery in the 19th century. This does not mean that there will be an actual civil war fought over the issue of abortion, but it does mean that there is a major “culture war,” a contest of ideas and worldviews, that is at the root of the controversy. This struggle is likely to continue for many years to come, because the positions that people take on this issue are so passionately held, and persuading those who adopt a different position than one’s own is so difficult.

The philosophical questions that are debated regarding abortion do not have easy answers, which means that among the class of intellectual leaders (professors and other opinion makers) there is no consensus on this issue. Members of the middle class may or may not be very aware of the key points of the debate among the intellectual leaders, which means that they may enter into the debate with family members, friends, classmates, or coworkers with a limited capacity for articulate perception of the key questions and options for thought, and of the trends in intellectual history that have generated the debate. Nevertheless, the practice of abortion has become an important part of the fabric of American culture, with roughly one-third of the women of child-bearing age having had at least one abortion by the time they are 45 years old. The practice is legal, while the morality of the practice, and whether or not it ought to be legal, are hotly debated. (The topic of abortion also plays an important role in politics, with many voters saying that they will only vote for a candidate if his or her views on abortion are in tune with the voter’s views.)

Opinion on this topic can be roughly divided into three camps. The pro-choice position holds that abortion is not morally wrong, and it should, of course, be legal. The pro-life position holds that abortion is a grave moral evil, and that legalizing it (which the U.S. Supreme Court did in the Roe v. Wade decision in 1973) was a mistake. The “muddled middle” position is usually expressed by saying “I personally believe that abortion is morally wrong, but I think it should be legal.” Advocates of this third option usually say that the other two positions are too “black and white”; we ought to be more comfortable with “shades of gray.” (They also usually express support for the idea that abortion should only be legal during the first trimester, and severely restricted after that, which is the pattern in many Western countries other than the United States.) Pro-choice advocates are generally happy that there is such a large number of muddled middle people, though they are made nervous by the possibility that this middle could be swayed in the pro-life direction. Pro-life advocates hold that the muddled middle position is highly illogical, because it is similar to saying: “I personally wouldn’t beat my child, but I respect the rights of other parents to beat their children.”

The debate over abortion can be broken down into three main categories of argument. Arguments of definition concern the meanings of key words, such as rights, personhood, and individual liberty/autonomy. The pro-choice position emphasizes “a woman’s right to choose to have an abortion,” while the pro-life position emphasizes “the unborn child’s right to life.” Among the intellectual class, differing theories are proposed in support of these assertions. It is not the case that there is one unified understanding of “rights” as a concept, with a difference of opinion on whose rights are superior, the woman’s or the child’s; rather, there is a lack of consensus on the meaning of the word “rights.” Similarly, the pro-choice position usually asserts that “personhood begins at birth,” while the pro-life position says that it begins at conception. The difference regarding temporality is masking a more fundamental disagreement on the meaning of the word “person” itself. The debate about individual liberty concerns very deep questions regarding the relationship between the individual, society, nature, and the Creator. This last element points to the highly controversial topic of religion and secularity in modern culture and politics.

Arguments of historical analogy seek to further a particular cause by claiming that the cause has a positive historical parallel, and the opposing side has a negative parallel. Pro-life advocates often say that there is an analogy between slavery, the Holocaust, and abortion, because these three phenomena are based on dehumanizing attitudes toward black slaves, Jews, and unborn children. The pro-choice side usually responds that this analogy is ridiculous, bizarre, and insulting. A woman who decides to terminate a pregnancy due to difficult circumstances in her life is not even remotely similar to a slave owner or Hitler. But there is an element of historical amnesia at work in this response, because the arguments in favor of the legalization of abortion in the 1960s and 1970s often portrayed pro-choice advocates as today’s abolitionists, and their opponents as wanting to keep women enslaved to their reproductive capacities. The debate over abortion is to a great extent a contest over the meaning of moral progress in history, which arises out of the ambiguity of the concept of “tyranny” in human culture.

Arguments of consequences say, for example, that “If abortion is illegal, then women will die in back alleys again.” The pro-life response asserts that legalizing abortion has had negative consequences in that women are often pressured by boyfriends or parents to have abortions. Negative psychological impacts from abortion, or an increased risk of breast cancer, are also cited by pro-life advocates; pro-choice advocates claim that these impacts are rare or exaggerated. They claim that the legalization of abortion has, overall, benefited women by enabling them to rationally plan when and if they will become mothers.

See also: Feminist Movement; Supreme Court of the United States; Women and Minority Leaders; Women and Politics
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ABSENTEE VOTING

For many Americans getting to the polls on Election Day is sometimes impossible, either due to work commitments, illness, or simply because they are away from home. Furthermore, images of people waiting in long lines in order to vote during the 2012 presidential elections create the impression that voting is more difficult than it ought to be. One potential solution to the problems citizens encounter while voting is absentee voting. Absentee voting is a form of “convenience voting,” in which the voter participates before Election Day (Gronke, Galanes-Rosenbaum, & Miller 2008). In comparison to other forms of convenience voting, which can take place in a voting booth at an official voting location (i.e., early voting), absentee voting primarily takes place before Election Day, by mail, and in the voter’s home. The number of individuals who choose to vote absentee has steadily increased since 2004; however, its effectiveness in expanding the electorate and/or increasing voter turnout has been limited.

The emergence of absentee voting laws in the United States was gradual and spread through the country on a state-by-state basis. The first absentee voting rights were extended to soldiers during the Civil War (Keyssar 2000). In 1896 Vermont was the first state to grant absentee voting rights to nonsoldiers after the Civil War (Ray 1917, 116). Kansas followed in 1901, and in the 1912 presidential election about 5,000 Kansas voters used absentee ballots (Ray 1914, 443). Beginning in 1913, the expansion of absentee voting rights accelerated. Kettleborough (1917) argues that this development “seems to be inseparably connected with the changing economic conditions of the country,” which resulted in more and more citizens (such as traveling salesmen and railway employees) being absent from their polling place on Election Day (320). As of May 1917, 16 states had enacted absentee voting legislation, with Virginia featuring the most generous laws, allowing absentee voters to participate in both primary and general elections (Ray 1917, 117). After World War I, absentee voting laws appeared to be more popular in the east than in the west, and by 1924, only three states did not have absentee voting legislation: Rhode Island, Connecticut, and Kentucky (Ray 1924).

With the beginning of the Great Depression, the economic engine that had created the jobs and industry that took voters away from their polling places on Election Day slowed down. As a result, the development of absentee voting laws had stalled by the 1930s. Nonetheless, Steinbicker (1938) estimates that in 1936, 2 percent of the votes cast were absentee ballots, and by 1938, 42 states permitted civilian absentee voting (898, 899).

In order to vote absentee today, an individual must first register to vote. Only after completing this task, can the voter apply for an absentee ballot. Then the voter must request a ballot by obtaining and filling out the required paperwork and returning it to the proper local election official. If the voter’s application is accepted by their local election official, then he or she will receive a ballot. A voter can either pick up the ballot in person, or receive it per post. The voter must then fill out and return the ballot by the applicable deadline. If all requirements have been fulfilled, a local election official will count the ballot. It is important to note that the rules regulating military and overseas absentee voters are slightly different, including longer deadlines and the electronic transmission (i.e., email or Internet download) of blank ballots to voters.

Absentee voting laws vary from state to state, and the largest barriers to successful absentee voting are these various requirements. First, 20 states require that a voter declare a valid reason for not voting on Election Day. For example, the Virginia absentee ballot request form lists 19 different reasons such as work, school, pregnancy, religious requirements, or even “confined and awaiting trial.” Several of these reasons also require the voter to provide supporting information. Delaware voters who declare that they are voting absentee due to work, incarceration, or religious reasons must have their application notarized. Second, the absentee voting process is almost entirely postal and/or hand delivered. This means that voters incur postage costs and must still travel in order to vote.

However, some states are trying to make the absentee voting process easier. As of July 2015, 27 states and the District of Columbia have implemented “no excuse” absentee voting, which allows any eligible registered voter to vote absentee without providing a reason (NCSL 2015). Furthermore, 7 states, plus the District of Columbia, offer permanent domestic absentee voter status, which allow a voter to automatically receive an absentee ballot for all future elections.

Data on absentee voting is publicly available from the Election Assistance Commission (EAC) via its Election Day Survey. Using this data we can look at absentee voter turnout, ballot return rates, and ballot acceptance rates. As seen in Table 1, there has been an increase in the use of absentee voting since 2004, especially in presidential elections. In 2012 over 32 million Americans voted absentee. Of the over 81 million ballots cast in the presidential election in 2014, almost 19 million ballots counted were absentee ballots (U.A. EAC 2015, 11, 12). The highest rates of usage in 2014 were in Arizona, Montana, California, and Iowa (12).

Although the number of ballots being sent has increased, the percentage of ballots being returned is actually decreasing, as seen in Table 1. It is uncertain if these ballots are not reaching their destination (e.g., 2 percent were reported as “undeliverable” in 2014) or if voters are simply changing their minds and deciding not to vote. Those ballots that are returned are overwhelmingly accepted. Arkansas, Kentucky, and Louisiana had the highest absentee ballot rejection rates in 2014 (U.S. EAC 2015, 12). The top reasons for rejecting absentee ballots in 2014 included missed deadlines and signature issues (often a missing signature or the signature did not match the one on file).




	Table 1    Use of Absentee Voting in Federal Elections, 2004–2014




	



	
	
	Blank ballots transmitted

	
	Ballots submitted for counting

	
	Ballots counted

	
	Absentee ballots as % of all ballots

	
	Return rate (%)

	
	Acceptance rate (%)




	



	2004

	
	16,870,660

	
	14,851,332

	
	14,740,215

	
	12

	
	88

	
	99




	2006

	
	
	
	11,183,486

	
	10,573,193

	
	14

	
	
	
	95




	2008

	
	26,044,388

	
	23,696,201

	
	22,244,396

	
	17

	
	91

	
	94




	2010

	
	22,776,865

	
	17,363,650

	
	14,156,458

	
	16

	
	76

	
	82




	2012

	
	32,878,983

	
	27,465,709

	
	26,567,266

	
	20

	
	84

	
	97




	2014

	
	29,205,690

	
	19,309,243

	
	18,968,173

	
	23

	
	66

	
	98




	



	Note: Blank cells indicate that the data were not available.




	Source: U.S. Election Assistance Commission, Election Administration and Voting Survey, 2014, 2012, 2010, 2008, 2006, 2004, Questions C1, C4, and C5; calculations by author.






The impact and effectiveness of absentee voting has not been extensively researched. In its first postelection survey report in 2004, the EAC found a link between the rate of absentee ballot requests and the median income of the reporting jurisdiction (U.S. EAC 2005, 5–8). A rather positive finding was that the return rates for absentee ballots were higher in poor jurisdictions. Unfortunately, the EAC has not continued this line of inquiry.

In regard to academic research, Oliver (1996) found that laws that make it easier to vote absentee do not always lead to increased absentee voting. That is, changes in election laws alone will not bring new voters into the electoral system. Oliver argues that mobilization efforts are necessary in order to engage and activate new voters. Futhermore, Leighley and Nagler (2013) observed that the availability of no-excuse absentee balloting has the ability to increase turnout approximately 2 percent. However, the mechanism for this increase is not clear: Does the law result in new voters, or are established voters simply changing their method of voting? In regards to all vote-by-mail systems, Berinsky, Burns, and Traugott (2001) discovered that while VBM increased turnout in Oregon (the first state to introduce all VBM elections) via the retention of experienced voters, it did not attract new voters. Further, Southwell (2004) notes that traditional voting patterns do not appear to have changed in Oregon as a result of VBM. Similar findings appear in California, which experienced lower turnout rates for VBM voters (Kousser & Mullin 2007).

In conclusion, although absentee voting laws continue to expand, and more individuals are utilizing this method of voting, absentee voting does not appear to increase voter turnout, significantly expand the electorate, or make the electorate more representative.
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AGE DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT ACT

In 1964 the U.S. Congress passed and President Lyndon B. Johnson signed into law the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Title VII of this landmark statute prohibits employment discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. During the deliberations preceding the enactment of Title VII, Congress considered but ultimately chose not to include an additional protected characteristic: age. Congress instead asked the U.S. secretary of labor to “make a full and complete study of the factors which might tend to result in discrimination in employment because of age and of the consequences of such discrimination on the economy and individuals affected.” See Civil Rights Act of 1964, § 715, 78 Stat. 265.

In 1965 Labor Secretary W. Willard Wirtz issued the requested report. He determined that older workers were disadvantaged by arbitrary and stereotypical distinctions, and observed that discriminatory workplace effects resulted from “institutional arrangements that indirectly restrict the employment of older workers.” (1965 Report of the Secretary of Labor). Thereafter, Congress directed the secretary to propose remedial legislation responsive to the findings of his report. That proposal, made by the secretary in January 1967, was enacted into law as the Age Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA).

In the introductory sections of the ADEA Congress declared, among other things, that “older workers find themselves disadvantaged in their efforts to retain employment, and especially to regain employment when displaced from jobs”; that, relative to younger persons, older workers experienced unemployment and long-term unemployment, skill deterioration, low morale, and obstacles to employment opportunities; and that “the setting of arbitrary age limits regardless of potential for job performance has become a common practice … and certain otherwise desirable practices may work to the disadvantage of older persons.” Congress set out the purposes of the ADEA: “to promote employment of older persons based on their ability rather than age; to prohibit arbitrary age discrimination in employment; [and] to help employers and workers find ways of meeting problems arising from the impact of age on employment.”

The ADEA’s core substantive provision, § 4, provides that employers, employment agencies, and labor organizations shall not discriminate “against any individual with respect to his compensation, terms, conditions, or privileges of employment, because of such individual’s age.” In addition, the statute forbids limiting, segregating, or classifying employees “in any way which would deprive or tend to deprive any individual of employment opportunities or otherwise adversely affect his status as an employee, because of such individual’s age.” Also prohibited is retaliation against any individual who has opposed a practice made unlawful by the ADEA or has made a charge, testified, assisted, or participated in certain proceedings under the statute. As originally enacted, the ADEA limited coverage only to persons between the ages of 40 and 65. The law’s coverage was subsequently extended to workers aged 40 to 70 and, in 1986, the upper age limit was removed and the ADEA now prohibits age-based discrimination against workers aged 40 or over.

Initially enforced by the Department of Labor, the president transferred authority over the ADEA to the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission in 1978. The ADEA, like Title VII, sets out a multistep procedure through which the EEOC enforces the no-age-discrimination mandate. An employee alleging a violation of the ADEA must file a charge of discrimination with the EEOC within 180 or 300 days after the occurrence of the alleged unlawful practice. If the EEOC determines that there is no “reasonable cause” to believe that the charge has merit, the charge is dismissed and the employee may bring a civil action and is entitled to a jury trial. If, on the other hand, the EEOC finds reasonable cause to believe that the claim is meritorious, the agency must attempt to eliminate and remedy the alleged unlawful employment practice through informal methods of conciliation. If this conciliation effort fails, the agency may sue the employer.

Over the years, the U.S. Supreme Court has interpreted and applied the ADEA in the course of deciding cases in which an employee-plaintiff has alleged that her employer engaged in conduct violative of the statute, including:


	O’Connor v. Consolidated Coin Caterers Corp., 517 U.S. 308 (1996). The Court addressed the question whether a plaintiff alleging that he was discharged in violation of the ADEA was required to demonstrate that he was replaced by someone outside the age group (40 or older) protected by the statute. Answering this question in the negative, the Court noted that the statute “does not ban discrimination against employees because they are aged 40 or older; it bans discrimination against employees because of their age, but limits the protected class to those who are 40 or older.”

	General Dynamics Land Systems, Inc. v. Cline, 540 U.S. 581 (2004). Employer conduct favoring older over younger workers does not violate the ADEA.

	Smith v. City of Jackson, Mississippi, 544 U.S. 228 (2005). “Disparate impact” claims involving facially neutral employment practices that in fact fall more harshly on ADEA-protected employees are cognizable under and authorized by the ADEA.

	Gross v. FBL Financial Services, Inc., 557 U.S. 167 (2009). ADEA plaintiffs bringing disparate-treatment claims alleging that an employer intentionally discriminated on the basis of age must prove that age was the “but-for” cause of, and not just a motivating factor in, the challenged employer action.



This brief and introductory discussion of the ADEA’s purposes, prohibitions, and procedures can only provide a sketch of this important federal antidiscrimination law’s regulation of workplace conduct disadvantaging the employment prospects and opportunities of employees age 40 or older. As noted previously, the statute commands that employers evaluate employees on the basis of their performance and qualifications and not their age. Employment decisions and workplace conduct motivated and infected by ageist stereotypes and arbitrary distinctions violate the law.

See also: Age Discrimination in the 21st Century; Aging; Civil Rights Act
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AGE DISCRIMINATION IN THE 21ST CENTURY

The history of age discrimination legislation in America began more than 50 years ago. The federal Age Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA) was enacted in 1967, but there were a number of states that already had prohibited age discrimination before the federal ADEA became effective. Age discrimination legislation provides protection against discrimination in the workplace on the basis of age. Workers may experience various types of discrimination in employment such as gender, race, sexual orientation, disability, or religion, but age discrimination is inherently different from these because every worker ages and may be subjected to age discrimination. Age discrimination will be increasingly more important in the coming decades as the American population is aging rapidly. Thus, public policies regarding employment of older workers have become more significant. Age discrimination legislation is one of those public policies that directly impacts the employment of older workers. This entry reviews the importance and the role of age discrimination legislation in the labor market, and examines how successful it has been in achieving its intended goal as well as its limitations and possible unintended consequences.

The federal ADEA and state age discrimination legislation prohibit discrimination in hiring, promotion, wages, or termination of employment on the basis of age. These laws generally provide protection for all workers aged 40 or older, but detailed provisions of state age discrimination legislation varies from state to state. The Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is the broader antidiscrimination legislation in America; however, it does not cover age discrimination. The original ADEA did not include workers older than 65, but subsequent amendments mandated the upper age limit to expand the protected age group. The upper age limit was amended to 70 in 1978 and eliminated altogether in 1986. One of the major provisions in the 1986 amendment is that the ADEA ended mandatory retirement for workers in most sectors.

Age discrimination has been increasingly more significant in recent years because of the rapidly aging population in America. There has been a shift in the age structure of the population where the share of the population aged 65 or older will rise sharply in the coming decades (Ortman, Velkoff, & Hogan 2014). According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the share of the population between age 45 and 64 is projected to be equal to the share of age 65 or older in the next few decades (Ortman, Velkoff, & Hogan 2014). One economic issue associated with the population aging is the decline in the labor force participation rate of older workers that could lead to higher dependency ratios and increased public expenditures. One response to this concern was the 1983 Social Security reform that increased the full retirement age to encourage older workers to continue employment longer. Studies have shown that it is also necessary to understand the role of demand-side policy such as the ADEA or state age discrimination legislation to enhance the impact of the supply-side policy as older Americans who wish to continue to work may be hindered by age discrimination in the workplace (Neumark & Song 2013). The age discrimination legislation is a public policy that discourages discriminatory behavior, thereby helping older workers who would like to continue to stay employed. The physical and mental conditions of many older individuals have improved much over the last 30 years (Schaie 1996), which suggests many more older Americans have a greater opportunity to lengthen their employment.

Before we can discuss the effectiveness of age discrimination legislation in combating discrimination, we should have a clear idea of how pervasive age discrimination is in the labor market. Unfortunately, researchers do not have conclusive evidence on age discrimination up to this date. Discrimination in employment is unjust treatment due to negative stereotype of people in one group compared to people in another group with similar productivity. A simple age difference in labor market outcome does not necessarily imply age discrimination because age and productivity measures are correlated with each other. In other words, there are nondiscriminatory reasons that age may affect work productivity. In general, researchers conduct field experiments to obtain direct evidence of discrimination. In field experiments, job applications are prepared in matched sets that are identical except for an altered variable of interest (e.g., race, gender) and submitted to employers with openings. Interview callback rates are compared and analyzed for discrimination, which can then be attributed to the altered variable. However, because age is correlated with experience, it is impossible to make applications for older and younger workers identical in this type of research, which makes it challenging for researchers to conduct field experiments in age discrimination. Due to this inherent limitation, we still lack comprehensive evidence on age discrimination. (Lahey [2008a] attempts to mitigate this concern in the field experiment by restricting the sample to women with narrower age range and has found negative callback rate for older women.)

Nonetheless, whether it is discrimination or not, there is enough evidence that supports unfavorable labor market outcomes for older workers that may coincide with age discrimination, which establishes the significance of the role of age discrimination legislation. Lack of direct evidence simply means we cannot completely rule out other possible nondiscriminatory reasons in interpreting differential labor market outcomes between older and younger workers.

Age discrimination legislation could help older workers lengthen their work lives either by reducing termination or increasing hiring. Earlier studies suggest that both the federal ADEA and state age discrimination legislation have been effective at increasing employment of older workers (Adams 2004; Neumark & Stock 1999). However, evidence on the effect of age discrimination legislation on hiring of older workers is mixed. One critique of the ADEA is that it may reduce hiring of older workers (Posner 1995). Discrimination against hiring of older workers is particularly important because extending work lives of older individuals is likely going to have to come from employment in shorter-term “partial retirement” or “bridge jobs,” rather than from continued employment of workers in their long-term career jobs (Cahill et al. 2006; Johnson et al. 2009). Some older workers will need to make transitions to jobs that are less physically demanding to stay in the labor force. Antidiscrimination legislation may be less effective in hiring discrimination because hiring cases are generally difficult to prove in court. In addition, economic damages are smaller than in termination cases. More importantly, if age discrimination laws mainly raise the costs of terminating older workers and the laws are not effective on the hiring side, then age discrimination protections could end up deterring hiring of older workers (Adams 2004; Bloch 1994; Lahey 2008b; Posner 1995). This is one unintended consequence of antidiscrimination legislation arising from higher termination cost. Lahey (2008b) has found some evidence that stronger state age discrimination laws deter hiring. Focusing on the impact of the Great Recession on older workers, Neumark and Button (2014) found that stronger state age discrimination protections were associated with less hiring of older workers. More optimistically, Neumark and Song (2013) found that stronger state-level age discrimination protections increased the hiring of older workers who are affected by the 1983 Social Security reform. These findings imply possible limitations of age discrimination legislation providing protection against age discrimination that may pose particular challenges for those older workers who want to continue to be employed, who might otherwise retire, by making transitions to part-time or shorter-term jobs.

This entry discussed the increasingly important role of the age discrimination legislation in the light of a rapidly aging population. It also assessed the evidence to this date on age discrimination and the effectiveness of the age discrimination legislation in combating this discrimination and discussed limitations and some possible unintended consequences on hiring of the older workers. In general, we have sufficient evidence suggesting that the age discrimination legislation was effective in boosting the employment of older workers. Discrimination against older workers in hiring is a particularly important issue, but unfortunately, we do not have sufficient evidence to support strong conclusions about hiring. The share of the population aged 65 or older will increase significantly in the coming decade, an age range in which many workers will make transitions from long-term career into part-time jobs to lengthen work lives. Compared to research on many other public policy issues, there is, surprisingly, not sufficient existing research on age discrimination and age discrimination legislation and comparatively little political debate. Age discrimination is discrimination that every worker could potentially experience as we all age. With the looming challenge of an aging population, age discrimination legislation will emerge as an increasingly more important public policy arena in the coming decade.
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AGRICULTURAL POLICY

Agricultural policy in the lands that became the United States began long before the New Deal and the writing of periodic “farm bills.” Though not seen exclusively as agricultural policy, the developmental policies of various European powers, particularly the English that began with the Jamestown Colony in 1607, have a significant agricultural component given the agrarian nature of society at the time. From an economic perspective, developmental policies are designed to (1) increase the supply of inputs, (2) decrease the cost of inputs, and (3) improve the quality of inputs.

In the colonial Americas, the supply of inputs that were increased were land and people to tend the land. Ignoring the various political organizations of the indigenous peoples of the Americas and their management and use of the lands thereof and recognizing the absence of Christian princes, the European powers viewed the lands of the “New World” as terra nullius and thus available for conquest and occupation and the peoples as subject to political control and conversion. Thus the door was open to clear the lands that became a part of the United States of the indigenous inhabitants and make additional portions of it available for a growing number of European immigrants, increasing the land and labor available to agricultural production.

Developmental policy also increased the supply of labor through the institution of chattel slavery via import of human beings from Africa and the denial of their full humanity. Although the importation of slaves into the United States was made illegal in 1808, the natural increase in population left the United States with more slaves at the end of the Civil War than the total number imported in the prior 240 years. Most of the slaves were engaged in agricultural production. The contrast between the political and economic status of free European immigrants and enslaved African immigrants set up the conflict between two systems of labor that resulted in the Civil War.

Even with emancipation during and following the Civil War, African Americans, through the institution of sharecropping, were a significant but poorly compensated source of agricultural labor in the South. The treatment and forcible displacement of the indigenous population of American Indians and the treatment of African Americans in order to increase the supply of inputs—land and labor—available to agriculture leave the United States with moral and political issues that still reverberate in American political and social life.

Opening up land for settlement and agricultural development increased the supply of the most fundamental input in agricultural production: land, and decreased its cost, especially for homesteaders. Year by year the settlement of new land increased the agricultural production of the United States. One of the problems posed by the growing production of western lands was finding ways to get the production to eastern population centers and markets. The use of oxcarts or even horse drawn wagons was a prohibitively expensive way to get grain to distant markets; thus barge traffic was the only financially feasible way early on to transport grain over long distances. And so in the early 19th century a public policy to create and manage canals was implemented as a way of decreasing the cost of an increasingly important input—transportation. The canals were superseded by the railroads, many of which were financed by the federal government with grants of land. This task of reducing the cost of transportation was continued with the development of the U.S. highway system in 1925, state farms and ranches to market roads, and the Interstate Highway System in 1956 under President Dwight Eisenhower.

The third developmental task, increasing the quality of inputs, was accomplished with the establishment of the Land Grant Colleges with the Morrill Act in 1862 and the Agricultural Experiment Stations with the passage of the Hatch Act in 1887. Together these institutions along with the Cooperative Extension Service conducted research developing public seed varieties, improving farm equipment like cream separators, and identifying tillage practices that improved the inputs that farmers used in their operations.

Providing education for rural residents was begun under the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 by setting aside one section in each township to support public education for the children of settlers living in the township. With the establishment of the Land Grant Colleges and the Cooperative Extension Service, the level of education available to farmers and their children was increased, improving the quality of an essential input in any farm operation—human knowledge and labor.

By increasing the supply of inputs, decreasing the cost of inputs, and improving the quality of inputs, developmental policy typically increased the supply of agricultural outputs—milk, field crops, fruits, vegetables, and meat—faster than the increase in population. As a result consumers have benefited from developmental policies with lower prices while farmers have been faced with long periods of low prices punctuated by short periods of high prices. These long periods of low prices began within 20 years of the European colonization of North America and continue to the present.

The first commodity to see the increase in the supply of inputs (land and slave labor) result in low prices was tobacco. By 1630, Virginia tobacco farmers had persuaded the colonial legislature to enact a fixed price and acreage control for tobacco. But enforcement of acreage controls was difficult and rioting and violence ensued; meanwhile low prices continued. Those early farm actions were precursors of various actions by farmers that have regularly occurred over the last four centuries.

By the time the Great Depression began, U.S. farmers had been in a depression for 10 years and rural areas were among the poorest in the United States. With the election of Franklin Delano Roosevelt as president and his appointment of Henry Agard Wallace as secretary of agriculture the supply management policies that were tried in Virginia for three centuries found root. The basic idea behind supply management programs is to set a floor price that is between the variable and full cost of production, institute a reserve policy to segregate enough of the agricultural commodity from the market to maintain a price at or above the floor price, and a policy to fallow enough land to reduce production so production is matched with demand and the reserves do not become overly large and burdensome.

When instituted in the Great Depression, supply management policies, especially the fallowing of land, had a negative impact on African American sharecroppers who were put off the land that was no longer in production. At the same time the policies generally worked well, balancing supply and demand and enabling farmers to remain on the land to provide crops in coming years. These policies were designed for storable commodities, while marketing orders were instituted for growers of fruits, nuts, and vegetables, allowing them to manage their own supply.

Beginning in the 1980s the tide began to shift away from supply management policies because, it was argued, people were planting for the program and not the market. In their place, policy makers instituted risk management policies that provided subsidies for farmers’ purchase of various insurance products. Farmers liked these programs, especially in good times, because they protected farmers against in-season price and production risks. The downside of these policies is that they do not provide any significant protection when the price goes below the cost of production for a series of years, which is what one would expect.

Why should the public have any stake in agriculture policy? If the production of agricultural commodities were like the production of buggy whips, steam locomotives, vacuum tube radios, or Kodachrome film, there would be no need for agricultural policy. We can live without buggy whips, steam locomotives, vacuum tube radios, and Kodachrome film, and life goes on much as before. But eating is another matter and maintenance of a stable society requires, among other things, a stable supply of food at affordable prices and a system to provide food for those who cannot afford to purchase an adequate supply of it.

See also: Diet; Fast Food; Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)
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AMERICAN PRESIDENCY

The American presidency is the seat of executive power in the federal government. The primary role of the office is to enforce federal law, but the president also has authority over foreign and military policy and powers sufficient to check the other branches of government. Over time, the presidency has expanded dramatically in terms of its power and prominence in government, due to sociocultural and technological developments. Because of this increasing authority, what has always been an office of interest to the middle class is now one pressing concern, as the executive has developed into a representative of the nation at large.

The roots of the American presidency reach beyond the American experience, historically speaking. Many antecedents inspired the founders when it came to the executive, including the Roman institution of the dictatorship (where one man assumed power during crisis, and then peacefully returned to private life after resolution) and the liberal theory of thinkers like John Locke (who emphasized the need for separating executive and legislative powers). At the same time, they recoiled from the Western experience of executive power embodied in absolute monarchs and their own experiences with King George III.

As a result of those fears, the original American scheme of government, the Articles of Confederation, marginalized executive power and enmeshed it in the legislative branch. This may have been one of the factors that led to general dissatisfaction with weak government under the Articles. At the Constitutional Convention (1787), which sought to establish a more effective central government, the framers were thus forced to tackle this controversial subject.

Some, notably Federalists like James Madison (1751–1836) and Alexander Hamilton (1755–1804), pushed for a strong unitary executive with veto power, command of the nation’s military, and a strong role in foreign affairs. Others, whose concerns would be picked up by the Anti-Federalists, pushed for a plural executive (and some even envisioned this as a committee within the legislature). The Federalists prevailed, with minor restrictions like the indirect election of the executive through the Electoral College as the cost, but after the Constitution was turned over to the states for ratification the presidency remained a contentious subject for debate between the two camps. The primary Federalist defense of the institution is found in Federalist #70, where Hamilton argues that a unitary presidency is synonymous with the energy and discretion a successful government requires, and that the executive is sufficiently checked by the other branches and the people themselves. Despite this assurance, Anti-Federalists like Patrick Henry (1736–1799) and Cato (likely George Clinton [1739–1812]) continued to denounce the constitutional presidency as a renewed kingship capable of reducing the nation to tyranny.

Ratification, however, prevailed in 1788. In the Constitution, Article II outlines the enumerated and implied powers of the presidency. The enumerated powers, those clearly granted to the executive, are more limited than many assume. The president is vested with the “executive power” itself, and possesses the powers of the veto, pardon, commander in chief of the armed forces, treaty making (with the advice and consent of the Senate), appointment and advising Congress (notably through the annual State of the Union address). The president is also the ceremonial representative of the country, the figure to greet foreign representatives on the nation’s behalf, and is responsible for the enforcement of all federal laws. Checks and balances bind the executive, most notably Congress’s power of impeachment. Article II is very vague in much of its language, and this has allowed many presidents to infer further powers from broad concepts like executive power and thereby expand the powers and scope of the office over time.

Early presidents, guided in large part by precedents established by George Washington (1732–1799, in office 1789–1797), generally limited themselves to a strict interpretation of their role grounded in the Constitution. Washington believed that the president should function as an administrator charged with enforcing law, speaking to the people as infrequently as possible and using the veto power only if he viewed a bill as unconstitutional (he did, however, fight for the president’s dominant role in the treaty process). He also established the tradition of the president dressing in normal business attire rather than a military uniform and peacefully leaving office after completing his final term. In this early model, the president did not press for a policy agenda and was not regarded as a representative of the national constituency.

Andrew Jackson (1767–1845, in office 1829–1837) was the first to seriously break from these early political traditions. Jackson came from the lower economic classes, and saw himself as an advocate for the common man. As such, Jackson pressed for universal white manhood suffrage and began speaking to the public more often, a trend that political scientist Jeffrey Tulis calls the rise of the “rhetorical presidency” and associates with the growth of executive power (Tulis 1987). Jackson also advocated for a limited range of other policies, most famously the abolition of the national bank. He aggressively used the veto to advance these ends, drew congressional censure for his lack of cooperation in refusing to turn over key documents, and defied the Supreme Court through his handling of the Indian Removal Act.

Abraham Lincoln (1809–1865, in office 1861–1865) made even more significant revisions to the presidency during the Civil War, speaking to the public as commander in chief, head of state and, increasingly through his tenure, a political and moral educator. The war naturally shifted the presidency to prominence, but Lincoln transcended his military authority through acts like his suspension of habeas corpus and the issuance of the Emancipation Proclamation.

The modern presidency, however, did not emerge until the 20th century, especially during the presidencies of Theodore Roosevelt (1858–1919, in office 1901–1909) and Woodrow Wilson (1856–1924, in office 1913–1921). Roosevelt embraced the rhetorical presidency, pursued a full policy agenda (his promised “Square Deal”), and pushed the United States further into global affairs (where the president has more authority than Congress, generally speaking). Wilson, a political scientist before entering politics, had long held that the executive should be the beating heart at the center of the federal government, and pushed Roosevelt’s example further still as the United States entered into World War I and an era of increasing sociocultural change.

The executive continues to evolve in this direction, compounded by the pervasiveness of media and public scrutiny due to technological developments. The media also allows the executive to perform what political scientist Bruce Miroff has called the “presidential spectacle,” elaborate stunts meant to distract the public, push certain narratives, and develop marketable characters that presidents can play to increase his or her political capital (Miroff 2003). Presidents since Ronald Reagan (1911–2004, in office 1981–1989) have also utilized an increasing number of executive orders and signing statements to increase presidential authority over policy. For these reasons, the power of the presidency is likely to continue to grow over coming years.

See also: Bush, George W.; Carter, Jimmy; Clinton, Bill; Electoral College; Fiscal Policy; Government Gridlock; Johnson, Lyndon B., and the Great Society; Kennedy, John F.; Kennedy-Nixon Debates; Red States and Blue States; Supreme Court of the United States; Watergate
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AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA)

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA; Public Law 101–336) is a civil rights law that aims to prevent discrimination against people with disabilities in the United States. Under the law, people with disabilities receive legal protections similarly to those offered under the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that prohibits discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. The primary purpose of this law is to establish a legal framework to ensure people with disabilities equal rights and access to all areas of public life. It was signed into law on July 26, 1990.

The ADA prohibits discrimination in areas including employment, state and local government, education, transportation, and private and public places open to the general public. The original intent of the ADA was “to provide a clear and comprehensive national mandate for the elimination of discrimination against individuals with disabilities”; and “to provide clear, strong, consistent, enforceable standards addressing discrimination against individuals with disabilities.” This goal was driven by evidence of widespread discrimination occurring across the country, preventing people with disabilities from accessing most areas of public life.

The ADA presents a framework for preventing discrimination based on disability through four broad policy goals: equality of opportunity, full participation, independent living, and economic self-sufficiency. Each of these four policy goals represents part of the lawmakers’ vision about how to facilitate equal rights for people with disabilities. The law is separated into five distinct titles that provide specific regulations for compliance in both the private and public sectors. The titles include Title I—Employment; Title II—public entities (including state and local government and public transportation); Title III—public accommodations and commercial facilities (such as places of businesses); Title IV—telecommunications (allowing individuals with hearing and speech disabilities to communicate over the phone); and Title V—miscellaneous provisions (detailing issues such as technical assistance and entities not covered under the law). Together, these five titles describe the process for facilitating access to the protected areas in which people with disabilities have experienced discrimination.

There is a wide range of people disabilities protected by the law. The ADA’s definition of disability includes:


	Individuals with physical or mental impairment that substantially impairs one or more major life activities;

	Individuals with a record of such an impairment; OR

	Individuals who are regarded as having an impairment.



The law also makes it unlawful to discriminate against someone based on their association with a person with a disability. Protected individuals are entitled to civil rights protections such as reasonable accommodations, or changes to accommodate individuals in typical practices, if they are trying to access a covered service or entity. For example, under Title I of the ADA employers with 15 or more employees are required to provide accommodations to workers with disabilities as long as the accommodation would not pose an undue hardship or significant risk to the entity. The law also provides details about accessibility standards for both public and private entities, and requires businesses to make reasonable modifications to typical practices to ensure that people with disabilities can access their services.

In addition to the law itself, the process leading up to the ADA’s creation is also highly significant. A diverse group of people with disabilities and stakeholders representing various disability groups participated in substantial advocacy, protest, and lobbying for a law to address pervasive discrimination against people with disabilities. These groups sought to increase the social awareness of disability rights and understanding about the issues of discrimination that people with disabilities were facing across the country. Collectively referred to as the disability rights movement, these stakeholders played an integral role in developing the support necessary for the eventual passage of the law. Justin Dart was one of the leaders that raised much of the public awareness of the potential benefit of disability civil rights. He led a national tour that visited every state to meet people and talk about the need for nondiscrimination policy and generate support starting in 1989 leading up to the passage of the law. Perhaps the most momentous example of the movement’s advocacy came shortly before the law’s passage. A large group of protesters, including many people with disabilities, climbed to the U.S. Capitol steps on March 12, 1990, to demonstrate our nation’s inaccessibility in what has been referred to as the “Capitol Crawl.”

The culmination of this advocacy is the most comprehensive civil rights law for people disabilities to date. The law is the by-product of substantial negotiation and collaboration between people with disabilities, advocacy groups, Democratic and Republican legislators, representatives from the business sector, and others. This negotiation has been seen as evidence of the law’s strength as an example of bipartisan compromise, and also has been critiqued for not providing a strong enough mandate to protect against discrimination for people disabilities. For example, people with disabilities have not always been able to leverage the law to advance their position as exemplified by lower participation rates in many areas of public life ranging from employment to education to civic engagement when compared to people without disabilities (Taylor, Krane, & Orkis 2010).

In addition to these deficits, plaintiffs with disabilities had substantial difficulty proving their coverage under the law. In the late 1990s, it was shown that approximately 80 percent of all Title I claims were ruling in favor of employers (Colker 2001). After a series of decisions severely restricting the definition of disability and preventing favorable outcomes for plaintiffs with disabilities, the ADA was amended in 2008 (the ADA Amendments Act of 2008, Public Law 110–325) to restore the original purpose of the law in favor of ensuring a broader interpretation of people with disabilities. Now that the original intent of the law has been restored, a broader range of people can access the legal system to file potential claims. This amendment is seen as a significant advancement for the disability community in fulfilling the promise of equal rights for all disabilities. The ADA remains the cornerstone of civil rights law, policy, and advocacy for people with disabilities.

See also: Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)
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ANTIWAR MOVEMENT (VIETNAM WAR)

Opposition to the Vietnam War (1954–1975) helped to influence the turbulence and change occurring within the United States during the 1960s and early 1970s. Although there is no official date from which the protests against the Vietnam War began, its intensification can be traced to the introduction of American combat troops in March 1965. Although the effectiveness of the antiwar movement in affecting the outcome and duration of the war remains a matter of debate, it is clear that the movement encouraged a challenge to the social norms and organizations that were entrenched at the beginning of the decade.

Before 1965, an antiwar movement did exist, but it focused less on American actions in Vietnam. Instead, traditional pacifist organizations such as the Fellowship of Reconciliation and the War Resisters League opposed the U.S. experiments of nation building in Southeast Asia, arguing that the focus of American resources should be directed toward the poverty and social injustice at home. When American involvement in Vietnam increased during the John F. Kennedy administration, opposition framed the discussion around the ineffectiveness of Republic of Vietnam President Ngo Dinh Diem rather than the American presence in Vietnam. Fueled by a growing movement in the print media and led by newsmen, such as David Halberstam, Neil Sheehan, and Malcolm Browne, those opposed to the U.S. presence in Vietnam tempered their concerns about American action and focused more on its ally in the Saigon government.

As American involvement escalated during the early Lyndon B. Johnson administration, and so too did the antiwar movement. Action against the war also became more pronounced as demonstrations against the increased American presence and calls to resist the draft dominated the waning months of 1964. When President Lyndon B. Johnson announced that U.S. combat troops would enter the conflict, the antiwar movement took on a new purpose.

Several organizations emerged in the spring and summer of 1965. Led by such groups as the Students for a Democratic Society, which employed techniques used during the earlier civil rights struggle, the antiwar movement broadened its appeal beyond the more traditional pacifist organizations. University protests, such as “teach-ins” that sought to educate students about the conflict, multiplied while significant antiwar demonstrations were organized in major cities such as Washington, DC. In August, the establishment of the National Coordinating Committee to End the War in Vietnam signaled the national nature of the antiwar movement as it sought to coordinate the several dozen organizations that existed across the United States. Protest membership quickly moved beyond the universities and found willing allies in the clergy whose antiwar leadership formed the Clergy Concerned about Vietnam, later renamed the National Emergency Committee of Clergy and Laymen Concerned about Vietnam, in May 1966.

Protests in 1966 attracted tens of thousands of participants and spectators. In March 1966, the Second International Days of Protest attracted more than 100,000 people while countless other regional and local demonstrations across the country helped to sustain the antiwar message. As American involvement continued to escalate through 1966 and into 1967 without an apparent end in sight, new and more active antiwar organizations formed. Established in 1967, the Spring Mobilization to End the War in Vietnam and the National Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam each organized events that brought tens of thousands of protestors together in New York City, San Francisco, and Washington, DC. Other protests became more intense such as the October 17, 1967, action against the Selective Services headquarters in Baltimore, when three men entered the building and poured duck’s blood on draft records, or the May 17, 1968, episode in Catonsville, Maryland, when nine individuals, several of whom were Catholic priests, broke into the Local Draft Board 33 office and burned numerous draft records.

Although there was a tendency toward more radical action during these years, the majority of the antiwar movement was largely focused on peaceful means to end the war. By 1968, there were several senators and congressmen, from both political parties, who joined their early outspoken colleagues, senators Wayne Morse (D-Oregon) and Ernest Gruening (D-Alaska) who had been the only men to vote against the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution in August 1964. This lent some legitimacy to the antiwar movement. The war and its opposition became a significant political issue as the 1968 presidential election drew nearer.

When antiwar candidate senator Eugene McCarthy finished stronger than expected against Johnson in the New Hampshire Democratic primary, other would-be candidates joined the presidential race. The most significant individual to enter the nominating process was Senator Robert Kennedy. When Johnson announced at the end of the month that he would not seek or accept his party’s nomination for another term, many political pundits linked the war and its opposition to that decision. Kennedy ran on an effective antiwar platform that seemed poised to win. However, after his victory of the June 4 California primary, he was assassinated. Vice President Hubert Humphrey would eventually receive the nomination and lose to the Republican candidate Richard Nixon in November.

The antiwar movement reached its peak in 1969 and 1970, but it suffered from a lack of leadership and a new foreign policy directive from the White House, known as Vietnamization, which began the process of removing troops from Southeast Asia. Demonstrations continued to appear across the country while the New Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam coordinated Moratorium Day demonstrations on October 15 and November 15, which drew tens of thousands of protestors out across the country. Also in November, news of the My Lai massacre and increased American casualties helped to fuel the intensity of the movement. Nixon’s Vietnamization policy meant that American troops would continue to engage the enemy and target enemy areas that had previously been off limits. The April 1970 Cambodian incursion and the February 1971 Operation Lam Son 719 in Laos resulted in intense spikes in antiwar protests. As a result of the Cambodian incursion, demonstrations erupted at hundreds of college campuses and cities around the country and also led to the shooting of four individuals at Kent State University by national guardsmen sent to the campus to control the situation. Another shooting at Jackson State University 10 days later further inflamed the protestors. After Lam Son 719, Congress began actions designed to take away from the executive the right to determine American foreign policy.

Although demonstrations continued against the war after 1970, the movement’s intensity declined just as did the number of America troops in Southeast Asia. The year 1971 was marked by the Winter Soldier investigation in Detroit, organized by the Vietnam Veterans Against the War (VVAW), during which war veterans and others claimed that My Lai was not an isolated event. The VVAW also organized several other demonstrations. In Washington, DC, Dewey Canyon III brought together approximately 1,000 participants, many of whom were veterans, while a similar protest retraced the path of the 1775 Minutemen campaign from Concord, Massachusetts, to Boston. In December, VVAW members barricaded themselves in the Statue of Liberty for two days. These events, as well as the June 1971 publication of what became known as the Pentagon Papers, kept the movement going even if it was slowly losing momentum as the ground war in Asia diminished.

By 1972, the number of combat troops in Vietnam had decreased significantly, and most Americans were eager to put Vietnam behind them. Even the 1972 Easter Offensive failed to elicit the strong public reaction so prevalent in the 1960s. The momentum of the antiwar movement ceased with the 1972 presidential election. Nixon won an overwhelming reelection over antiwar candidate senator George McGovern. On the heels of Nixon’s second victory, the Paris Peace Accords were signed in 1973, which formally ended American participation in the war. Soon thereafter the North resumed hostilities leading to the collapse of the South Vietnamese government. The United States was forced to evacuate U.S. personnel and South Vietnamese allies from Saigon in 1975. With the United States out of Vietnam, few but the most ardent antiwar activists focused their attention on Southeast Asia.

Whether the antiwar movement helped to shape American foreign policy in Southeast Asia or affected the final decision for the United States to leave Vietnam continues to be contested. Antiwar activists maintain that they helped to end American involvement in Southeast Asia, while those opposed to the aims of the protesters argue that the antiwar movement prolonged the war by giving the enemy encouragement in their fight against a militarily superior foe. Both sides continue to provide legitimate evidence and justification to support their argument though neither side will concede their position on the movement or the war.

See also: Johnson, Lyndon B., and the Great Society; Kennedy, John F.; Kennedy-Nixon Debates; Respect for Authority; Watergate
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BROWN V. BOARD OF EDUCATION

Brown v. Board of Education, one of the most important and honored decisions in the history of the U.S. Supreme Court, decided in 1954, struck down laws in 17 states and the District of Columbia that required students to be segregated by race in the public schools, and laws in four states that permitted school segregation by local option. The case—Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka Kansas—known in shorthand as Brown, was a collection of cases that, in addition to Kansas, included cases from the states of Delaware, South Carolina, Virginia, and the District of Columbia.

The outcome of Brown marked the strategic success of a long campaign by the NAACP’s Legal Defense and Education Fund that challenged segregation not only in education but also in transportation, housing, and voting. Lead council for the plaintiffs in Brown was Thurgood Marshall, who would later become the first African American justice on the U.S. Supreme Court.

State laws requiring the separation of the races in schools, on trains or buses, at water fountains, and even in courtrooms—de jure segregation—were upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court in the case of Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) when the Court ruled in favor of a Louisiana statute requiring equal but separate seating accommodations for whites and blacks on train travel within the state. Thus was born the infamous “separate but equal” doctrine in the majority opinion delivered, ironically, by a justice named Brown—Henry Billings Brown. The case, however, immortalized not Justice Brown, but Justice John Marshall Harlan for his rousing dissent in which he declared that the Constitution was “color blind,” and that all citizens were equal before the law. He argued that under statutes like Louisiana’s, a state could not be prevented from requiring separate streets or sidewalks for white and black citizens, or separate railroad coaches for native or naturalized citizens, or even Protestants and Roman Catholics.

For more than half a century before Brown, the “separate but equal” doctrine dictated the assignment of students in public schools throughout southern and border states, and in the nation’s capital of Washington, DC. Chief Justice Earl Warren delivered the majority opinion in Brown I (347 U.S. 483, 1954). Speaking for a unanimous Court (9–0), Justice Warren declared that public education was one of the most important functions of state and local government; that it was a requirement for the most basic public responsibilities, even service in the armed forces, the foundation of good citizenship, essential for inculcating cultural values, and preparing children for work and life. Therefore, in public education, the “separate but equal” doctrine had no place, and separate educational facilities were inherently unequal, and a denial of the equal protection of the law guaranteed by the 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

The cases were restored to the docket for the Court to hear more testimony and arguments before deciding on a remedy in Brown II (349 U.S. 294, 1955). The opinion, again by Justice Warren, recognized the complexities of transitioning to an educational system free of racial discrimination, and set “good faith implementation of the governing constitutional principles” as a benchmark for school authorities to meet in their desegregation plans. The cases were remanded back to the courts that heard them initially to order remedies based on equitable principles of flexibility in adjusting and reconciling public and private needs that would be carried out “with all deliberate speed.”

These decisions opened the floodgates to more lawsuits against states and districts practicing de jure segregation in public schools. Nevertheless, for a decade after Brown (1954–1964), the decision was met with massive and defiant resistance across the South, and it was not until the other branches of the federal government put some muscle behind the Court that the pace of speed revved up to deliberate.

The Civil Rights Act, passed by the U.S. Congress in 1964, authorized the attorney general of the United States to initiate class action suits against districts refusing to comply, and the secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to withhold funds from districts still segregating students by race. Then, in two more decisions, the Supreme Court declared that districts had an “affirmative duty” to dismantle identifiably white and black schools, and to do so “at once.”

By 1976, school districts in the South were the least segregated in the nation. In that year, only 22.4 percent of black students in the South attended schools that were 90–100 percent black as opposed to a range of 36.3–51.4 percent in the nation’s other regions. By 2000, however, southern schools were beginning to resegregate with the percentage of black students in schools 90–100 percent black up to 30.9 percent. The South was the only region in the United States where the degree of segregation between 1976 and 2000 did not decline (figures from a variety of sources, by Clotfelter 2004). As the number of Latino students in public schools has increased—nearly double since 1995—so has their segregation, from 23 percent attending 90–100 percent minority schools in 1968 to 42 percent in 2001.

Among the factors accounting for increased racial isolation of minority students were two Supreme Court decisions in 1990 and 1991 that allowed districts under desegregation court orders to weaken or abandon their desegregation plans, accompanied by weakened enforcement by the authorized federal departments. As a result, by 2011, approaching the 60th anniversary of Brown, 45 percent of black students and 56 percent of Latino students attended schools in which they were the majority. By contrast, 84 percent of white students were in majority white schools. Compounding segregation by race/ethnicity is segregation by class, with majorities of black and Latino students attending schools with majorities of students in poverty, and a very low minority of white students in such schools.

Segregation in school districts outside the South, particularly in major urban areas, arose mainly through residential patterns separating central city blacks and Latinos from suburban whites. This de facto segregation concentrated black and Latino students in inner city schools and white students in suburban schools. In Milliken v. Bradley (416 U.S. 717, 1974) the Supreme Court struck down the metropolitan remedy by prohibiting the consolidation of the city of Detroit’s schools with suburban school districts on the grounds that it could not be shown that racially discriminatory acts by the state or surrounding districts accounted for Detroit’s segregated schools. That is, they were not segregated de jure but de facto, and there was no constitutional violation.

As inner ring suburbs have transitioned by race and class, they have gone through the cycle of desegregation to resegregation (Frankenberg & Orfield 2012). In inner ring suburban schools in the 25 largest metropolitan areas between 1999 and 2006, the percentage of white students declined by 19.30 percent; the percentage of students in 90–100 percent minority schools increased from 1.43 percent to 6.11 percent (Frankenberg & Orfield 2012, Table 2.3, 38).

The U.S. Departments of Justice and Education have recognized the compelling interest that K–12 schools have in the benefits obtained by achieving diversity in their student bodies and avoiding racial isolation. Comparing schools with diverse student bodies to those in which minority students are isolated, the departments find that racially isolated students lag behind in academic achievement, have fewer effective teachers, more teacher turnover, less demanding curricula, and inferior facilities and resources. Separate never was equal, and still it is not.

To facilitate diversity and avoid racial isolation, the departments have developed guidelines for school districts to use consistent with recent Supreme Court rulings that limit the classification of students by race. Race-neutral guidelines include the following: drawing attendance zones to include racially diverse neighborhoods; classifying students by socioeconomic status, level of parental education, dual or single-parent household, socioeconomic status of their neighborhood, and composition of its housing—private ownership, rental, subsidized, or public. If the exclusive use of race-neutral approaches proves unworkable, then districts may use race as a “plus factor” along with nonracial considerations to achieve their compelling interest to provide a qualitatively equal education to all students irrespective of race or nationality. (“Guidance on the voluntary use of race to achieve diversity and avoid racial isolation in elementary and secondary schools,” ED.gov).

Along with the carrot of workable guidelines and providing assistance in applying them, the departments can also use the stick of pressuring districts still under court order to eliminate racial isolation in their schools. For example, the Cleveland, Mississippi, school district—Bolivar County—has been under federal district court supervision since 1965. Seeking to be released, the district has presented two plans, both of which deviate from the order of the federal judge and would keep middle schools racially isolated. The U.S. Justice Department has countered with a plan consistent with the judge’s in which all students in the district would attend the same middle and high schools beginning in 2016–2017. The case is still in the district court.

History delights in irony. In 2014, on the 50th anniversary of Brown, while the nation was still struggling with racial isolation in its public schools, the first African American president of the United States was in the second year of a second term to which he was reelected in 2012, and the nation’s first family was African American. The country’s public schools were still segregated, but not the highest office in the land. Thus, the ballot box proved to be the mightiest weapon in the fight against racial isolation.

See also: Civil Rights Act; Poverty by Race, Ethnicity, and Gender in the United States; Predatory Lending; Racism; Redlining; Residential Segregation; Restrictive Covenants; Supreme Court of the United States

Further Reading

Balkin, J. M. (Ed.). (2002). What Brown v. Board of Education should have said. New York: New York University Press.

Clotfelter, C. T. (2004). After Brown: The rise and retreat of school desegregation. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Frankenberg, E., & Orfield, G. (Eds.). (2012). The resegregation of suburban schools: A hidden crisis in American education. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press.

Kluger, R. (2004). Simple justice. New York: Knopf Publishing Group.

Orfield, G., & Eaton, S. E. (1996). Dismantling desegregation: The quiet reversal of Brown v. Board of Education. New York: New Press.

U.S. Department of Education. Guidance on the voluntary use of race to achieve diversity and avoid racial isolation in elementary and secondary schools. Washington, DC: Office for Civil Rights. Retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/guidance-ese-201111.pdf

Everett Felix Cataldo

BUSH, GEORGE W. (1946–)

George W. Bush’s presidency had a profound and long-lasting impact on the middle class in the United States. His two-term presidency shaped Americans’ economic well-being, their privacy, their security, their thoughts about the role of religion and morality in politics, and their sense of place in a tumultuous global community. Some of this impact resulted from Bush’s own initiatives, and some of it followed from what occurred on his watch. Generally, his presidency was defined by four historic events and his response to them: a razor-thin election controversy ended by the U.S. Supreme Court, the devastating terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, Hurricane Katrina, and the Great Recession. In response to 9/11 in particular, he waged two wars and stretched his constitutional authority with unprecedented security measures. His conservative leanings led him to push through massive tax cuts, to try to privatize Social Security, to refuse to address global climate change, to support pro-life measures, and to appoint two young, conservative judges (including the chief justice) to the U.S. Supreme Court. As a “compassionate conservative” he is credited with passing a huge new entitlement in Medicare Part D, a drug benefit program for seniors, and a massive aid package for Africa.

Bush’s 2000 presidential run against Vice President Al Gore came down to Florida’s 25 electoral votes. (Bush lost the popular vote by a half million votes.) A series of lawsuits and countersuits ended up in the U.S. Supreme Court, where a 5-to-4 conservative majority called a halt to state court-ordered recounts and left Bush ahead by 537 votes out of 6 million. This was the most contested presidential election since Rutherford B. Hayes was ruled the winner over Samuel Tilden in 1876 by a congressional commission. Two of the five justices who sided with Bush were appointed by his father. Bush became only the second son of a former president to be elected to the high office.

Concerns over the election disappeared after the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001. On that fateful day hijackers flew planes into the World Trade Center’s Twin Towers, the Pentagon, and a field in Pennsylvania (after courageous passengers overwhelmed the hijackers probably headed for the White House). Almost 3,000 people died and the Twin Towers collapsed as a shocked nation watched live on national television. The Islamic extremist group Al Qaeda had coordinated the attacks from a safe haven in Afghanistan. Bush responded forcefully. First, he toppled the Islamic Taliban government in Afghanistan, initiating the longest war in American history. Second, he pushed through the Patriot Act, which gave the executive unprecedented powers to wage war on terrorists across the globe. To protect the country, the Bush administration engaged in constitutionally questionable actions such as warrantless wiretaps, massive data mining of the Internet, and the extraordinary rendition (i.e., kidnapping of suspects in foreign lands), indefinite detention without trial, and torture of suspected terrorists (Goldsmith). Third, he launched a preemptive attack against Iraq, under the new Bush Doctrine of preventing terrorism before it happened. Iraq was alleged to have weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), but no such weapons were ever found. This became the third longest war in U.S. history as an initial easy occupation sparked an uprising that kept U.S. troops pinned down for almost nine years, as they became targets of suicide bombers and victims of improvised explosive devices (IEDs).

Aside from the lack of WMDs, two scandals were associated with the Iraq War. First, a critic of the war, former ambassador Joseph Wilson, wrote an editorial in the New York Times a few months into the Iraq War asking why Bush had claimed in his 2003 State of the Union Address that Iraq had purchased uranium from Nigeria. Wilson had investigated the matter and told the Bush administration that it was false. Shortly after his editorial was published, his wife Valerie Plame was identified by conservative journalists as a CIA agent, blowing her cover and ending her career. An investigation found that the leak had come from Vice President Dick Cheney’s Chief of Staff, I. Lewis “Scooter” Libby. Bush controversially pardoned Libby’s prison sentence for this federal crime. A second scandal emerged in 2004 when the television news program 60 Minutes II broke a story about the torture of prisoners in Iraq by U.S. personnel at a prison named Abu Ghraib. Photos of guards smiling sadistically in front of cowed prisoners, of naked men piled up in human pyramids, and of men held on leashes raised questions about whether the War on Terrorism had led us to abandon American values.

Bush campaigned as a “compassionate conservative” and his record shows emphases on both the compassionate and the conservative sides. His conservatism won out when he cut taxes during a major war to the tune of $1.6 billion, trying to spur a sluggish economy left over by the bursting of the “Dot-Com Bubble” in 2000. It also influenced his decision to delay any regulatory action on global climate change, and to push, unsuccessfully, for allowing younger workers to put part of their Social Security taxes into private investment accounts. His compassion won out in 2003 when he championed the largest new entitlement in decades with a new Medicare drug benefit, as well as his developing a $30 billion foreign aid package to help fight AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria in Africa.

Bush’s compassion fit with his Christian beliefs, as he became the most overtly evangelical U.S. president since Jimmy Carter. On taking office he reinstituted the Mexico City Policy implemented by President Reagan and suspended by President Clinton, which refused aid to international organizations that offered counseling or assistance to women seeking abortions. He signed a bill vetoed by Clinton banning a certain type of late-term abortion. He created a new Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives to provide federal support to religious organizations who worked with the poor. And Bush’s first veto, five years into his presidency (and later than any president since John Quincy Adams), was of a bipartisan bill supporting research on embryonic stem cells. Such stem cells, extracted from human embryos left over from in vitro fertilization procedures, held out the promise of curing cancer, repairing spinal cord injuries, and addressing many other significant health problems. Bush explained his rejection of the popular program, asserting: “This bill would support the taking of innocent human life in the hope of finding medical benefits for others. It crosses a moral boundary that our decent society needs to respect, so I vetoed it” (qtd. in Rountree 2011, 157).

The retirement of Justice Sandra Day O’Connor—the first woman appointed to the U.S. Supreme Court—and the death of Chief Justice William Rehnquist gave Bush two nominees to the High Court. Chief Justice John Roberts was about as conservative as Rehnquist, but Justice Samuel Alito would prove much more conservative and activist than O’Connor (a former legislator who preferred narrow rulings in many cases) (Chemerinsky 2006). The most controversial decision of this new conservative court would come in the 2010 Citizens United v. FEC case, which removed many limits on political campaign spending set up in the bipartisan McCain-Feingold Act, leading to unprecedented spending by wealthy individuals and corporations (Smith 2013). On the other hand, Chief Justice Roberts surprised many when he wrote the majority opinion supporting President Obama’s Affordable Care Act, which expanded federal regulation of and support for health care coverage of Americans.

Bush’s popularity waned significantly in his second term following the poor federal response to Hurricane Katrina, a massive storm that caused $100 billion in property damage from Florida to Texas, killed 1800 people, and left 80 percent of New Orleans under water. Television images of bodies floating down the streets of the “Big Easy” and of thousands of residents trapped in squalid conditions in New Orleans’s Superdome stadium made the weakness of the government response clear. Bush’s Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) director, Michael Brown, was inexperienced and obviously had erred in preparing for the disaster. Nevertheless, the ever-loyal Bush praised him on national television, insisting: “Brownie, you’re doing a heck of a job” (qtd. in Rountree 2011, 141). Two weeks later, Bush told the nation: “To the extent that the federal government didn’t fully do its job right, I take responsibility” (qtd. in Rountree 2011, 142).

Despite his waning popularity, in 2007 the lame duck president fought congressional critics in a bold move to calm the turmoil in Iraq, sending a 30,000-troop surge to stem the violence. By 2008, this bold strategy began paying off, as casualties dropped by two-thirds, and continued their decline into the first year of Obama’s presidency.

But Bush faced one last catastrophe before leaving the Oval Office: the biggest economic downturn since the Great Depression. In December 2007, following years of rising housing prices, the real estate market tanked. Banks had invested heavily in securities which bundled millions of U.S. mortgages, and many of those mortgages were bad. Lenders had given adjustable rate mortgages to individuals who could barely afford them. When those rates adjusted upward, millions of Americans faced foreclosure, the banks holding the mortgages faced huge losses, and other banks that had backed these securities (through a new instrument called credit default swaps) were liable for the losses. As banks, insurance companies, and investment firms began failing, and the stock market began a slide that would almost halve its value, Bush pushed through a $700 billion bailout to help prevent a collapse of the economy, despite his own party’s opposition. These steps helped avoid a second Depression, though unemployment would top 10 percent and the economy would remain sluggish for several years to come.

Overall, Bush must be considered one of the unluckiest of presidents, with 9/11, Hurricane Katrina, and the Great Recession all occurring on his watch. His response to 9/11—in his extraordinary security measures and in his decision to launch a preemptive attack on Iraq—would associate his presidency with fear of terrorists and of government snooping for years to come. But he also must be regarded as a conservative who was compassionate—one who supported tax cuts, pro-life positions, and fewer environmental regulations, as well as Medicare D and massive humanitarian aid for Africa.
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CARTER, JIMMY (1924–)

Jimmy Carter, the 39th president of the United States, served in the White House at a time (1977–1980) when middle-class American families struggled with elevated energy prices, unusually high inflation, weak employment numbers, and rising interest rates for new borrowing. The 1970s were troubled economic times, and those troubles help to explain both Carter’s rapid rise to national prominence and his inability to win a second presidential term.

Like many contemporary politicians and commentators, Jimmy Carter acknowledges the stresses and strains on middle-class Americans. In an interview with the Associated Press in 2013, the former president said, “the disparity between rich people and poor people in America has increased dramatically.… The middle class has become more like poor people than they were 30 years ago.” In Carter’s own presidential administration there were constant conversations and controversies about policies with consequences for middle-class families.

Carter was born in 1924 in rural Georgia. His father was a successful farmer and businessman who survived the challenges of the Great Depression. Jimmy Carter spent his early adulthood in the prosperous postwar decades when access to higher education, home ownership, and well paid manufacturing jobs buttressed a growing middle class.

But the decade of the 1970s—when Carter, a one-term governor of Georgia, became the surprise winner of the 1976 presidential election—was also a decade when middle-class progress encountered new obstacles. The Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) embargo during the 1973 Middle East war spiked worldwide oil prices, caused a recession, and left people wondering whether they were experiencing a temporary setback or a lasting change. Worker productivity, long on the rise in the postwar era, slowed in the 1970s, and the simultaneous experience of high inflation and high unemployment came to be called “stagflation.”

Carter took advantage of national economic problems to win the presidency. Borrowing a concept first introduced by the economist Arthur Okun (1928–1980), Carter called the combination of the inflation and unemployment rates the “misery index,” and frequently pointed out how high that index became under President Gerald Ford (1913–2006). Though the misery numbers came down a bit in the final year of the Ford presidency, the economic performance of the Nixon-Ford years was weak by postwar standards and a perfectly legitimate issue for Carter’s presidential campaign. Carter ran for president promising a stimulus package to get the economy moving, tax relief for the middle class, and a jobs program to address unemployment. Those promises were effective election year proposals in 1976, but hard promises to keep for a president who worried about federal deficits and their impact on inflation.

The earliest economic decisions of the Carter administration involved conflicts between liberals promoting new federal spending and moderates seeking to manage budget deficits and inflationary pressures. Carter almost always chose a middle course or fluctuated between his own liberal and conservative inclinations depending on the most up-to-date economic projections. An early proposal to give taxpayers a rebate was eventually dropped, and stimulus spending was scaled back as estimates of economic growth improved. Instead of emphasizing the economy, Carter devoted significant efforts early in his presidency to the development of a national energy policy that would reduce American dependence on Middle East oil, promote conservation, and diversify future energy sources. The proposals were bold and forward looking, but did little to alleviate the immediate economic problems produced by the OPEC price increases.

In energy, and in other economic arenas, Carter was generally in favor of deregulation. Artificial and government-managed pricing for natural gas, long-distance telephone calls, airline tickets, or trucking transportation gave consumers distorted incentives and limited options. In Carter’s administration, well before the arrival of the Reagan revolution, deregulation was initiated for a variety of products and services central to the lives of middle-class households. Breaking up American Telephone & Telegraph (AT&T), ending the era of airline fare controls, and deregulating energy prices were important steps in the transformation of the American economy that would continue under Ronald Reagan and Bill Clinton. Of course, the moderate Carter accompanied his energy price deregulation with a “windfall profits tax” on oil companies that mitigated unearned benefits from the new arrangement.

Carter’s approval ratings were high early in his administration, but generally declined as his term progressed. Many factors contributed to Carter’s fall in popularity—some of his doing and some beyond his control. Carter could not prevent the 1979 Iranian Revolution that led to a second global oil shock, long lines at gas stations, and new economic problems. Inflation and unemployment, never fully tamed during Carter’s years in office, rose at the end of his presidency.

Perhaps Carter’s most important economic decision was his selection of Paul Volcker as chairman of the Federal Reserve late in the summer of 1979. Volcker was adamant that the most important economic problem facing the nation was inflation and planned to tighten money supply and raise interest rates to rein it in. That strategy would succeed, but it would also generate economic disruption in 1980 that made reelection nearly unattainable for Carter.

Table 1 shows the misery index in the Carter years. In his final year in office, the president was challenged for the Democratic Party nomination by Edward Kennedy, suffered from a long drawn out hostage crisis with Iranian revolutionaries, and saw a rise in interest rates along with higher unemployment and inflation. In the only televised debate between the major party candidates in the 1980 presidential election cycle, Ronald Reagan famously asked the audience if they were “better off” after four years under President Carter.

Were average middle-class Americans better off in 1980 than they had been in 1976? Polls showed that many Americans were anxious about their economic future and were convinced that the Carter presidency had failed. But in retrospect the story of Carter’s economic performance is more complicated. In its four years, the Carter administration actually achieved reasonably good numbers for gross domestic product (GDP) growth, averaging 3.1 percent a year in real terms. Presidential scholar Ann Mari May notes that Carter had a better result than the numbers achieved by Nixon, Ford, Reagan, or Eisenhower. It is far better than the 21st-century presidencies of George W. Bush and Barack Obama.
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	5.5

	
	8.3

	
	7.6

	
	6.9

	
	6.0

	
	5.8

	
	7.0
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Although economic growth across the economy in the Carter years was solid, many citizens suffered from the elevated levels of unemployment or from the inflationary pressures and high interest rates that pushed first-time homebuyers out of the market or into precarious mortgages. Other Americans, particularly those who held fixed-rate home loans from earlier eras, made advances. They saw their debts diminish while housing values kept pace with inflation. Social Security recipients and pension holders who received cost-of-living adjustments were partially protected from inflation, while citizens with personal savings benefited from a high interest rate environment. There were economic winners and losers in the Carter era, and decidedly mixed results for middle-class families. Carter, himself, was both a winner and a loser in the economic turmoil of the 1970s.
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CIVIL RIGHTS ACT

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 stands out as landmark in the history of American efforts to achieve genuine equality in public life, regardless of race, color, national origin, religion, or sex. Its status derives from four elements, each discussed in the succeeding parts of this entry. First, the act broke the logjam of southern resistance to major civil rights legislation that had lasted since the end of Reconstruction. Second, it constituted a great bipartisan compromise demonstrating how members of Congress, despite their differences, could work together to address pressing issues of national significance. Third, the content of the act effectively desegregated public accommodations, public schools, and the workplace in provisions with continuing significance today. And fourth, the act has been a model for all subsequent civil rights legislation, on issues ranging from age discrimination to discrimination on the basis of disability.

The Act’s Place in History

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 stands out as the first major piece of civil rights legislation passed by Congress since Reconstruction, which saw the adoption of the 13th Amendment, prohibiting slavery, the 14th Amendment, guaranteeing equal protection of the laws, and the 15th Amendment, prohibiting racial discrimination in voting. These amendments were accompanied by several civil rights acts, which received effective enforcement for a time, but then were largely neglected after the end of Reconstruction. The last of these acts, the Civil Rights Act of 1875, was largely unconstitutional in a decision ironically entitled The Civil Rights Cases. That decision heralded the rise of Jim Crow and the regime of separate but equal, approved by the Supreme Court in Plessy v. Ferguson.

From the beginning of the 20th century, the civil rights movement mobilized legal and political resources to end racial segregation in American life, culminating in the decision in Brown v. Board of Education. That decision, ordering desegregation of public schools, met with resistance throughout the South and resulted in only token integration in a few previously segregated schools. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 was the means by which Brown was made effective and extended to other spheres of public life.

Passage of the Act

Before it could become law, the act had to run the gauntlet of southern opposition. At the time, southern legislators controlled many of the key committees in Congress, and in the Senate, they could engage in a filibuster which, under the rules then in effect required a two-thirds majority to be overcome. Consequently, the Democrats who supported the legislation, including President Lyndon Johnson, had to go to great lengths to secure Republican support. That made the legislation a bipartisan effort that united liberal Democrats with moderate, probusiness Republicans, who had a history of supporting civil rights. Several compromises in the legislation, particularly in the provisions concerned with employment discrimination, were made at the request of business interests, who nevertheless saw an integrated workplace as essential to American prosperity.

This coalition secured passage of the act by the House of Representatives and then consideration by the Senate, without any reference of the legislation to a Senate committee, where senior southern senators could have used their power to bottle it up and prevent it from reaching the floor of the Senate. On the floor, southern Senators also engaged in one of the longest filibusters in American history, seeking to prevent a vote on the act. Numerous compromises were worked out among senators from both parties who supported the legislation, and for only the second time in American history, a filibuster was broken and the act was approved. When it was returned in its amended form to the House, it was passed without any changes and President Johnson signed it into law on July 2, 1964.

Central Provisions of the Act

The act is divided into subdivisions that go under the legal heading of “titles.” The most important are Titles II, VI, and VII, concerned respectively with discrimination in public accommodations, in federally funded programs, and in employment.

The coverage of “public accommodations” in Title II refers to hotels, restaurants, gas stations, theaters, and other places of public amusement. They need not be operated by government; private establishments are covered also. The prohibition against discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin, or religion in Title II closely resembles a similar prohibition in the Civil Rights Act of 1875. That prohibition, as noted earlier, was struck down in the Civil Rights Cases because it exceeded power of Congress under the 13th and 14th Amendments. In major decisions of the Supreme Court, however, Title II was upheld as within the power of Congress to regulate interstate commerce. After those decisions, and ensuing civil rights protests in the 1960s, Title II resulted in widespread desegregation of places of public accommodation.

The same pattern of enforcement and compliance resulted from Title VI, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin by recipients of federal funds. The immediate objective of this prohibition was continued segregation in the nation’s public schools despite the decision in Brown. Since most public schools received some form of federal funding, they were subject to the cutoff of federal funds unless they abandoned their discriminatory policies. Most school districts chose to dismantle such policies, at least in their most blatant forms, rather than face the loss of federal funds.

Title VII of the act prohibits discrimination in employment on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, and sex. It, too, had the same effect of dismantling the most prominent barriers to equal opportunity on these grounds. An especially important feature of Title VII was the extension of its prohibitions to sex, which was added to the act in parliamentary maneuvers on the floor of the House. Although this prohibition was largely neglected for several years of minimal enforcement, its significance was soon appreciated and it led to gradual, but permanent and continuing, expansion of the employment opportunities open to women. Together with the increased political power of women’s groups, this prohibition led the way to a variety of new laws and constitutional decisions protecting women (and men as well) from discrimination on the basis of sex.

The Legacy of Act

The addition of sex to the prohibitions against employment discrimination in the act was a harbinger of its lasting impact on American law. Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 generally prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex in most forms of education receiving federal funds, leading to the increased presence of women in higher education and in activities such as intercollegiate athletics. Other statutes were passed expanding prohibitions against discrimination, first to age, in the Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1965, and then to disability, as in the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. In addition, numerous federal statutes have expanded the coverage, scope, and enforcement of the act and of its statutory descendants in many different respects. All of this became possible only after the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
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CLINTON, BILL (1946–)

William Jefferson Clinton was the 42nd president of the United States, serving two terms in office between 1993 and 2001. He was a young, populist candidate known for his ability to connect with everyday people. His presidency is remembered for the great economic stability of the time as well as for being dogged with scandals, one of which resulted in impeachment hearings. His wife, Hillary Rodham Clinton, is still active in politics. She unsuccessfully contended for the Democratic nomination for the presidency in 2008. She was nominated by the Democrats in 2016, but lost the election to the Republican Donald Trump.

From the start, Clinton was a different kind of candidate. He came from much less privileged circumstances than previous presidents raised in dynasties like the Bush family or the Kennedy clan. He was the first president to be elected after the end of the Cold War, and his candidacy and early presidency were marked by a sense of generational change (Waldman 2000).

Born in 1946 in the small, uniquely named town of Hope, Arkansas, just months after his father died in a car accident, Clinton was raised by a single mother, grandparents, and later an alcoholic and abusive stepfather. In his autobiography, My Life, he recalls his upbringing in the country as filled with colorful extended relatives and early life lessons. His grandfather owned a corner grocery store and, contrary to the times, would respectfully serve and even extend loans to local African Americans. Clinton credits “Papaw” for his own open views on different races: “It took me years to learn about segregation and prejudice and the meaning of poverty, years to learn that most white people weren’t like my grandfather and grandmother” (Clinton 2004, 12).

Clinton was a standout student in high school and an active member of school bands. When he was 16, he was selected by a civic group to take a trip to Washington, DC, to meet officials from his home state and attend a ceremony at the White House presided over by then-president John F. Kennedy (Clinton 2004). A photograph of the young Clinton shaking hands with Kennedy became an iconic image during Clinton’s presidential campaign, linking the southern candidate to that earlier outsider politician also remembered for his youthful energy. A lunch with Arkansas senator William Fulbright on that trip eventually led, three years later, to a job for Clinton on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee during college.

Clinton attended Georgetown University’s School of Foreign Service, where he earned a Rhodes Scholarship to Oxford University. On his scholarship application he wrote that he’d come to Washington “to prepare for the life of a practicing politician” (Clinton 2004, 115). He graduated in 1968, which he recalls as “one of the most tumultuous and heartbreaking years in American history,” witnessing escalations in the Vietnam War and the assassinations of presidential candidate Robert Kennedy and civil rights leader Martin Luther King Jr., among other events (Clinton 2004, 117).

Clinton went on to attend Yale University Law School, where he met his future wife, Hillary Rodham, and graduated in 1973. The couple moved back to Little Rock, Arkansas, to begin Clinton’s political career. They wed in 1975 and their first and only child, Chelsea, was born in 1980. After a failed bid for a seat in Congress, Clinton won an election to become Arkansas attorney general in 1976.

From there, Clinton’s political aspirations grew. In 1978, he was elected governor of Arkansas at just 32 years old, earning him the nickname of “Boy Governor” (Constitution Center 2014). When he decided to run for president in 1992, he chose another young southern Democrat as his vice presidential candidate, Albert Gore Jr., who was 44 years old. Their win “represented a new generation in American political leadership” (White House 2006). Clinton was the second-youngest president-elect ever (Constitution Center 2014). He was often praised for his gifts as a communicator and his ability to instantly connect with people of all backgrounds (Waldman 2000).

Clinton’s presidency was marked by great economic stability, with “the lowest unemployment rate in modern times, the lowest inflation in 30 years, the highest home ownership in the country’s history, dropping crime rates in many places, and reduced welfare rolls” (White House 2006). On the world stage, he oversaw U.S. involvement in wars in Bosnia and Iraq (White House 2006). He was the first Democratic president since Franklin D. Roosevelt to win a second term (White House 2006).

The Clinton years were also dogged by scandal, most notoriously having to do with alleged affairs the president had during or before his presidency, but also concerning alleged involvement in a shady savings and loan operation. The most memorable scandal involved a young White House intern named Monica Lewinsky. Clinton’s denial of an affair he later admitted to having led to a widely reported investigation and, ultimately, impeachment proceedings. He was found not guilty, but many felt his legacy and reputation had been permanently scarred (Stephanopoulos 1999).

Clinton’s wife, Hillary Rodham Clinton, stood by him during the scandals. She was an active First Lady who spearheaded an unsuccessful bid to create universal health care for all Americans. She also spoke out for women’s rights at a historic United Nations conference in Beijing in 1995, declaring, “Women’s rights are human rights.” She became a polemic figure because of her public role in her husband’s administration and, some say, because of her independent streak—she only took on her husband’s last name after she was criticized for keeping her own.

An equally intelligent and successful lawyer, Hillary became a senator for New York after her husband’s presidency, and later secretary of state under President Barack Obama. She ran for president against Obama in the Democratic primaries of 2008, and in 2016 she became the first female presidential nominee of a major political party in the United States.

Since his presidency ended, Clinton has dedicated his time to the Clinton Foundation, which states as its mission, “to improve global health and wellness, increase opportunity for women and girls, reduce childhood obesity, create economic opportunity and growth, and help communities address the effects of climate change” (Clinton Foundation). In 2004 he underwent heart surgery, and has had occasional health scares since then as well. His first grandchild was born to daughter Chelsea in 2014.

See also: American Presidency; Bush, George W.; Carter, Jimmy; Clinton, Hillary; Johnson, Lyndon B., and the Great Society; Kennedy, John F.; Watergate
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CLINTON, HILLARY (1947–)

In 2016 Hillary Clinton made history at the Democratic National Convention in Philadelphia when she became the first female presidential nominee of a major political party in the United States after a tough campaign against Vermont senator Bernie Sanders. As this encyclopedia went to press, she was campaigning day and night against Republican nominee Donald Trump to become the first female president of the United States. In many ways, Clinton has been groomed for this position her entire life.

Hillary Diane Rodham Clinton was born October 26, 1947, in Chicago, Illinois. Her father was a tough businessman who had served in the Navy, and her mother was a homemaker whose own difficult childhood motivated her to give Clinton and her two younger brothers a stable upbringing in the suburbs of Chicago (Bernstein 2007). Clinton was raised in the Methodist Church, where she recalls learning important lessons about racial prejudice and public service, including an opportunity to meet Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. in 1962 (Clinton 1996). She has cited the “call to service” her parents and the church taught her as motivation behind many of her life’s decisions (Clinton 2014).

The young Clinton has been described as a self-confident, natural leader who excelled at school and extracurricular activities thanks to a combination of seriousness, intellect, curiosity, discipline, and hard work (Bernstein 2007). She attended Wellesley College as an undergraduate and worked in student government, campaigning her senior year to become class president and, finally, commencement speaker in 1969. An excerpt from her speech gives some insight into the political—and politicizing—social context in which Clinton’s generation came of age:

Our attitudes are easily understood having grown up, having come to consciousness in the first five years of this decade—years dominated by men with dreams, men in the civil rights movement, the Peace Corps, the space program—so we arrived at Wellesley and we found, as all of us have found, that there was a gap between expectation and realities. But it wasn’t a discouraging gap and it didn’t turn us into cynical, bitter old women at the age of 18. It just inspired us to do something about that gap. (Wellesley College)

Life magazine profiled Clinton and four other college graduates in a June 1969 article titled “The Class of ‘69,” her first time on a national stage. During this time, Clinton still identified as a Republican, her father’s party, and interned in the summer of 1968 at the House Republican Conference (Bernstein 2007). By the time she graduated, her party affiliation had shifted.

Clinton went on to attend Yale Law School and was one of just 27 women in her graduating class (hillaryclinton.com). It was at Yale where she met her future husband Bill. She also helped launch an alternative law journal focused on “strategies for social change” (Bernstein 2007). When she graduated, Clinton took a job with the Children’s Defense Fund rather than seek a position with a law firm (hillaryclinton.com).

She and Bill married in 1975. “When I chose to leave a career as a young lawyer in Washington to move to Arkansas to marry Bill and start a family,” she wrote in her 2014 memoir Hard Choices, “my friends asked, ‘Are you out of your mind?’ ” (Clinton 2014). Out of her element, maybe, but she went on to a successful law career in Bill’s native state, gave birth to daughter Chelsea in 1980, and supported her husband’s burgeoning political career.

Clinton has always been a polarizing figure for Republicans and her husband’s political opponents: if it wasn’t her midwestern upbringing and East Coast education, it was her presumptuousness and independence, her law career or the fact that she didn’t change her last name immediately upon marriage. She famously said once that the only way she could have avoided controversy as a politician’s wife was to have “stayed home and baked cookies” (National First Ladies Library). When Bill won the presidency in 1992, the critics only multiplied.

And Clinton was anything but a passive First Lady. Biographer Carl Bernstein went so far as to suggest that one would be “hard pressed not to portray the [Clinton] White House years 1993–2000 as a co-presidency” (Bernstein 2007). She headed up the President’s Task Force on Health Care Reform, and when the initiative failed she continued to work publicly on children and family issues. She was the only First Lady to keep an office in the West Wing alongside the president’s senior staff, and she freely gave her opinion on policy issues (National First Ladies Library).

Her vocal and visible presence wasn’t the only controversy the Clintons endured in the White House. The couple was implicated in multiple investigations, including a real estate venture in Arkansas known as “Whitewater,” a controversy concerning staff of the White House Travel Office, and multiple investigations stemming from Bill’s extramarital affairs that eventually led to impeachment proceedings against the president.

It was when the Clintons left the White House in 2000 that her own real political career began, unique for a former First Lady. In the summer of 1999, Clinton announced her intention to run for a Senate seat for the state of New York, a move friends said clearly presaged a run for the White House (Bernstein 2007). She won the seat, becoming the first female senator from New York, and was in the job when the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks took place. As senator, she voted to support the war in Iraq, a vote she would later call a mistake.

In 2008, Clinton ran for president. She lost the Democratic nomination to newcomer Barack Obama, who won the general election but within weeks asked her to become his secretary of state. “Obama knew that only Clinton came with the built-in international stature and credibility that allowed her to instantly board a plane and stand in for him,” wrote BBC correspondent Kim Ghattas in her book The Secretary (Ghattas 2013). Of her four years at the head of the State Department, her campaign website highlights work on key issues in the Middle East and championing of “human rights, internet freedom, and rights and opportunities for women and girls, LGBT people and young people all around the globe” (hillaryclinton.com).

In 2014, Clinton became a grandmother. She remains a polarizing figure in the political landscape, with controversies seemingly constantly swirling around her.

See also: American Presidency; Bush, George W.; Carter, Jimmy; Clinton, Bill; Feminist Movement; Johnson, Lyndon B., and the Great Society; Kennedy, John F.; Red States and Blue States; Religion and Politics; Religious Right; Tea Party; Watergate; Women and Minority Leaders; Women and Politics; Women’s Suffrage
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) is the nonpartisan agency tasked with providing the Congress with information on the budgetary and economic effects of proposed federal policies. It was created in 1974 as a part of a general effort to empower the Congress, and has become highly influential, in allowing the Congress to respond to presidential policy proposals.

CBO was created as part of the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974. This act had as its goal reasserting the congressional role in budgeting, in an era where the president was viewed as too powerful in budgetary matters. The act created new budget committees in each house of Congress, and a budget resolution to permit the Congress to articulate overall budget policy. CBO’s role in this was to permit the Congress to have its own source of information in the budget-making process (Schick 1980).

The Congressional Budget Act states that the agency is to be headed by a director, appointed by the congressional leadership upon recommendations from the budget committees “without regard to political affiliation and solely on the basis of his fitness to perform his duties.” The director is empowered to appoint all other CBO personnel, who are likewise appointed without regard to political affiliation. The director has wide latitude in terms of organizing CBO and establishing the “duties and responsibilities” of CBO staff.

The first director was Alice Rivlin (1931–). Rivlin is credited with establishing many of the policies and much of the culture that established CBO as an influential organization (Joyce 2011). Among the most important decisions made early on by Rivlin was that CBO would not make policy recommendations. She believed (as have subsequent directors) that making recommendations would invariably lead to the perception of partisanship. There have been nine directors (and five acting directors*) of CBO:




	Director

	Tenure




	Alice Rivlin

	February 24, 1975–August 31, 1983




	Rudy Penner

	September 1, 1983–April 28, 1987




	Edward Gramlich*

	April 29, 1987–December 22, 1987




	James Blum*

	December 23, 1987–March 5, 1989




	Robert Reischauer

	March 6, 1989–February 28, 1995




	June O’Neill

	March 1, 1995–January 29, 1999




	Daniel Crippen

	February 3, 1999–January 3, 2003




	Barry Anderson*

	January 4, 2003–February 2, 2003




	Douglas Holtz-Eakin

	February 3, 2003–December 29, 2005




	Donald Marron*

	December 30, 2005–January 17, 2007




	Peter Orszag

	January 18, 2007–November 25, 2008




	Robert Sunshine*

	November 26, 2008–January 21, 2009




	Douglas Elmendorf

	January 22, 2009–March 31, 2015




	Keith Hall

	April 1, 2015–






CBO’s Responsibilities

CBO’s work largely results in three types of analytical products:


	CBO develops annually a 10-year outlook for budget and economic policy. This includes both an economic forecast and a set of baseline budget estimates (the baseline estimates the future budgetary effect of current policies). The initial report, typically called The Budget and Economic Outlook, normally appears in January (Congressional Budget Office 2015).

	CBO is required to estimate the cost of all legislation reported by a congressional committee. These cost estimates must, by law, be included in the committee reports accompanying the legislation, before proposed legislation can be considered by the House and/or Senate.

	CBO does more detailed studies of particular policy issues (health reform, national security policy, welfare policy, etc.), particularly in anticipation of those issues being considered by the Congress.



CBO’s Influence

CBO has become highly influential, perhaps even more so than even its architects would have thought possible. It has given the Congress an analytical capacity to challenge the president both on overall budget policy, but also at the level of individual policies. In the former case, it was CBO’s analyses of Reagan administration numbers that, more than anything else, damaged the budgetary credibility of the Reagan White House. At the level of individual policies, CBO’s influence has been particularly evident at several times when presidents have proposed major policy changes (see Joyce 2011 for additional details):


	In 1977, CBO’s analysis of the Carter energy policy called into serious question the administration’s claims concerning how much energy could be saved as a result of the proposed changes.

	In 1994, the CBO analysis of the Clinton health plan was one of the most important factors contributing to the demise of the plan, cited by both opponents and proponents.

	In 2009 and 2010, CBO analyses heavily influenced the final design of the Affordable Care Act (ACA), largely because the president had cited cost and deficit impact as central to his willingness to sign any bill that emerged from the Congress.



Generally speaking, both at the level of individual policies and in terms of aggregate budget and economic policy, CBO has emerged as a highly credible source, viewed widely as objective and nonpartisan. It has largely replaced the President’s Office of Management and Budget as the go-to source on budget numbers for the media and general public. This is largely because of the efforts by CBO leadership and CBO staff to maintain a nonpartisan culture.

This is not to say that CBO analyses do not create controversy. In the case of the ACA, many critics of CBO analyses took the agency to task for its failure to give credit for preventive care. On the other hand, many ACA opponents were critical of CBO’s decision to give cost-saving credit to other aspects of the law. CBO also argued that a proposed increase in the minimum wage might lead to some marginal reduction in available jobs, a conclusion that drew criticism from the Obama administration (Paletta 2014). On the other hand, Republicans have long argued that CBO does not give enough credit for the macroeconomic benefits of particular policies, especially tax cuts.

In the end, it is hard for anyone to argue with the conclusion that the Congressional Budget Office has become a highly credible and influential analytical agency. Further, it has strengthened the hand of the Congress in policy debates with presidents, regardless of political party. Regardless of these positive effects, however, it must be acknowledged that CBO appears to be a functional institution in the midst of what has become a highly dysfunctional budget process. It seems obvious that there are limits to the ability of analysis and information to have much influence in the face of larger political and institutional problems.

See also: Fiscal Policy; Internal Revenue Service
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DIGITAL DIVIDE

The “digital divide” is a term describing unequal access to technology including computers and the Internet. Although digital divides were initially approached in terms of physical access to technology, the term has been expanded to include practices such as the ability to access, produce, and make use of digital media and information. The digital divide has also been expanded to include the social support needed to learn how to effectively use technology. To address these multiple divides, many strategies and efforts are needed to lessen the physical, social, and educational barriers facing individuals and communities.

With development of web browsers in the 1990s, communication and information sharing via the Internet increased rapidly. During this time, there grew concerns over the consequences of unequal access to information and communication technologies (ICT). This unequal access was dubbed the “digital divide” and was popularized among journalists, politicians, and scholars (Castells 1996; National Telecommunications and Information Administration [NTIA] 1996;, Poole 1996).

By the mid-1990s, this term was used regularly by government officials including President Bill Clinton and Assistant Secretary of Commerce and Director of the National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) Larry Irving. The NTIA conducted national studies measuring technological inequality, such as computer ownership and Internet access. These studies explored differences across populations by income, gender, race and ethnicity, employment status, disability status, and urban/rural residence (NTIA 2014). Beginning in the 1990s, several federal programs were developed to provide Internet access in schools and libraries and to address inequalities. The 2000–2001 Federal Community Technology Centers Program sought to establish computer and Internet access via community centers. Most recently, the National Broadband Plan (2009–2010) aimed to bring broadband Internet access and technology training to underserved populations. Internationally, the UN Information and Communication Technology Task Force similarly aims to promote global Internet access and participation in information production and exchange.

Initially, discussions of the digital divide focused on the differences between those who did and did not have access to ICT. This approach was criticized because it failed to address several issues. First, in focusing on physical access, this approach failed to address how many factors play a role in unequal use of technology, including technical skills, print literacy, access to technology education, relevance of online content, and availability of social support for using ICT. Additionally, this binary was thought to be too crude to encompass the diverse spectrum of ICT use and access. Lastly, this approach did not explain the dual relationship between ICT use and socioeconomic development; increased development could lead to increased access and vice versa.

Today, the digital divide is broadly acknowledged as an issue not only of physical access but of meaningful use—such as the participation in accessing and producing digital content—incorporating many different factors. In other words, the digital divide might be framed as a problem of unequal digital inclusion. A model of digital inclusion suggests that physical resources (such as computers and Internet access), digital resources (such as important, community-relevant content), human resources (such as education), and social resources (support for using ICT from one’s community) are all important precursors and consequences of ICT access (Warschauer 2003).

In the United States, the NTIA has conducted studies of ICT access and use. Their reports initially focused on physical access and have expanded to include purpose for use (e.g., entertainment, finding information) as differentiated by gender, age, race, and income. In 2013, the U.S. Census Bureau began to collect data on computer and smartphone ownership and Internet access type (e.g., dialup, broadband, fiber optic). Other organizations have also conducted studies on ICT use across demographic groups (Pew Research Center 2014). A summary of these findings is presented in Table 1.





	Table 1    Demographics of U.S. Internet Users




	



	Use the Internet




	



	Total adults

	
	87%




	Women

	
	86%




	Men

	
	87%




	



	Age




	



	18–29

	
	97%




	30–49

	
	93%




	50–64

	
	88%




	65+

	
	57%




	



	Race




	



	White, Non-Hispanic

	
	85%




	Black, Non-Hispanic

	
	81%




	Hispanic

	
	83%




	



	Geography




	



	Urban

	
	88%




	Suburban

	
	87%




	Rural

	
	83%




	



	Household income




	



	Less than $30,000/yr

	
	77%




	$30,000–$49,999

	
	85%




	$50,000–$74,999

	
	93%




	$75,000 +

	
	99%




	



	Educational attainment




	



	High school or less

	
	76%




	Some college

	
	91%




	College +

	
	97%




	



	Sources: http://www.pewinternet.org/data-trend/internet-use/latest-stats (November 2014).








National efforts have also sought to explore differences in ICT access in schools. For example, the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) has measured Internet and computer access in U.S. schools since 1998; the most recent data from 2009 suggests that there are on average 1.5 students per computer in classrooms in high-income schools, with a slightly higher ratio (1.8 students per computer) in schools where more than half of students are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.

In the United States, programs such as the E-Rate Modernization Order has the goal of providing high-speed Internet access and computers to schools and libraries. Many U.S. schools have also distributed individual laptop or tablet computers to students in an attempt to decrease technological, educational, or social inequality. These programs have had varied success. Those that focus narrowly on provision of equipment, without technical support, infrastructural development, or pedagogical and curricular reform, have tended to have disappointing results, whereas those that distribute computers as part of broader educational reform efforts have been much more successful (Warschauer 2011).

Advocacy groups and government agencies have undertaken an effort to create online materials that are relevant to the needs of underrepresented groups (such as health care information in multiple languages for low-income residents in the United States). Additionally, advocacy groups have used self-publishing technologies such as social media and wikis to enable underserved populations to create community-relevant digital media.

Educational programs and materials have been one way that nongovernmental groups and governmental agencies have been able to develop the social and human resources needed to decrease the digital divide. Advocacy and research groups attempt to organize informational resources and to coordinate social support networks for decreasing the divide and promoting digital inclusion.

See also: Great Gatsby Curve; Measuring Inequality; Occupy Movement; Piketty, Thomas
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Mark Warschauer and Melissa Niiya

ELECTION OF 2000

The American presidential race in 2000, between Democratic incumbent Vice President Al Gore and Republican governor George W. Bush of Texas, was remarkable for many reasons. The most striking was that the winner received fewer popular votes than the loser. The outcome in the Electoral College, which decides who becomes president, hinged on contested vote recounts in Florida. The ensuing chaos led to extensive scrutiny of the nation’s voting systems. The race broke campaign spending records. But the longer-term story was that the new Bush administration took public policy on a strong turn to the right, especially on the economy, environmental policy, and social services. The result was a marked change from the outgoing Bill Clinton administration in policies affecting the middle class.

In campaign finance, Bush raised more money than any other presidential primary candidate in history. Bush became the first candidate to decline the federal matching funds available to qualifying candidates under the campaign finance reforms of the 1970s, and thus to sidestep the spending limits tied to the matching funds. After Bush won the election, most major 2004 presidential candidates followed his lead and declined the matching funds. In 2008 Barack Obama became the first to decline federal funding of his general election campaign as well. The matching funds had been intended to permit candidates to compete for the presidency even if they lacked large campaign war chests, and to limit the influence of big financial donors. With the end of the matching funds, presidential candidates found that they needed to raise hundreds of millions of dollars for their campaigns, putting the presidency far beyond the reach of candidates who lacked significant sources of funding.

Although Bush raised massive funds, Gore beat Bush in the popular vote. But the popular vote doesn’t determine who becomes president; the winner must get a majority of votes in the Electoral College. The electoral vote, very close on election night, came down to who would win a majority in Florida’s tight race. Recounts in the state were hampered by poorly designed ballots and outdated voting systems, which made many voters’ choices hard to determine. More than a month of conflict and court action followed. Finally, the U.S. Supreme Court verified (in a 5 to 4 decision) that Bush had received 537 more votes than Gore in Florida (a state where Green Party candidate Ralph Nader won almost 100,000 votes). Bush became the fourth person in U.S. history to win the presidency while losing the popular vote (see Pomper 2001, 125–32).

The confusion and controversy surrounding the vote counting led to calls for more reliable voting systems. The localities with the highest proportions of poor and minority citizens were those least able to afford reliable vote-counting devices, so they were the least able to effectively transmit their choices in elections (Tomz & Van Houweling 2003). Congress responded by passing the Help America Vote Act in 2002, to help states meet new minimum standards for election administration and pay for upgraded voting equipment and statewide voter registration databases. Many states and localities decided to switch to expensive electronic voting systems. However, this strained government budgets and often brought new problems, such as the possibility of hacking and the purchase of systems that lacked a “paper trail” with which voters could verify their choices and election officials could independently audit the results.

The two candidates differed substantially on policy issues. Gore supported effective government programs including Social Security and public education and favored tax cuts for certain policy purposes. Bush called instead for across-the-board tax cuts, government-funded vouchers to help families pay for their children’s enrollment in private schools, and Social Security reforms allowing individuals to invest some of the money they would otherwise pay in Social Security taxes. Because Republicans won not only the White House but also both houses of Congress, the 2000 election permitted the Republican Party to make major changes in federal programs affecting the middle class.

Although Bush had described himself during the campaign as a “compassionate conservative,” the policies he promoted after the election were strongly conservative. He succeeded in getting Congress to pass tax cuts that benefited the wealthiest taxpayers. The Bush administration reversed a number of environmental policies followed by the previous Democratic administration. In particular, the new Republican leadership sought to open more public lands to development, reduce government subsidies for alternative energy, and expand reliance on fossil fuels such as oil and coal. The administration received bipartisan support for a “No Child Left Behind” education policy, tying federal school funding to students’ results on standardized tests in an effort to make public education more accountable. And after the terrorist attacks on New York’s World Trade Center in 2001, the Bush administration invested more than 4 trillion dollars into American military involvement in Afghanistan, to rout out the terrorist group (Al Qaeda) responsible for the attacks, and then in Iraq to defeat a head of government thought to have been amassing “weapons of mass destruction” that could affect the United States (Bilmes 2015).

This increase in government spending, combined with substantial tax cuts, led to the reappearance of huge federal budget deficits. The Bush tax cuts were intended to favor corporations and high-income taxpayers in order to encourage economic growth. The outcome was to increase economic inequality, with the wealthiest Americans gaining substantially and middle-income and lower-income people falling behind. Since the 1970s, income inequality has tended to increase under Republican administrations and to contract under Democratic administrations (Bartels 2008). The tax cuts, then, were among the most powerful consequences of the 2000 presidential election for the American middle class.
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ELECTORAL COLLEGE

The president of the United States is elected, not by a direct national popular vote, but by an Electoral College system in which (in almost universal practice since the 1830s) separate state popular votes are aggregated by adding up electoral votes awarded on a winner-take-all basis to the candidate who wins a plurality of votes in each state. The Electoral College is perhaps the most distinctive and controversial of U.S. political institutions.

Why is the president elected in this fashion? The answer goes back to the framing of the U.S. Constitution in 1787, where the mode of selecting the president was one of the most troublesome issues. The menu of options included selection by states, selection by Congress, or some kind of popular election. As originally designed, the Electoral College was a mixture of these modes. Each state was to appoint “electors,” equal in number to its total representation in Congress and in a manner determined by its legislature, whose sole duty was to cast votes for president. Each elector was required to cast two equal and unranked votes for two different candidates, at least one of whom was a resident of another state. To be elected by the Electoral College, a candidate needed to receive votes from a majority of electors and more votes than any other candidate. (Given the two-vote system, more than one candidate might receive votes from a majority of electors.) In the event that no candidate had the required majority, or that two (or more) candidates with the required majority were tied, the House of Representatives, voting by state delegations each casting one vote, was to select the president from among the top five electoral vote getters or the tied candidates. In any event, the runner-up would become vice president.

The original Electoral College was a cleverly designed compromise intended to operate in a nonpartisan environment. But from the outset, electors were in fact loyal party men who—like those who selected them and most everyone else—thought of a presidential election, not as an occasion to cast two votes for two worthy presidential candidates, but as an occasion to elect their party’s presidential–vice presidential “ticket.” In party terms, the Electoral College produced anomalous results in the elections of 1796 (when the presidential candidates of the rival parties were elected president and vice president, respectively) and 1800 (when an electoral vote tie between the presidential and vice presidential candidates of the winning party threw the election into a House controlled by the losing party). The 12th Amendment (ratified in 1804) accommodated the developing two-party system by making the following changes: electors would now cast separate (single) votes for president and vice president, and the required electoral vote majority for each office became a simple majority of votes cast; if no candidate receives the required majority for president, the House (still voting by state delegations) chooses from among the top three candidates; and if no candidate receives the required majority for vice president, the Senate (voting individually) chooses from among the top two candidates. The 12th Amendment remains the constitutional language governing presidential elections.

By the 1830s, the Electoral College had been further transformed by party practice and state law into the system that exists today. From the outset, each party nominated candidates for electors pledged to support its national ticket. State legislatures moved to popular election of electors and, in particular, to elections on state-wide party slates. These practices together produced the system of state-by-state popular votes coupled with winner-take-all state electoral votes that characterizes the existing Electoral College. Moreover, the two-party system virtually guarantees that one or the other ticket receives the required majority of electoral votes, thereby keeping elections out of the House and Senate. In this way, the Electoral College has been transformed into an institution quite different from what its designers intended, so neither its virtues nor its defects can be credited to, or blamed on, the framers. For all practical purposes, the Electoral College has become a mere vote counting system that takes the popular votes in each state, translates them into blocs of electoral votes, and declares a winner on that basis. Although this transformed Electoral College has proved to be a serviceable institution, it is problematic in a number of ways.

The principal strategic implication of the Electoral College today is that it focuses electoral attention on a relatively few states. Because all that matters is which party ticket carries each state, not the margin of victory or defeat, states that are expected to be close become “battlegrounds,” while noncompetitive states are largely ignored in a way that some characterize as “disenfranchising” their voters.

Another troublesome feature of the Electoral College was illustrated in the 2000 election, when George W. Bush was elected on the basis of electoral votes even though Albert Gore received almost 550,000 more popular votes nationwide than Bush. Although rare, such inversions are always possible under the Electoral College system.

The Electoral College has other problematic features. Electors occasionally cast electoral votes contrary to their pledges, and such “faithless” electors could conceivably determine the outcome of an election. State legislatures might change the mode of selecting electors to advantage the party in control, and such a gambit might tip the outcome of the subsequent election. A relatively popular third-party or independent candidate (especially a candidate with strong regional support like George Wallace in 1968), might carry enough states to deny any candidate an electoral vote majority, thereby throwing the election into the House; in this event, the most and least populous states would have equal weight, and at best a president would not be elected until a few weeks before Inauguration Day (and at worst the House might deadlock beyond that date). Moreover, the 23rd Amendment (ratified in 1961), which gave electoral votes to the District of Columbia, has produced an even number of 538 electoral votes, allowing a 269–269 tie that would deny either candidate an electoral vote majority even in the absence of a third candidate.

Because of these problematic features, many constitutional amendments have been proposed to modify or replace the Electoral College system. An amendment providing for direct popular election of the president passed the House of Representatives by a large majority in 1969, but it later failed in the Senate. Even if it had passed the Senate, ratification by three-quarters of the states was doubtful. Recently the National Popular Vote Plan (NPVP) has been proposed as a way to bring about direct popular election of the president while circumventing the constitutional amendment process. The basic idea is that any state could cast its electoral votes, not for the presidential candidate winning the popular vote of that state, but for the candidate winning the popular vote nationwide. The NPVP is a proposed compact among states controlling at least 270 electoral votes that commits each member state to cast its electoral votes in this manner, thereby guaranteeing election of the national popular vote winner. As of November 2014, 10 states and the District of Columbia, controlling 165 electoral votes, have enacted legislation in support of NPVP.

See also: Absentee Voting; Election of 2000

Further Reading

Berns, W. (Ed.). (1992). After the people vote: A guide to the Electoral College (rev. ed.). Washington, DC: AEI Press.

Best, J. (1971). The case against direct election of the president: A defense of the Electoral College. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Edwards, G. C., III. (2011). Why the Electoral College is bad for America (2nd ed.). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Longley, L. D., & Peirce, N. R. (1996). The Electoral College primer. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Miller, N. R. (2012, January). Why the Electoral College is good for political science (and public choice). Public Choice, 150(1–2), 1–25.

Peirce, N. R., & Longley, L. D. (1981). The people’s president: The Electoral College in American history and the direct vote alternative. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Nicholas R. Miller

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA)

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is an independent agency within the executive branch of the federal government. The EPA administers federal statutes designed to protect air and water quality. The agency also administers statutes that address unsafe levels of radiation, unsafe levels of pesticides, hazardous wastes, solid wastes, and noise pollution. The broad scope of its regulatory authority involves the EPA in many aspects of the economy. Compliance with EPA regulations and guidance can require businesses, units of government, and other organizations to make significant expenditures for equipment and record-keeping. These obligations prompt complaints from some. Concurrently, proponents of environmental protection state that regulations and guidance adopted by the EPA are inadequate to protect the environment. Controversy has surrounded the EPA since its organization.

The EPA was designed to serve as an umbrella agency through which federal environmental laws and policies would be administered. The EPA was established under presidential authority to propose reorganization of the federal government. President Richard M. Nixon sent Reorganization Plan 3 to Congress on July 9, 1970. Reorganization Plan 3 called for transferring numerous federal environmental programs from an assortment of agencies to the EPA. The new agency would be headed by an administrator who reported directly to the president.

A partial listing of the administering agencies and programs follows:

Department of the Interior

Federal Water Quality Administration functions vested by the water pollution control laws

Department of Agriculture

Regulation of pesticides under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act and some food additives under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

Functions vested by air quality control laws and tolerances for pesticide chemicals under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act

Atomic Energy Commission

Functions of the AEC under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, for establishing environmental standards for protection of the general environment from radioactive material

The Congress did not alter the plan for formation of the agency, and the EPA commenced operation on December 2, 1970 (EPA 2014).

Since its establishment, Congress has assigned the EPA additional statutory responsibilities. Significant statutes include the following:

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), otherwise known as Superfund, governing the transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste

Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act governing ocean dumping and shore protection

Oil Pollution Act governing accidental discharges of petroleum products

Noise Control Act of 1972 (EPA 2014).

Other familiar EPA programs include the Energy Star program that encourages efficiency in consumer products and the automotive fuel efficiency ratings.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal departments and agencies to consider environmental factors when making decisions. Among NEPA’s requirements are the agencies’ obligation to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) before undertaking a major action. These statements are filed for review and comment by the EPA and public comment (EPA 2014). (An EIS must describe the proposed federal action such as constructing a federal facility, licensing the construction of a facility on federal lands, or adopting major regulations. Alternatives to the proposed action must be identified, and environmental consequences of the proposed and alternatives must be addressed (EPA 2014).)

The EPA’s administrator and principal officials are appointed by the president and confirmed by the Senate. The EPA’s main office, which is located in Washington, DC, oversees implementation of environmental laws and programs and submits budget requests to Congress. Within the EPA there are four program offices: (1) Air and Radiation, (2) Water, (3) Chemical Safety and Pollution Prevention, and (4) Solid Waste and Emergency Response (EPA 2014).

In addition to the program offices, the EPA has 10 regional offices that exercise broad jurisdiction within their geographic areas. Research is conducted through the EPA’s main office and at its regional field laboratories. The agency’s National Exposure Research Laboratory and other units operate facilities in Research Triangle Park, North Carolina; Cincinnati, Ohio; Athens, Georgia; and Las Vegas, Nevada (EPA 2014). For the fiscal year ending September 30, 2013, the EPA had a budget of $7.9 billion and authorized employment of 15,913 (EPA 2014).

The EPA works closely with state and local governments in their pollution control efforts. The EPA uses a portion of its federal funding to provide grants and technical assistance to states and local governmental units that seek to prevent pollution. Federal environmental statutes encourage states to enact their own statutes and adopt regulations that meet or exceed the requirements of such statutes as the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and CERCLA. Upon certification by the federal EPA, such states take over day-to-day enforcement of a specific statutory program. As a result, residents in many states deal with a state counterpart to the EPA rather than with the federal EPA itself.

The establishment of the EPA grew out of public support for protection of the environment and for efforts to correct degradation of the environment. The first Earth Day was observed on April 22, 1970, and millions of people participated in environmental events. The success of Earth Day gave greater priority to environmental issues and governmental efforts to address these issues (EPA Williams 1993). Almost coincident with the organization of the EPA, Congress enacted the Clean Air Act Extension of 1970 and the Water Quality Improvement Act of 1970. These statutes significantly expanded the new EPA’s authority over air and water quality.

EPA programs involving water and air pollution continue to attract attention. In recent years, the EPA has also undertaken initiatives in response to the general scientific consensus that earth is warming and experiencing climate change.

See also: Climate Change, Economics of; Environmental and Natural Resource Economics; Environmentalism
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EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION (EEOC)

The United States has many laws that prohibit discrimination in employment and aim to ensure equal employment opportunity for all. It is illegal for employers to not hire, pay less, fire, or otherwise limit the employment opportunities of people based on such factors as race, sex, religion, national origin, age, or disability. But laws only matter if they are enforced. Enforcement of federal laws prohibiting discrimination in the workplace is the job of the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). Born of compromise amidst the volatile politics of civil rights, the EEOC lacks powers possessed by many other government regulatory agencies. Thus, while the EEOC receives many thousands of discrimination charges each year and helps some victims of discrimination obtain remedies, employees most often must turn to the courts to uphold their rights. The EEOC has been frequently criticized—and not without reason. But the EEOC has contributed to the progress that has been made since the 1960s in advancing the cause of equal employment opportunity by adopting broad interpretations of the law and drawing attention to discriminatory practices in the workplace.

The stated mission of the EEOC is to “stop and remedy unlawful employment discrimination” in furtherance of a vision of “justice and equality in the workplace” (EEOC 2014e, 3). To accomplish this basic purpose, the EEOC receives and attempts to resolve complaints (“charges”) of workplace discrimination. The agency also issues guidelines for compliance with antidiscrimination laws and engages in education and outreach to employers, employees, and the public. The EEOC has an office in Washington, DC, where five commissioners appointed by the president (no more than three from the same political party) and approved by the Senate serve. There are also 53 field offices throughout the United States that receive and process discrimination charges. In 2014, the EEOC carried out its broad mandate with 2,347 employees and a budget of $364 million (EEOC 2014c).

The EEOC’s caseload fluctuates, but over 90,000 discrimination charges were filed each year between fiscal years 2008 and 2014 (EEOC 2014b). Race discrimination, retaliation (e.g., employers punishing employees for speaking out about discrimination), sex discrimination (including harassment), age discrimination, and disability discrimination are among the most common charges. Current enforcement priorities include elimination of systemic barriers to recruitment and hiring (e.g., screening job candidates for criminal history); protecting immigrants, migrants, and other vulnerable workers; addressing emerging issues (e.g., accommodation of pregnant employees); enforcing equal pay laws; preserving access to the courts; and preventing harassment (Dorrian 2014, A-7; EEOC 2012a).

The EEOC was created as part of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and opened its doors on July 2, 1965 (EEOC 2012b, 6). Compromises were necessary to secure passage of this law (Burstein & MacLeod 1980; Selmi 1996, 5). One of these was accepting significant limitations on the power of the federal government agency tasked with enforcement. The EEOC is not empowered to issue formal regulations for implementation of our nation’s broadest antidiscrimination in employment law, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act (Wern 1999, 1534). Nor does the agency have the authority to conduct inspections of workplaces, adjudicate cases, fine offending employers, or order changes in employment practices. In its earliest years, the EEOC even lacked the ability to litigate, although the authority to sue private employers was added in 1972 (Modesitt 2010, 1240). In short, the EEOC is a relatively weak regulatory agency in terms of formal authority—and that is by design.

How does the EEOC handle discrimination charges? The EEOC shares responsibility with state-level civil rights agencies and has work sharing agreements with many of them. Employees alleging discrimination generally must utilize the administrative processes of the EEOC (or state agencies) before they can access the courts (Selmi 1996, 5–10). Given its large caseload and limited resources, the EEOC must prioritize its enforcement efforts. Many cases deemed not likely to result in findings of discrimination or having other defects receive no attention and are administratively closed. Other cases that appear to have some merit are slated for mediation, in which a neutral third party helps the employee and employer settle their dispute. Still other cases are investigated and a determination is made as to whether there is reasonable cause to believe that discrimination has occurred. If reasonable cause is lacking, the EEOC will close the case and issue a “right-to-sue” letter. This document authorizes the filing of a lawsuit. If the EEOC finds that there is reasonable cause, it will attempt to “conciliate” (obtain a settlement on behalf of the employee). However, conciliation produces relatively few settlements (1.5 percent of all charges filed and 40.8 percent of reasonable cause determinations were successfully conciliated in 2013) (EEOC 2014a). In a few hundred cases each year, the EEOC litigates on behalf of employees (EEOC 2014d). Thus, even when they have strong cases, employees are usually issued right-to-sue letters and left to pursue private lawsuits.

The EEOC is a much-maligned agency. Criticisms include large backlogs and slow handling of cases (GAO 1993; GAO 2008); poor financial management (GAO 1982); excessive turnover in leadership positions (Modesitt 2010); failure to achieve meaningful remedies for employees in the majority of cases (Selmi 1996); too much (Dunn 2013), too little (Modesitt 2010), or ineffective (Selmi 1996) litigation; misplaced emphasis on processing routine cases rather than investigation and litigation of cases with broad impact (Modesitt 2010); dismissive treatment of EEOC guidelines by the courts (Hart 2006; Wern 1999); and most basically, failure to significantly curtail workplace discrimination (McCormick 2009). Many of these problems were much more evident in the first several decades of the EEOC’s existence. The agency appears to be better managed now and to have a clearer strategic focus on activities likely to have broad impact (EEOC 2012b, 11–12; EEOC 2014e, 2–3). The EEOC is credited for effectively mediating discrimination complaints (EEOC 2014f; Modesitt 2010, 1275). There is also some empirical evidence that EEOC enforcement has a beneficial effect on employment practices reaching beyond those employers that are the subjects of complaints (Hirsh 2009). Limits on its formal authority have not kept the EEOC from working effectively at times with civil rights organizations and from consistently advocating for broad application of antidiscrimination laws (Blumrosen 1971; Pedriana & Stryker 2004). The EEOC is “uniquely equipped to combat systemic discrimination” (EEOC 2006, 1) and its renewed focus on cases contesting ongoing discriminatory practices affecting numerous employees is all the more important as the courts have curtailed private class-action discrimination lawsuits (Morrison 2013).

Without downplaying the faults and limitations of the EEOC, or denying that much of its routine processing of individual complaints is to little effect, it seems fair to conclude that the sum total of the agency’s efforts has played a meaningful role in our nation’s ongoing journey toward equal employment opportunity for all.
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EQUAL PAY ACT

On June 10, 1963, President John F. Kennedy (1917–1963) signed the Equal Pay Act (EPA) into law, requiring “equal pay for equal work.” In 1963, wage discrimination against women was pervasive, and fewer women worked outside of the home. With the passage of the EPA and other employment discrimination laws, women have transformed our workplaces and achieved significant success in many different fields. Even with the legal protection of the EPA, there remains a “gender wage gap,” with women’s wages lagging behind men’s in many occupations. Although the blatant wage discrimination of the 1960s has declined, equal pay remains an important public policy issue. As a presidential report recognized, “equal pay is important for our nation, the broader economic security of our families, and the growth of the middle class in our economy” (National Equal Pay Task Force 2013, 4).

Although women have worked outside of the home since our country’s founding, up until World War II, the labor force was dominated by men, and women typically worked in the home performing unpaid work (Re: Gender). This changed during World War II, when millions of women replaced men in industrial jobs to build supplies needed for the war. Posters of “Rosie the Riveter,” an image of a woman making a muscle with the slogan, “We Can Do It!,” recruited women to work in factories. As more women entered the workforce, the War, Navy, and Labor Departments agreed on an equal pay policy requiring employers to pay the same wage rates to women and men working in comparable jobs (Bureau of National Affairs 1963).

When the EPA was passed, women constituted only one-third of the workforce. Women commonly received lower wages than men for doing identical work (Mead & Kaplan 1965). Employers even advertised different pay scales for the same job based on gender, with women’s wages sometimes half of what men could earn. As one congressman urging passage of the law said, the EPA attacked the “false concept that a woman, because of her very nature, somehow or other should not be given as much money as a man for similar work” (Legislative History 1963).

An employee who files a claim under the EPA must first make a prima facie showing that he or she and an employee of the opposite sex worked jobs that required substantially equal degrees skill, effort, and responsibility, but received different pay. The jobs do not need to be identical, but substantially equal. If the plaintiff makes this showing, the burden then shifts to the employer to prove that the difference in wages was not because of sex discrimination, but one of four reasons: “(i) a seniority system; (ii) a merit system; (iii) a system which measures earnings by quantity or quality of production; or (iv) a differential based on any other factor other than sex.”

Many women have challenged unequal pay by suing under the EPA or another law, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits employment discrimination based on sex. Some argue that many women fall outside of the EPA’s protection because the “equal work” standard is too strict (Eisenberg 2010). When introduced in Congress, the proposed standard in the EPA was “work of a comparable character.” Some states have equal pay laws that use the “comparable work” standard. To gain passage of the EPA, the standard was changed to “equal work,” which has made it difficult for some women—especially in upper-level jobs—to win EPA cases (Eisenberg 2010).

Although it is not easy to win an equal pay lawsuit, the EPA and other antidiscrimination laws have opened up educational and employment opportunities for women. Today, women comprise nearly half of the American workforce. A majority of mothers work outside of the home, and many women are the primary breadwinners for their families (National Equal Pay Task Force 2013, 23). Women are becoming better educated than men, with women earning more bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral degrees than men and nearly half of all professional degrees (like law and medicine) (National Equal Pay Task Force 2013, 24).

Despite the substantial progress that women have made in achieving workplace equality, a gender wage gap still exists. When the EPA was passed, women earned on average 59 percent of what men were paid. Fifty years later, women earn on average 77 percent of what men are paid, or 77 cents for every dollar men make (Re: Gender). Many different theories exist about the causes of the persistent gender wage gap. Proponents of the “choice” theory contend that women earn less than men because of the careers they choose, with female-dominated jobs—such as education and clerical work—paying lower wages. Some argue that “pay secrecy” permits different wage rates for the same jobs to stay hidden—and snowball overtime—and that greater pay transparency would force employers to make compensation fair and equal (Eisenberg 2011). Some scholars have shown that women are less likely than men to negotiate over pay, and more likely to accept what is offered. Alternatively, women who attempt to negotiate for higher wages are not treated favorably because of the stereotype that women should be friendly and agreeable (Babcock & Laschever 2007). Finally, others contend that a portion of the gender pay gap can be explained by discrimination or unconscious biases. For example, studies have shown that some employers pay working fathers more, and working mothers less, because of outdated stereotypes that men are the breadwinners for the family, and that married women with children will not be committed to their jobs (Correll 2007).

Many studies have shown that a gender wage gap exists even after controlling for so-called “choice” factors that typically explain differences in wages, such as worker education and experience, job category, and family characteristics. In one study, labor economists Francine Blau and Lawrence Kahn found that about 41 percent of the gender wage gap was “unexplained.” Professors Blau and Kahn concluded from this data that “although discrimination against women in the labor market has declined, some discrimination does still continue to exist” (Blau & Kahn 2007, 7).

The EPA continues to be an important law to ensure economic justice. Although much has been accomplished, women will continue to make progress in achieving workplace and wage equality in the 21st century.
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FAMILY AND MEDICAL LEAVE ACT

On February 5, 1993, President Clinton signed the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) into law, remarking that “American workers will no longer have to choose between the job they need and the family they love” (Clinton 1993). The major provisions of the law allow workers to take leave for the care of an ill or elder parent.

The act applies to all “eligible employees” who worked 1,250 hours over the last year for a covered employer (29 U.S.C. § 2611(2) (2000)). A covered “employer” has 50 or more employees every workday for 20 or more weeks over the past year (29 U.S.C. § 2611(4) (2000)). Federal and state agencies are included irrespective of their number of employees (29 U.S.C. § 2611(4)(A)(iii) (2000); 29 U.S.C. § 203(x) (1976)).

An eligible employee is entitled to 12 workweeks of job-protected leave during any 12-month period (29 U.S.C. § 2612(a)(1) (2000)). Leave may be used for child care, personal illness, or, more pertinent to this discussion, “in order to care for the … parent of the employee, if such … parent has a serious health condition” (29 U.S.C. § 2612(a)(1)(C) (2000)). A “serious health condition” includes any illness or injury that requires inpatient care or continuing treatment (29 U.S.C. § 2611(11) (2000)). An eligible employee may take leave intermittently or on a “reduced leave schedule,” allowing the employee to work part-time (29 U.S.C. § 2612(b)(1) (2000); 29 U.S.C. § 2611(9) (2000)).

Although federal courts have interpreted the FMLA broadly, there are limitations on job-protected leave (Hodgens v. General Dynamic Corp. 1998). First, the act establishes a baseline, with no requirement employers provide additional leave time to preexisting plans. Nor does it allow employees to combine existing leave with the FMLA (Cox v. Autozone, Inc. 1998). Second, the act applies to limited family members. A grandchild cannot take job-protected leave to care for a grandparent (Bauer v. Dayton-Walther Corp. 1996). Finally, protected leave is limited to leave “in order to care” for a parent. One court has held that an eligible employee was not entitled to protected leave when he took leave to visit his dying mother because he was visiting her at the hospital and did not intend to provide her care (Fioto v. Manhattan Woods Enterprises LLC 2005).

Surveys taken in 1996 showed two-thirds of covered employers’ policies were changed to comply with the FMLA with most reporting no resulting negative effects on operations. The data also showed most employees took less than the 12-week limit. However, there were significant problems. Only 60 percent of private employees worked for covered employers, and less than half were “eligible employees.” Only 7 percent of employees used FMLA leave to care for a parent. Above all, many employees did not take leave, or took less than needed, because it was unpaid (Waldfogel 2001, 17).

In 2000, follow-up surveys showed that many of the problems identified in the 1996 surveys had persisted or worsened (U.S. Department of Labor 2014). The proportion of employees working for eligible employers remained at 60 percent. The number of “eligible employees” was substantially unchanged. Although employees taking leave remained the same, the percentage taking leave for parent care rose from 7 to 11 percent. Financial concerns over unpaid leave remained, while employers began to express concerns about negative effects on operations (Waldfogel 2001).

Although FMLA provides a baseline for leave, individual states are free to enact more favorable policies for employees. To date, 18 states have increased job-protected leave or other benefits (National Conference of State Legislatures 2008). Generally, states supplement the FMLA in six ways: (1) establishing leave insurance programs; (2) allowing the use of other types of leave in addition to FMLA leave; (3) reducing hour requirements for job-protected leave eligibility; (4) expanding employer or employee coverage; (5) extending the amount of leave available; and (6) increasing FMLA coverage, except to care for a parent.

First, leave insurance: California, New Jersey, and Washington have enacted insurance or compensation schemes for those on leave. As of 2002, California provided an employee 55 percent of his wages for the first six weeks of leave, up to a maximum of $882 per week (California Gov. Code § 12945.2 (West 1992 & Supp. 1994)). As of 2008, New Jersey allowed employees who would qualify for unemployment when taking leave to receive two-thirds of their wages for the first six weeks of leave, up to a maximum of $524 per week. Additionally, New Jersey has reduced the work hours required to 1,000 over the past year (New Jersey Rev. Stat. § 43:21–25 (West 2002)). In 2007, Washington started a “Family Leave Insurance Program,” which only extends benefits to leave for childcare (Washington Rev. Code § 49.86 (2012)). Second, substituted leave: Wisconsin and Vermont passed provisions allowing employees to use any leave, including vacation or sick days, in addition to FMLA leave (Wisconsin Stat. § 103.10 (2012)). Vermont also expanded “employer” to those with 15 or more employees, and provided 24 hours of leave outside the FMLA for “other appointments for professional services related to their care and well-being” of a parent (Vermont Stat. Ann. tit. 21 § 470 (West 2012); Vermont Stat. Ann. tit. 21 § 472a(a)(3) (West 2012)). Third, reduced hours: Connecticut and the District of Columbia have expanded eligibility to receive job-protected leave. Both provide 16 weeks of unpaid leave over a two-year period to any employee working 1,000 hours during the previous year (Connecticut Gen. Stat. § 31-51kk-ll (2012)). The District of Columbia also broadened “employer” to include all employers (D.C. Code § 32–501 (2003)). Fourth, expanded the definitions: Hawaii, Maine, and Oregon broadened the definitions of “employer” or “employee.” Maine requires employers with 15 or more employees to provide 10 weeks of unpaid leave over a two-year period, including parent care (Maine Rev. Stat. tit. 26, §§ 843–848 (2012)). Hawaii requires 4 weeks unpaid leave to all employees who “perform services for hire” for more than six months prior (Hawaii Rev. Stat. § 398–1 (West 2012)). Oregon expanded both definitions, requiring employers with 25 or more employees to provide 12 weeks of unpaid leave for employees who worked 25 hours per week for the past six months (Oregon Rev. Stat. § 659A.153, .156 (2012)). Fifth, extended leave: In addition to the time the FMLA provides, Massachusetts includes 24 hours to “accompany an elderly relative to routine … appointments … related to the elder’s care …” (Massachusetts Gen. Laws Ann. ch. 149, § 52D(b)(3) (2003)). Rhode Island allows an employee to take 13 weeks over a two-year period; however, hours worked requires 30 per week (Rhode Island Gen. Laws § 28-48-1, 2 (2012)). Sixth, excluding elder care: Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Minnesota, Nevada, and North Carolina all expanded benefits for child care, excluding parent care. Minnesota grants benefits for maternal or paternal leave, personal illness, and care of a sick child, but does not extend the same provisions for the care of a parent who is sick (Minnesota Stat. §§ 181.940 et seq. (2012)). Illinois, Louisiana, Nevada, and North Carolina increased available leave but only for children’s school-related activities (ILCS 147/1 et seq. (2012); Louisiana Rev. Stat. § 1501.1 (2012); Nevada Rev. Stat. § 392.920 (2012); North Carolina Gen. Stat. § 95–28.3 (2012)). Kentucky requires employers to grant “reasonable leave” for adopting a child under 7 (Kentucky Rev. Stat. § 337.015 (2012)).
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FEMINIST MOVEMENT

Movements advocating for women’s rights and gender equality have been a part of the social and political landscapes of the United States since the late 18th century. Feminist movements have been categorized as “waves.” However, careful study shows that the “waves” do not have clear beginnings and ends; instead, there is continuity between the “waves” with issues and activists spanning decades. Furthermore, the struggle for gender equality was and continues to be the purview of several feminist movements, not one monolithic movement with only one kind of feminism, and these movements have left indelible changes on society.

First Wave Feminisms (19th Century to World War II)

Many historians place the beginning of the first wave of feminisms at the Seneca Falls Convention (1848), organized by Elizabeth Cady Stanton (1815–1902), Lucretia Mott (1793–1880), and other activists. The Declaration of Sentiments, signed at this convention by 100 women and men, demanded citizenship and voting rights for women. However, women’s rights activists had been agitating for change long before Seneca Falls and owed much to the antislavery movements. For example, Angelina Grimké (1805–1879) and Sarah Grimké (1792–1873) wrote and lectured on some of the parallels between the status of women and slaves, and Maria Stewart (1803–1880), a free-born black woman, spoke about discrimination against African Americans and encouraged black women to fight for their rights.

In addition to voting and other political rights, many feminists were advocating for better access to education, property rights, and rights within marriage. For example, Mexican women fought for retention of their inheritance and child custody rights after the United States “acquired” territories from Mexico, and women of the Seneca tribe fought for recognition of their property rights after losing their land in fraudulent treaties. Reproductive and sexual rights were also important. Efforts to control venereal disease by regulating prostitution during the late 19th century through World War I were attacked by many feminists as attempts to control women’s sexuality. Some feminists campaigned for improved methods of birth control; however, some of these campaigns were biased because they targeted primarily lower-class women’s reproduction. The workplace was another site of much feminist activism including fighting for workplace protections, maternity benefits, equal pay for equal work, and access to professions considered nontraditional for women. For example, as early as the 1820s, Fanny Wright (1795–1852) advocated for labor reform and working women’s rights. International concerns were critical to many feminists, including May Wright Sewall (1844–1920) and Jane Addams (1860–1935) who encouraged other women to work toward international peace.

Second Wave Feminisms (1960s to Early 1980s)

Several factors contributed to the momentum of second wave feminisms. During World War II women’s participation in the workforce and unions increased dramatically. The Congress of American Women, established in 1946, advocated for women’s education and workplace rights, and addressed discrimination against minority women. Although progress on women’s rights slowed during the first decade of the Cold War, feminists remained active in groups such as the American Civil Liberties Union, as well as labor unions where they fought for gender equality, for example, the United Electrical Workers. Many feminist women participated in the black civil rights, anti–Vietnam War, and New Left movements and fought against the sexism they experienced within those movements.

Second wave feminists continued to advocate for issues that were the focus of first wave feminists. Large numbers of women were entering college, but they were still not being hired for many jobs. Although Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 banned employment discrimination, sex discrimination was not recognized as a serious problem until the early 1970s. This prompted feminists such as Betty Friedan (1921–2006), Pauli Murray (1910–1985), and others to form the National Organization for Women (NOW) in 1966. NOW focused primarily on employment discrimination but also advocated for educational opportunities, child care, and the Equal Rights Amendment, first introduced by Alice Paul (1885–1977) in 1923. Many feminist groups lobbied for reproductive rights, including access to contraception and safe, legal abortions (Supreme Court decision, Roe v. Wade in 1973), and against involuntary sterilization of poor women. Feminists were instrumental in the passage of Title IX of the Higher Education Act, which mandated gender equity in education.

The phrase “the personal is political” encouraged women to address sexism in their personal lives, for example, domestic violence. Women’s bookstores, publishers, and music festivals as well as women’s and gender studies programs at colleges proliferated during the 1970s. Feminists encouraged women to take control of their health; the Boston Women’s Health Collective published a popular book, Our Bodies, Ourselves, in 1970. They also illuminated rape, sexual harassment, and domestic violence as social problems and established some of the first rape crisis centers and domestic violence shelters.

Multiracial feminisms stressed the importance of race, class, and sexuality in advocating for women’s rights. Anne Braden (1924–2006), an antiracist activist, commented that not only is the personal political, but the political should be personal. Feminists needed to advocate for all women, not just heterosexual, educated white women. Black, Chicana, and lesbian feminist movements emphasized that sexism is inextricably linked to other forms of oppression such as racism, classism, and heterosexism. This perspective was foundational to the activism of groups such as the Combahee River Collective, Hijas de Cuauhtemoc, and Women of All Red Nations, and gave rise to publications such as This Bridge Called My Back: Writings by Radical Women of Color (1981) edited by Cherríe Moraga (1952–) and Gloria Anzaldúa (1942–2004), and the lesbian feminist journal Feminary.

Third Wave Feminisms (Early 1990s–Present)

In the wake of the 1991 sexual harassment charges against then Supreme Court nominee Clarence Thomas (1948–), Rebecca Walker (1969–) published Becoming the Third Wave, which declared that feminism was still vitally needed and a new wave was beginning. Generation X (born 1964–1982) and the millennial generation (born 1982–2000) grew up in a world where first and second wave feminisms had achieved a foundation of gender equality. As Peggy Ornstein (1961–) noted, although earlier feminists challenged many institutionalized methods of discrimination, contemporary feminists fight informal policies, attitudes, and practices that are less visible, but grounded in the belief that women are inferior to men.

The late 20th and early 21st centuries witnessed the passage of legislation designed to address gender inequality. For example, the 1993 Family and Medical Leave Act guaranteed the ability to take time off work to care for a newborn or adopted child. The 1994 Violence Against Women Act and the 2013 Violence Against Women Reauthorization Act established and extended protections and services to survivors of gendered violence. The 2009 Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act extended the period of time in which victims of wage discrimination could take action against their employer. Despite this legislation and other positive gains since the 1960s, women are still underrepresented in elected offices, making up just 19.4 percent of seats in the 2015 U.S. Congress (Manning & Brudnick 2015), and the gender wage gap only decreased from about 70 percent in 1990 to 78 percent in 2013 (American Association of University Women 2015).

A chief concern of third wave feminists is intersectionality, or the complex interaction of identities (particularly race, class, gender, and sexual orientation), and how those identities affect experiences of “womanhood,” such as reproductive rights, sexuality, gender identity, media representation, economic disparities, and violence. The perception that the second wave lacked diversity sparked the third wave’s rejection of a distinct agenda. Although contemporary feminisms represent diverse goals and ideological perspectives, they are rooted in three core principles: (1) feminism should recognize multiple perspectives; (2) feminism should recognize that gender equality is inextricably linked with other social justice movements; and (3) feminism should consider the contradictions and complexities of lived experience.

Third wave feminists use many methods to tackle social justice issues including marches, petitions, lobbying, grassroots efforts, and online forums. Andrea Lee Smith (1966–) and Nadine Naber (1969–) cofounded Incite! Women of Color Against Violence in 2000 to address violence as influenced by race, class, gender, and immigration status. Men Can Stop Rape, formed in 1997, organizes college men to challenge rape culture and misogyny. Hollaback!, cofounded by Emily May (1981–) in 2005, uses cell phone cameras and social media to document and fight sexist and homophobic street harassment.

The Internet and written texts have been important to third wave feminisms because they do not require that individuals physically gather for discussion. Naomi Wolf’s (1962–) The Beauty Myth: How Images of Beauty Are Used Against Women (1991), sharply critiqued women’s beauty standards. Gloria Anzaldúa’s (1942–2004) Borderlands/La Frontera: The New Mestiza (1987) examined relationships between heteronormativity, male dominance, and colonialism and Chicana and Latina women’s experiences. In 2004 Jessica Valenti (1978–) began the blog Feministing, a platform for young feminists to share their voices. The online culture of feminist social networks and activism allows for global feminist dialogue, making feminism readily accessible, especially for young adults.

The different waves of feminist movements in the United States have sometimes been portrayed as divisive and at odds with each other. Nevertheless, to quote Lisa Jervis (2004), cofounder of Bitch magazine, “We all want the same thing: To borrow bell hooks’ phrase, we want gender justice … We may not all agree on exactly what it looks like or how to get it … Our many different and often opposing perspectives are what push us forward, honing our theories, refining our tactics … I want to see these internal disagreements continue … But I want them articulated accurately. And that means recognizing the generational divide for what it is—an illusion.”
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GOVERNMENT GRIDLOCK

Any observer of American politics can see wide variations in the way our national government operates. At times, Congress seems able to cooperate well, usually under the leadership of a strong president, and enact a great deal of legislation. For example, in the first few years of the presidency of Woodrow Wilson (1913–1921), Congress passed antitrust regulations, set up the Federal Reserve, and enacted sweeping tariff reductions. In the first hundred days of Franklin Roosevelt’s first term (1933–1937), Congress acted like a war-time legislature and created an alphabet soup of new government agencies to help pull the country out of the Great Depression. In 1964–1965, under President Lyndon Johnson, who had just succeeded to the office following the assassination of John F. Kennedy, Congress passed sweeping new civil rights legislation as well as major reforms in education, transportation, and health care.

At other times, however, Congress seems paralyzed, battling with the president and unable to get legislation passed. During World War I (1914–1918), for example, Congress sometimes blocked war-related legislation urgently sought by President Wilson. In the 1950s, southern Democratic senators like Strom Thurmond of South Carolina helped delay and block civil rights legislation. Today, especially since the Republican Senate victory in the midterm elections, Congress again seems deadlocked over many issues, from budget cutting and taxes to immigration reform.

The word that political scientists often use today to describe our system when it is so stymied and deadlocked is gridlock, a “clumsy term for Washington’s inability to broach and secure policy compromise” (Binder 2000, 2). Gridlock describes government paralysis in which legislation moves very slowly or not at all (Clemmitt 2010, 389).

In analyzing gridlock, several questions arise. First, does gridlock exist in our system? Second, if it does, is it good or bad? Third, what are its consequences? Fourth, what causes gridlock? And finally, what, if anything, can be done about it?

As one observer recently put it, “whether Washington is gridlocked—unable to create new policy that the country needs—depends on whom you ask” (Clemmitt 2010, 387). Many observers cite recent delays in the confirmation of judges as evidence of acute gridlock in Washington. Others say that what people call gridlock is often just a way for politicians to save face by explaining to their more ideologically extreme supporters why they were not successful in passing laws that would have alienated more moderate voters. Some also say that “lunging and lurching forward with big changes, then enduring periods of backlash, consolidation, and frustration, is often a better description of our political system than is ‘gridlock,’ which is too unidimensional a concept to capture the reality” (Cowen 2013, 1).

If gridlock does exist in America, it is not universally agreed that it is bad or good. In a recent article for the International Social Science Review, for example, Christian John (2011) makes a strong case “against divided government,” which, he says, “contributes to a diminution of the popular will” (166). John (2011) argues that it is undemocratic to say that a party elected by the people needs to be balanced by a party that the voters have rejected. Often, John (2011) says, radical reform is urgently needed, and when government is divided and paralyzed, it lacks energy and is both unpopular with and unaccountable to the public. On the other hand, other observers remind us that a government that governs least governs best; thus, legislative inaction should be praised as policy stability. As former Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole once put it, “if you’re against something, you’d better hope there’s a little gridlock” (quoted in Binder 2000, 2).

The consequences of gridlock are also debated. Many say that it lowers legislative productivity. Others respond that “much legislation is not subject to gridlock” and that “the lawmaking process is productive, even in the face of divided government” (Brandt 2003, 1). Some blame congressional gridlock for shutdowns of the federal government, with resulting affects on free trade, higher interest payments on the national debt, lower economic growth, and plummeting consumer confidence (Lowrey et al. 2013). Others point out that gridlock can actually be good for the economy in that it “reduces economic uncertainty because it lessens chances for significant legislative changes.” As one corporate strategist has put it, the “stock market loves gridlock” (Beyer et al. 2006, 21).

Looking to the causes of gridlock, many observers point to the increased polarization of the political parties in recent years. According to an aide to President George W. Bush, in the 1980s and early 1990s, Republican presidents had a list of 25 to 40 Democrats who were potential bipartisan yes votes to Republican proposals. By 2005, Republican President George W. Bush could count on only about a dozen Democrats to consider voting in favor of a White House proposal (Clemmitt 2010, 388). Washington, many say, is thus “politically polarized—coalesced into two ideologically opposite parties that are reluctant to discuss compromise” (Clemmitt 2010, 390). Democrats refuse to acknowledge any need to cut entitlement spending to reduce the deficit, for example, while Republicans refuse to admit any need to raise taxes.

The real cause of government gridlock in America, many say, however, is our government system itself. They remind us that the Founding Fathers intentionally created a form of government that could make changes only after slow deliberation. As Sarah Binder (2000) has argued, gridlock is “endemic to our national politics, the natural consequence of separated institutions sharing and competing for power” (1).

The founders did intend Congress to reflect the will of the people, but not the will of every fleeting temporary whim of the majority, many remind us. If Congress could change its mind as quickly as popular passions could inflame a bare majority, there would be constant change and chaos. For the sake of stability, the system was set up to proceed cautiously, with abundant opportunity for checks and balances. For example, bills must be approved in identical form by both houses of Congress, and signed by the president, an independently elected office holder, to become law. If the president vetoes the bill, it only becomes law if two-thirds of both houses override the veto.

It was James Madison who famously provided a theoretical justification for this system of checks and balances in The Federalist, a series of anonymous essays that appeared in the newspapers of New York in 1788 arguing for ratification of the Constitution. Madison begins by acknowledging that separation of powers is essential to prevent tyranny. He goes on to argue that a system where government branches check and balance each other is not only consistent with the theory of separated powers but essential to it. Without checks and balances, Madison warns, the legislative branch would become too powerful, “extending the sphere of its activity and drawing all power into its impetuous vortex” (Hamilton et al. 1961, 48). With checks and balances, “ambition must be made to counteract ambition.” For Madison, “a dependence on the people is, no doubt, the primary control on the government, but experience has taught mankind the necessity of auxiliary precautions” (Hamilton et al. 1961, 51).

It was, no doubt, with such “auxiliary precautions” like checks and balances in mind that the great English constitutional observer Walter Bagehot (1826–1877)—the “man who made the London Economist the great financial magazine it has since remained” (Paolucci 2004, 62)—describes the differences between the American presidential and the British parliamentary forms of “government by discussion” in his book The English Constitution (1877). In Britain, the cabinet is a committee of the legislature and divided government—a chief executive of one party and a majority in the legislature of the opposite party—is impossible; the prime minister is the leader of the majority party in the legislature and must leave office if that legislative majority evaporates. The result is accountability and decisive action. In America, by contrast, Bagehot (1867) goes on, there is always the potential for divided government and stalemate. Thus, “when a difference of opinion arises, the legislature is forced to fight the executive, and the executive is forced to fight the legislative; and so very likely they contend to the conclusion of their respective terms” (Bagehot 1867, 71).

Bagehot was familiar with rules of the U.S. Senate, which make it difficult to end debate and bring matters to a vote. In 1806, Congress had abandoned a rule that allowed a simple majority to end a filibuster—“any tactic that gums up the progress of legislation, including speaking about it endlessly …, calling for roll call votes on trivial matters,… or any other means of stalling a vote” (Clemmitt 2010, 396). During World War I (1917), when antiwar isolationists filibustered to block arming of U.S. ships against German submarines, the Senate adopted the cloture rule, which permits two-thirds of the Senate to end a filibuster and stop debate. Still, getting this super majority has often proved very difficult. In 1968, a filibuster successfully blocked the confirmation of Associate Justice Abe Fortas as Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, despite attempts at cloture. In 2009, Democrats passed the Health Care Reform Bill via reconciliation—a special procedure which permits only limited debate on matters related to the budget—because it was so difficult to invoke cloture and end debate.

Some observers have suggested reforms that would make filibusters and gridlock less likely, including proposals for graduated cloture, where the first vote to end debate would require 60 out of 100 senators, the second 57 senators, and so on until a bare majority could stop debate and force a roll call vote (Clemmitt 2010, 403). Others suggest that all spending bills should be subject to reconciliation and thus protected from filibuster and endless debate. Still others, however, remind us that filibusters can protect minority rights in the Senate and that speed in legislation is not always desirable.

In the last analysis, the debate is about whether government gridlock in our system is necessary and inevitable or pernicious and avoidable. The questions will certainly not go away as new policies and new challenges confront a divided America.
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Matthew A. Pauley

HATE GROUPS

Members of hate groups are often depicted in popular media as poor, both in terms of socioeconomic class and cultural capital, uneducated, unsophisticated, and rural. The underlying assumption is that hate is driven by fears of economic competition between low-wage whites and even-lower-wage people of color and that education and exposure to diversity are the remedy for small-minded bigotry. By stereotyping hate actors—those who participate in hate groups or who commit lone-wolf hate crimes—as social outcasts who have failed to achieve success in American terms, the broader American public is able to distance itself from haters, to ignore the ways that middle-class American values shape the values of hate groups and the fact that middle-class Americans participate in them. Indeed, both ethnographic data and quantitative research indicate that members of hate groups are virtually indistinguishable from typical Americans except in their ideological commitments to hate.

Hate groups “attack or malign an entire class of people, typically for their immutable characteristics,” according to the Southern Poverty Law Center (SPLC), a legal advocacy group that tracks hate activity. Such attacks are not merely expressions of disagreement with the beliefs of others. Instead, they rely on false and discredited information to argue that people should be denied rights based on their race, ethnicity, national origins, religion, sexuality, disability status, or other characteristics. They may use both legal means of communicating their ideas, such as rallies, marches, and leafleting, and illegal means, such as threats and harassment, interpersonal violence, and terrorism. Hate groups provide space for the development and transmission of hateful ideology, the practice and planning of hateful activity, the celebration of hateful values, and the commemoration of hateful heroes and their actions. Many of the most violent perpetrators of hate crimes, though, have been lone actors, people who may have some fringe relationship with hate groups but have left them or have never been directly involved with them, instead learning their ideology online. Indeed, many hate groups have deliberately cultivated a strategy of lone-wolf actors, in which a single person plans and executes a crime without any connection to others in a hate group that would endanger the whole group, in order to avoid detection by law enforcement. Others, though, work collaboratively through legal means such as lobbying in order to advance their political goals of denying rights to others.

Haters, whether in groups or acting alone, are remarkably like their nonhateful neighbors. In her research on women in white supremacist groups, sociologist Kathleen Blee repeatedly stresses the relative normality of the women involved (Blee 2002). Many are educated professionals employed in education, health care, and science. They become extreme racists by joining racist groups, often through their relationships with men, rather than holding extreme racist ideas and then finding a group that supported those ideas. In their study of white supremacist groups, criminologist Pete Simi and sociologist Robert Futrell likewise find that racist groups seek out participants by promoting the positive aspects of white supremacist culture, like music and camaraderie, as a way to engage potential recruits (Simi & Futrell 2015). Simi and Futrell note that while some supremacists are living a “hardcore” life on the social margins, many have followed hate groups’ leaders’ call to live “respectable” lives in order to blend in with mainstream culture (Simi & Futrell 2015, 20). They learn trades, build businesses, and gain access to power in order to win over new adherents and to prepare for an imagined future war against racial and ethnic minorities. Some go so far as to reject traditional signs of white supremacy, such as tattoos of swastikas, and adopt the style of their mainstream peers in order to gain the trust of potential allies. Called “nipsters” (a combination of “Nazi” and “hipsters”), they want to avoid the stereotype of white supremacists as people who are blaming racial minorities for their personal failings and instead stress the positive contributions of white European culture in contrast to what they claim are the depraved and inferior cultures of the rest of the world.

Hate groups have been remarkably successful at reaching middle-class audiences. The data scientist Seth Stephens-Davidowitz’s large-scale quantitative analysis of the most popular white supremacist website, Stormfront.org, which has been linked to more than 100 murders since 2009, suggests that Stormfront participants are very much like nonparticipants—except in their attitudes about diversity (Stephens-Davidowitz 2014). His analysis of the site, which has been in the top 1 percent of all visited websites and is maintained by more than 40 staff members, reveals that participants are remarkably mainstream in their tastes and interests and even tend to be more politically aware and informed than the average person, reading, for example, more sophisticated sources of news. His findings concur with other research that indicates that, particularly in its second iteration (1915–1944) the Ku Klux Klan (KKK) attracted members who were well educated, often working as small business owners, professionals, and politicians. Nationwide, at its height in the early 1900s, the organization included more than 6 million members and operated, at least in part, as a (whites-only) social club and charitable organization, organizing, for example, sporting events, an orphanage, and a ladies’ auxiliary.

Many hate actors today continue to establish themselves as respectable participants in democratic society by making contributions to politicians. For example, the Council of Concerned Citizens has long fought against racial desegregation using racist arguments that African Americans are violent and inferior to whites. The head of the council, Earl Holt, donated over $65,000 to politicians in the years prior to the murder of nine African Americans in their Charleston, South Carolina, church in June 2015 by a shooter inspired by the antiblack writings on the council’s webpage. When the link between the murder and the donations was publicly revealed by the British newspaper The Guardian, many of the politicians, all conservative Republicans, donated the funds to charities or returned them to Holt. However, hate group members continue to make donations to politicians, run for office themselves, and shape conversation by posting to politically conservative websites where they hope to find an audience receptive to their extremist views.

Today’s hate groups espouse extreme violence, particularly in advocating for all-out racial warfare, but they also adopt middle-class culture, offering participants racist family campgrounds, music festivals, video games, and homeschooling curricula. Furthermore, hate groups do not need to circulate their culture independently; instead, mainstream companies accommodate them. For example, mainstream music streaming companies offer music by white supremacist bands such as Skrewdriver and online booksellers stock “classics” of hate, such as The Turner Diaries (1978), which has served as an ideological handbook for white supremacist groups. Such companies do not merely supply such offerings but actively promote them, suggesting them to consumers based on the other songs listened to or items purchased.

Furthermore, politicians have accepted donations from and made appearances alongside hate groups. For example, more than 30 federal, state, and local politicians throughout the 2000s have some connection with the Council of Concerned Citizens (Hatewatch Staff 2015). Far more work with anti-gay rights hate groups such as the Family Research Council and the American Family Association, groups that do not advocate for violence but do use pseudoscientific information to denigrate LGBT people and argue for their exclusion from U.S. society, and anti-Muslim groups.
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Rebecca Barrett-Fox

HUMAN RIGHTS

Economic progress and poverty reduction for working and middle-class people are not the historical focus of universal human rights commitments in the United States. Instead, the country’s government shows strong preferences for civil and political rights (CPRs), and a noticeable gap in protecting economic, social, and cultural rights (ESCRs), defined further below. The following is a discussion of the United States’ role in the United Nations (UN) in defining universal human rights, the U.S. commitments to rights at the national, regional, and international levels, pointing to both the successes and challenges the nation has faced in protecting CPRs and the difficulties in institutionalizing ESCRs leaving working and middle class people open to economic and social inequalities protected by universal human rights.

The modern universal human rights regime is a result of the atrocities against human life in World War II. The United Nations Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) (UN General Assembly 1948) came three years after the UN formed signaling urgent need for building an international human rights regime on principles of self-determination or national sovereignty, international cooperation, and growing interdependence to avoid war, genocide, and crimes against humanity. The Commission on Human Rights, charged with writing the UDHR, was led by Chairperson Eleanor Roosevelt (1884–1962), showing the centrality of American intellectual leaders engaging in a new international human rights regime (McFarland 2015). The United States of America was at the forefront of developing universal human rights, working alongside the former Soviet Union and countries across the globe as a way to prevent further atrocities. However, the United States has not followed through in institutionalizing human rights through ratification of regional and international human rights treaties, constitutional updates, or joining the International Criminal Court or the Inter-American Court of Human Rights.

The U.S. Constitution shows the nation’s historical preference for civil and political rights. The country stressed the primacy of first generation, negative civil and political rights. Negative rights are limits on government’s power over individuals and include the rights to life, due process, bodily integrity, association, assembly, free speech, religion, and representation in government, and are all found in the Constitution. This emphasis on CPRs stands in contrast to the former Soviet Union’s emphasis on second generation, positive economic and social rights. Positive rights are entitlements that governments must provide to individuals and include rights to food, housing, education, health care, employment, insurance against sickness, disability, and unemployment, and a minimum standard of living. The Constitute Project includes a comprehensive list of rights ascribed constitutional status in the United States and most other nations around the world for comparison (Elkins et al. 2013). In debates surrounding the UDHR, Wright-Carozza (2003) suggested that a small host of Latin American, Caribbean, and other Global South nations negotiated a balance between the excessive extremes of Soviet collectivism and U.S. individualism. This balance is the foundation of universal human rights found in the UDHR, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) (1976), and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) (1976). Despite this international balance, the United States continued to favor civil and political rights and did not amend the Constitution to include economic and social rights. The United States shows its reluctance to embrace ESCRs in the international human rights laws that followed the UDHR.

The international human rights communities working with the United Nations quickly realized the need for legally binding international instruments to protect human rights. Thus the UN general assembly created the two foundational treaties, the ICCPR and the ICESCR, expanding the rights defined in the UDHR and creating the means for rights monitoring and compliance (Centre for Human Rights 2002). Countries may sign international human rights treaties as a legally nonbinding statement that they will follow the rights provisions, while ratifying, or acceding after regime changes, is a commitment to the legally binding nature of the treaty. However, even when ratifying treaties, means for enforcing treaty provisions are often weak. Nations may also include “declarations,” or limits on the powers of a treaty within the nation’s borders, discussed further below.

The United States has only ratified two major UN human rights treaties, and two optional protocols extending protections for children suggesting CPRs dominance over ESCRs in the country. For example, the country ratified the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (CERD) (1969). Although these treaties were available in the 1970s, the country signed them both on their creation but did not ratify the ICCPR until 1992 and the CERD until 1994 (United Nations 2015). Congress signed and ratified two optional protocols to the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) (1990), including the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the Involvement of Children in Armed Conflict (2002) and the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the Sale of Children, Child Prostitution and Child Pornography (2002). The optional protocols extended civil rights and some social rights protections to children. None of these ratified treaties focus solely on economic and social rights, and the United States includes declarations limiting the power of all the treaties ratified (Buergenthal 1998), a point discussed below. Despite these treaties not focusing on ESCRs, and the limits placed on treaties protecting CPRs, activists focusing on poverty alleviation and other groups seeking protections need these rights to achieve their economic and social goals (Frezzo 2015).

The United States has a mixed record on signing, but not ratifying, treaties that protect economic and social rights as packages of “rights bundles” (Frezzo 2015) that focus on protecting and expanding a package of civil, political, economic, social, and cultural rights for often vulnerable populations. Congress signed the ICESCR in 1977, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (1980) in 1980, the CRC (1990) signed in 1995, and most recently the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (2002) in 2009. Showing even less commitment to rights bundles that include ESCRs the United States has not signed treaties such as the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees (1951), the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of their Families (1990), the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities Optional Protocol (2006), and the International Convention for the Protection of All Persons from Enforced Disappearance (2006). Some suggest that this pattern of not including human rights treaties that protect economic and social rights shows the country’s reluctance to embrace a balance of rights protection (Blau 2008; Esparza 2012). Ignoring or rejecting these treaties decreases protections for marginalized and at-risk populations in the United States to avoid poverty or remain in the middle class.

Despite ratifying and signing some of these treaties, the United States includes declarations restricting the powers of treaties within its borders. For example, even in the foundational International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the United States states,

The Constitution of the United States contains provisions for the protection of individual rights, such as the right of free speech, and nothing in the Convention shall be deemed to require or to authorize legislation or other action by the United States of America incompatible with the provisions of the Constitution of the United States of America. (UN General Assembly 1996)

In other words, the United States declares that international human rights laws, signed or ratified, are not self-executing nor supersede the U.S. Constitution because it already includes protections of civil and political rights (Buergenthal 1998).

The United States has not fully committed to universal human rights, even CPRs, in other ways. For example, the country never fully committed to the International Criminal Court (ICC). The ICC provides an internationally recognized space for trying suspected or known perpetrators of genocide and other war crimes, was the successor of the post–World War II Nuremberg and Tokyo trials, and the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda in the 1990s. It was finally legally set up in 2002 after 120 nations ratified the Rome Statute of the International Court, meaning the ICC is independent of any one national government and from other international human rights focused organizations such as the UN. Despite the broad support of 120 nations, the United States has not ratified the Rome Statute and thus does not subject itself to the ICC’s jurisdiction. The ICC works as a permanent judicial system exercising jurisdiction when existing national judicial systems cannot prosecute international war criminal criminals, or when the United Nations Security Council or individual states refer investigations to the Court (International Criminal Court 2015). Approaches to the ICC were different with each presidential administration. During the Clinton administration, then President Clinton signed the Rome Statute treaty to join the ICC. However, Senator Jesse Helms, then chairman of the United States Senate Foreign Relations Committee opposed President Clinton, suggesting the president was trying to force joining the ICC on his successor, President George W. Bush (Scharf 2000), and the Senate never ratified the treaty. The Bush administration saw the ICC as a threat to Americans because they believed the ICC would unfairly treat U.S. citizens for political reasons, and actively aimed for a policy of hostility toward the court in its international relations (Lederer 2011). The Obama administration, however, saw the need for cooperation with the nations engaging in the ICC as part of the administration’s first national security strategy. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton remarked that the United States will end its “hostility” toward the Court. Susan Rice, U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, expressed U.S. support for the Court’s investigation in Sudan. These statements coupled with the removal of sanctions to the Bilateral Immunity agreements signaled a positive shift in the U.S. cooperation with the Court (White House 2010). However, as of January 2016, the U.S. government has not ratified the Rome Statute.

Similarly, the United States does not recognize the authority of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights. The purpose of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights (IACHR) is to work with the Organization of American States’ (OAS) Inter-American Commission on Human Rights to create judicial-based human rights protection for the members of the OAS (OAS 2009). The Inter-American Commission serves to uphold and promote the basic human rights and freedoms in the Americas. Despite being an active member of the OAS and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights, the United States has signed but not ratified the Organization of American States (1969), meaning the country has not committed to the legally binding jurisdiction of the IACHR.

The United States contributed strongly to defining universal human rights early on, with Eleanor Roosevelt’s role in developing the UNDHR (Glendon 2001; Roosevelt 1948), and the country’s role in crafting the ICCPR to protect civil and political rights. However, the country did not institutionalize universal human rights through treaty ratifications without limitations (Buergenthal 2012), nor did Congress pass President Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s (1882–1945) “2nd Bill of Rights” (Roosevelt 1948) protecting economic and social rights in new ways meant to strengthen the middle class (Esparza 2012). The U.S. founders deeply believed that governments only exist to protect and secure individual’s rights both internally and against external, foreign threats. This led many to believe there is no need for the country’s executive, legislative, and judicial systems to give power to international institutions protecting universal human rights (Sellers 2014). Furthermore, the United States has resisted committing to other international mechanisms that protect universal human rights including the treaties extending and expanding protections to CPRS, ESCRs, and agreements bundling different types of rights (Frezzo 2015), the International Criminal Court, and the Inter-American Court on Human Rights. Finally, the United States has not introduced amendments to the Constitution that would protect economic and social rights, despite the efforts of social movements fighting for these rights in the country.

The trend of the United States embracing civil and political rights more in comparison to the economic, social, and cultural rights suggests negative effects for the country’s working and middle class. In the last decade with the rise of social justice movements, organizations, and networks demanding rights bundles of CPRs and ESCRs, it is clear the United States is facing backlash for its early support for universal human rights that quickly waned. Groups such as the Coalition of Immokalee Workers seek fair wages for migrant farmworkers and their families and an end to modern day slavery, rape, and sexual harassment in the farm fields (Coalition of Immokalee Workers 2015). The Black Lives Matter movement fight for both civil rights and economic and social opportunities for black youth and their families. The Occupy, We Are the 99 Percent, and Move to Amend movements resist Wall Street’s control of the country’s economic and political institutions. These movements show the need for international and regional human rights treaties, and international and regional courts protecting both the CPRs and the ESCRs of working and middle-class peoples continue to grow.

This need for stronger commitments to the rights of women, minorities, the indigenous, migrant workers, refugees, and asylum seekers, as well as fair and living wages, Social Security, health, education, and equality and nondiscrimination were prevalent themes in the 2nd Universal Periodic Review (UPR) of the United States conducted in 2015 by the United Nations Office of the High Commissioner of Human Rights. Most recommendations made to the United States to strengthen commitments to universal human rights focused on ratifying core UN, International Labour Organization, and United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization treaties. The UPR recommended removing declarations restricting the effectiveness of treaties, cooperating with Special Rapporteurs focusing on issues such as water, torture, and child trafficking, and adopting a National Human Rights Institution allowing individual citizens to file grievances directly with UN bodies overseeing treaty enforcement (United Nations General Assembly 2015). The findings of the UPR suggest the United States needs to continue strengthening commitments to rights bundles protecting both the CPRs and ESCRs of working and middle-class peoples. Thus, while the United States of America is a historical leader in universal human rights, the international community continues to look to the country to improve rights conditions inside its borders as it promotes human rights around the world.
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INTERGENERATIONAL POLITICAL CONFLICT

Intergenerational political conflict can be defined as the political struggle between generational cohorts generated by differing views on social issues and the allocation of public goods and services. The issue is that if generations politically act and/or vote only in their own self-interest, then other generations will be negatively impacted, particularly regarding public expenditures. The idea of intergenerational political conflict arose partly due to ageist stereotypes that older people are an economic burden to society and that providing for older adults takes away opportunities for youth. Although currently intergenerational political conflict has not been evident in national elections and legislative processes, major policies are currently being challenged and reformed in ways that could conceivably lead to intergenerational conflict over the next several decades. Therefore, to avoid creating widening gaps across generations, current policy strategies are aimed at creating intergenerational cohesion.

Overview

In the 1980s when conservative ideology flourished, intergenerational political conflict became a part of public discourse, with demographers and child advocates touting that young children had inadequate nutrition, health care, education, and family environments, and that this was a direct result of providing rising benefits to older people. Further, conservative-led organizations touted that public transfers to older adults were unfair to other generations, and numerous writers (e.g., Peter Peterson, Lester Thurow, Robert Samuelson) used the “senior power” model to describe that older adults are a large proportion of the voting population with similar political attitudes and views on old-age benefits, and vote only in their self-interest regarding the allocation of public resources (Binstock 2004; Binstock 2010).

Though the popular press has fueled the idea of intergenerational political conflict, in reality “there have been no signs of intergenerational political conflict in national elections and legislative processes” (Binstock 2010, 581), and it is now considered a myth among academics related to the economics of aging (Börsch-Supan 2013). However, studies have shown evidence of tensions between generations (Rosenbaum & Button 1993), particularly regarding educational spending. For example, one study found that support for public school spending generally declines with age (Brunner & Balsdon 2004), and another identified that elderly immigration can have detrimental effects on K–12 education spending (Tosun, Williamson, & Yakovlev 2012). Importantly, some believe this to be the result of differing political mentalities (i.e., conservative vs. liberal) that have been shown to influence voting behaviors versus generational ideological differences (Day 2011).

There is no question that population aging and concerns about its implications have caused governments much anxiety, with many leaders discussing the “global aging crisis” to create a sense of urgency related to the rapid demographic changes our world is experiencing. Falling birthrates, rising life expectancies, and baby boomers moving fully into retirement by the 2020s will result in most nations having more older adults as a percentage of the population than ever before in history. Furthermore, as older people tend to vote at significantly higher rates than members of younger generations (Census 2013), the older adult voting block is considered powerful. Older-age interest groups, such as the AARP, also have a strong influence on the political process. Government responses to the resulting challenges of the changing demographics may dictate intergenerational relations of the future.

Following the Great Depression, programs (e.g., Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid) were created to provide safety nets for older adults and to relieve families of some economic and social pressures associated with caring for both the young and the old (Furstenberg et al. 2015). Currently, mounting challenges to families, including increased divorce, costly child care, geographic dispersion, increasingly expensive postsecondary education, high medical costs, and fewer job prospects for young adults are threatening the abilities of middle-class families to thrive. This leads many to question whether middle-class families will be able to financially assist older parents and adult children in the coming years (Furstenberg et al. 2015). Considering the aging of the baby boomers, losses during the Great Recession, and large federal (and many state) deficits, there is a looming possibility of future intergenerational political conflict over taxes and expenditures. Key issues related to entitlement programs and deficit reduction reforms may determine the likelihood and intensity of future intergenerational political conflict.

Work and Retirement

Though never meant to be the sole retirement income for all older adults, Social Security is currently the primary source of retirement for most older Americans (Social Security 2014). Current savings and retirement accounts are not substantial among the middle class, and there was a significant loss of money from these accounts during the Great Recession (Munnell & Rutledge 2013). Presently many older adults are working beyond age 65 in order to afford their standard of living or out of choice, and this has resulted in rises in the average age of the workforce (CDC 2012). This has led some to question whether having more older workers has resulted in fewer well-paying jobs for younger adults or a loss of workplace productivity; however, the opposite has actually been shown to be true regarding jobs and productivity (Börsch-Supan 2013). Further, “encouraging older adults to retire early would be to the detriment to young adults” because tax revenue from older workers assists with economic growth and saves money for entitlement programs (Carnevale, Hanson, & Gulish 2013, 42). Though proven to be misconceptions, these issues of work and retirement could potentially create intergenerational conflict unless lawmakers and the populace are made aware of the reality of the employment situation. As many adults lack confidence that Social Security will be there for them when they retire, current strategies are being evaluated to improve public trust and to ensure solvency for future generations (Cook, Jacobs, & Kim 2010).

Health Care

Since enactment, Medicare (i.e., a federal program that provides health care insurance mostly for adults 65 years of age and older who qualify) has provided valuable health care coverage to assist older adults. Though aspects of Medicare were expanded as part of the Affordable Care Act, changes have also been made that require increasingly more out-of-pocket expenses (i.e., cost sharing) for beneficiaries. Any future cuts to Medicare will lead to reduced coverage for older patients and put more older adults at risk of living in poverty (Gould & Cooper 2013). Any reforms to Medicare are likely to create an adverse reaction among older voters and older-age interest groups, and policy changes could be financially devastating for middle-class families who may be forced to make difficult decisions about how to assist older family members with health needs, fund their own retirements, and raise children.

Current Medicaid (i.e., a state run social assistance program that provides health care and long-term care for low-income adults, children, and older people) spending accounts for approximately 17 percent of all states’ general fund budgets (Paradise, Lyons, & Rowland 2015, 20). Although Medicaid provides benefits to many age groups who meet income requirements, nearly two-thirds of all Medicaid spending goes toward the care of older persons and those with disabilities and is largely driven by long-term care costs (Paradise, Lyons, & Rowland 2015). Because state governments are required to provide long-term care for Medicaid recipients, concerns have arisen about the impact of Medicaid on states’ budgets and their ability to fund other important programs, such as education (Mann, Alker, & Barrish 2008). If education budgets across the country continue to be cut and medical costs continue to rise at rates above inflation, this potential source of intergenerational political conflict seems to only grow stronger.

Future Direction

Families are at the forefront of any adaptations made based on population aging; therefore it is imperative that families are able to support one another, and that policies are improved to better support adults in their efforts to work and care for children, aging parents, and themselves, such as the Family and Medical Leave Act. Focusing on intergenerational programs that bring generations together for mutually beneficial purposes would aid in building social capital across generations. Innovative approaches (e.g., intergenerational care centers) are being implemented that could create intergenerational cohesion (i.e., focusing on age integration and limiting tensions between generations) and avoid future intergenerational political conflict.

See also: Economic Growth, Conflicting Visions of; Economic Growth, Sustainability of; Economic Growth Theory and Actual Growth; Government Growth; Great Gatsby Curve; Social Security
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INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE

Intimate partner violence (IPV) against women is a pervasive problem that crosses cultural, socioeconomic, demographic, and national borders. Across the globe, 35 percent of women will experience IPV in their lifetime, but this victimization rate varies across countries from a low of 15 percent in Japan to a high of 71 percent in Ethiopia (World Health Organization 2014). Although the magnitude of IPV is worrying in itself, the impact that violence has on the women that survive is even more troubling. In the United States, nearly half of all women who experience IPV lose their jobs in the aftermath of abuse, putting them in an economically vulnerable position and making them more dependent on their abusive partner (U.S. General Accounting Office 1998). Many programs and support services do exist to aid victims; however, research has shown that often such services are inadequate and leave needs unmet, and that such services can often have unintended consequences.

Prevalence of Intimate Partner Violence in the United States

In the United States, a more progressive country in terms of gender equality, 1 in every 3 women will experience physical IPV in their lifetime (Table 1). Physical IPV can include rape, physical violence, and/or stalking. Nearly 1 in 10 women are raped by an intimate partner, 1 in 10 are stalked, and 1 in 3 are physically abused (Table 1), and many experience multiple forms of violence.




	Table 1    Lifetime Prevalence of IPV by Type of Violence for U.S. Women, 2010




	



	Type of IPV

	
	Weighted (%)

	
	Estimated number of victims




	



	Rape

	
	  9.4

	
	11,162,000




	Physical violence

	
	32.9

	
	39,167,000




	Stalking

	
	10.7

	
	12,786,000




	Rape, physical violence, and/or stalking

	
	35.6

	
	42,420,000




	With IPV-related impact

	
	28.8

	
	34,273,000




	



	Source: Black et al. (2011) based on the 2010 National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey (NISVS).






For many, physical abuse is the image that comes to mind when hearing the phrase “intimate partner violence”; however, violence is not just physical and does not need to be in order to have a profound negative impact on the victim. According to the National Institute of Justice, IPV “describes physical, sexual, or psychological harm by a current or former intimate partner or spouse.” Of course, this definition includes physical violence, but it also encompasses acts such as threatening behaviors, controlling the victim’s activities, and even denying access to money (National Institute of Justice 2007). In fact, psychological aggression is far more common than physical. Nearly half of all women will experience psychological aggression from their partners in their lifetime (Breiding et al. 2014), but only a third will experience physical violence (Table 1).

Effects of Intimate Partner Violence

The impact of IPV reaches far beyond physical injury. Victims may feel fearful for their safety or the safety of their children and may have one or several post-traumatic stress disorder symptoms. IPV can also have economic impacts on victims. Research has indicated that many women who were victims of IPV had partners that did not approve of their employment or efforts to continue their education. Many of their partners even actively tried to prevent such activities by turning off alarms, destroying class notes, or abusing their spouses or partners before important job interviews (Allard et al. 1996). In 2010, over 80 percent of female victims of rape, physical violence, and/or stalking reported at least one of these related impacts (Table 1).

The economic impacts of IPV can also be indirect. Victims that are fearful for their safety or are injured may be less able to concentrate at work and therefore be less productive on the job. This lower productivity could result in job loss, which would make the victim more economically dependent on their partner and more likely to stay in the abusive relationship (Breiding et al. 2014; National Center for Injury Prevention and Control 2003). Figure 1 shows the prevalence of several IPV-related impacts for women that have ever been victims of rape, physical violence, or stalking by an intimate partner and reported at least one impact.

The Dynamics of Violent Relationships

In order to truly reduce the number of victims of IPV, it is imperative that the causes and complexities of IPV are fully understood. Intrahousehold bargaining models are among the more common economic models used to explain the dynamics of violent relationships. They assume that partners have a set of decisions that they must make together (what they bargain over) and that their preferences over the range of possible outcomes likely differ. They further assume that one partner can influence the decision in his or her favor by having more “bargaining power”—the more power, the more closely aligned with his or her own interest the outcome becomes. Bargaining power can be increased in a number of ways. Violence can be used in order to influence one’s partner to accept various outcomes that are more in line with his or her preferences. A higher degree of economic self-sufficiency can also influence the outcome in one’s favor. Having steady employment and enough income to support oneself, for example, is said to increase a person’s “threat point”—the minimum outcome that the person requires in order to remain in the relationship; if the two cannot agree on an outcome that is at least as good as this one, the relationship will end (Farmer & Tiefenthaler 1997).

[image: image]

Figure 1  IPV-Related Impacts for Victims of Rape, Physical Violence, and/or Stalking by Gender, 2010

This theoretical model’s predictions are consistent with what we see in the data: although women of all backgrounds experience IPV, women from lower income households that are at least somewhat dependent on their partner for economic security are far more likely than more self-sufficient women to be victimized (Bachman & Saltzman 1995). The reasons for this are twofold. First, couples that are under financial stress are more likely to argue with one another, which means more opportunities for an argument to escalate into a physical altercation (Jewkes 2002). Second, women who are dependent on their partners are less likely to have the resources necessary to leave their partners and support themselves and may accept the abuse in exchange for continued economic support (Basu & Famoye 2004).

Programs and Services to Reduce IPV Rates and Aid Victims

In this framework, solutions seem obvious. Programs and services, such as battered women’s shelters, that get women out of immediate danger, and policies that improve women’s economic security would help raise women’s bargaining power and decrease the likelihood that they will experience abuse. Programs that focus on improving women’s employment opportunities, such as job training programs, or that increase their income, such as welfare programs and equal pay laws could have a profound impact on IPV rates.

There are approximately 2,000 local domestic violence programs across the country that provide a wide range of services for survivors of violence (National Network to End Domestic Violence 2013). They provide emergency shelter for abused women and their children, advocacy, legal counsel, and support. Many also provide services such as transportation and children’s services. However, many shelters do not have the resources necessary to assist every woman that seeks help. In 2013, within just a 24-hour period of time, nearly 10,000 unmet requests for services were made, most of which were for housing. In many cases, this unmet need was due to reduced funding or inadequate staffing. Although many women who seek these services receive aid, many still return to their partners and continue to be victimized (Carlson 2003).

The welfare system also has the potential to provide women in low-income households who are victims of domestic violence the resources necessary to become self-sufficient and ultimately enable them to leave their abusive partners. One concern that has arisen, however, is that victims of domestic violence may not be able to meet the new workforce participation requirements established in 1996, either because physical signs of abuse may be a hindrance to employment or because the level of violence may escalate if the woman chooses to participate in the program. In response, the Family Violence Option (FVO) was created in 1996 to provide temporary exemptions to the employment requirements for victims of domestic violence or those at risk of such violence (Legal Momentum 2004). Unfortunately, the FVO has not been adopted in every state, and even in states that have adopted the FVO women still face significant barriers such as having to prove that violence occurred (Casey et al. 2010).

The problem with these current solutions is that they ignore (or do not have the resources to address) the often complex relationship between women’s empowerment and IPV. For example, employment provides women with income that decreases their reliance on their partner for economic support; however, some men may not approve of their partner’s employment and may use abuse to signal this disapproval and even attempt to prevent them from continuing to work.

It is important, therefore, that policy solutions bear this complexity in mind. This is not to say that policies aimed at improving women’s economic security are not important, but they should be combined with additional supports for women that find themselves in that vulnerable position where even with greater economic security they are still dependent on their partners.

The welfare system, for example, requires participants to actively seek employment and to be employed within a certain amount of time after benefits are received and provides support for persons seeking employment, such as job training programs and job placement services. The extra income gained by receiving welfare payments and the additional economic security that being employed can add both suggest that women would have a lower risk of experiencing violence. Yet evidence has shown that women who experience violence are likely to miss at least a day of work. Estimates suggest that every year victims of IPV physical assaults lose 9.5 million days of work—the equivalent of over 33,000 full-time year-round jobs (National Center for Injury Prevention and Control 2003). For many women without job protected leave, this could mean losing their job, which would make them completely dependent on their partner.

As a response to this need, many states now have laws that are aimed at protecting the employment rights of crime victims and allow for leave to be taken in order to seek help, speak with police, attend court hearings, etc., without fear of termination or other adverse consequences. However, as of June 2013, only 15 states and the District of Columbia had such laws specifically targeted at victims of domestic violence, and in many cases employers can require certification that verifies that the employee was a victim of domestic violence (Legal Momentum 2013). One initiative that seeks to fill in the gaps in coverage by these laws is employer-provided paid sick and safe days—an initiative that has been gaining momentum since San Francisco became the first city to pass legislation in 2006. Such a policy would allow workers to earn job protected paid time off for use when they or a family member is sick, but also includes provisions specifically aimed at victims of IPV (National Partnership for Women & Families 2014).

Concluding Remarks

Although current research has begun to examine the complexities of violent relationships, much still remains unknown. The motivations for violence are complex and are often both psychological and economic in nature. Current efforts to combat IPV focus on aiding victims after the violence has occurred, and indeed overall IPV rates have decreased by over 70 percent since 1994; however, it is impossible to tell whether this decline has occurred because fewer women are experiencing IPV than before, or because fewer women are now reporting it (Catalano 2013).

Further work must be done to understand the causes and motivations of violent behavior. The closer that we get to understanding why men abuse their partners, the more likely it will be that interventions can be developed that actually prevent violence from occurring in the first place.

See also: Bullying; Feminist Movement; Sexism; Sexual Harassment; Violent Crime
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JOHNSON, LYNDON B., AND THE GREAT SOCIETY

The Great Society promoted by President Lyndon Baines Johnson (1908–1973) was an optimistic vision for an optimistic age. Unlike Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal, which was launched amid the devastation and uncertainty of the Great Depression, LBJ—as Johnson liked to be known—announced his pursuit of a Great Society amid American prosperity. Essentially, Johnson’s programs would seek solutions to problems that this prosperity had left unresolved. Announcing the Great Society, the president told students at the University of Michigan on May 22, 1964, that “The Great Society rests on abundance and liberty for all,” before outlining the two pillars on which his vision would rest: “It demands an end to poverty and racial injustice, to which we are totally committed in our time.” Yet, Johnson told the students, “That is just the beginning.” The Great Society agenda would include not just the poor, or those who suffered racial discrimination, but also middle-class and wealthy white Americans. Great Society legislation would reach into areas of health care, education, immigration, the arts, pollution, and even the beautification of American highways. Ultimately, the Great Society was underpinned by a belief among those who created it that the federal government could, and should, be more actively involved in the betterment of American lives; in Johnson’s Great Society, American prosperity was to leave no one behind.

Historian John Andrew argues that “Race played a central role in the Great Society’s accomplishments and failings” (Andrew 1998, 184). Indeed, the first notable—and perhaps the most laudable—Great Society success was the landmark Civil Rights Act of 1964 that outlawed segregation in the South. Johnson, a Texan whose main skills lay as a legislator from his time in Congress, applied all the tools of the presidency to achieve this act that transformed his native region. Thanks to a sophisticated grassroots civil rights movement and friendly legislators in Congress, more racial progress was made in the form of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 that forbade the common practice of barring African Americans from voting in areas of the South. Combined, both pieces of legislation arguably stand as the most important in the 20th century.

Great Society legislation was less successful in eroding the de facto segregation that continued to exist in the North where black Americans were often excluded from white-dominated neighborhoods and discriminated against in job hiring. Such conditions played a role in the frequent outbreak of race riots in northern cities that plagued the nation throughout the Johnson presidency. Rioting and continued prejudice undermined support for further advances in minority rights, and the Civil Rights Act of 1968, which targeted housing segregation, was not endowed with the same legislative muscle to force change as had been bestowed upon the earlier civil rights bills. Nevertheless, material gains were made by American minorities who benefited from continued prosperity and also Great Society programs that increased spending on social welfare. When Johnson had assumed the presidency in November 1963, the black poverty rate was at least three times higher than the white poverty rate, but the Johnson years featured both a substantial drop in black poverty and an increase in the black middle class (Andrew 1998, 147).

Still, the Great Society’s scope went beyond minorities and its social welfare legislation aimed to help all Americans regardless of color. The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (the foundation of the War on Poverty) used experimental programs such as Head Start, job training, and community action to help both poor rural whites and inner-city blacks. More direct welfare programs followed in the form of the Food Stamp Act of 1964 and the Social Security Act of 1965. The latter created Medicare that dramatically changed the lives of millions of older Americans who could now afford health care and retire with dignity. The act also included Medicaid that subsidized health care for the poor, disabled, and blind. Finally, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 substantially increased the share of education spending that the federal government contributed with the hope that education standards would improve. Despite this focus on the poor and disadvantaged, middle-class and wealthy Americans were not taxed at higher rates to fund the Great Society; continued American prosperity was footing the bill.

The Great Society impacted middle-class Americans in more ephemeral ways. The list of legislation is lengthy (the 89th Congress of 1965–1967 passed 181 of the 200 bills Johnson requested), but some examples include the bill that led to creation of the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS), the strengthening of air and water quality standards, and various protections for American consumers. Johnson faced criticism for passing so much legislation so fast in one of the great bursts of legislative activity in American history. Nevertheless, he believed that he had to put as much legislation on the books as was possible while he enjoyed liberal majorities in Congress and then legislation would be refined or strengthened in future sessions. He was less effective in passing new legislation during the 90th Congress (1967–1969) as the Vietnam War drained both budgetary resources and Johnson’s popularity. Thus, by the end of LBJ’s presidency the optimism had gone. Great Society programs, however, would largely remain.

Johnson’s Great Society enjoys a mixed legacy—its multifaceted nature made that inevitable. Few Americans were not touched by it. Some programs succeeded and endured, while others failed and were disbanded. Medicare, for example, has enjoyed enormous popularity, but the legislation was structured in such a way that has led to spiraling medical costs. The War on Poverty, on the other hand, was scrapped in 1973 as it was perceived as helping the few (the urban black poor) rather than the many. In the long run, the enduring legacy of the Great Society has been to intensify the debate over the role the federal government should play in social welfare. Conservatives, who dislike such interference, have continued to see the Great Society era as a time of great folly, while liberals look back on it as somewhat of a golden age.
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Mark A. McLay

KENNEDY, JOHN F. (1917–1963)

When John F. Kennedy was inaugurated as the 35th president of the United States on January 20, 1961, he was the youngest man ever elected to the White House, the only Catholic, and only the second senator. Kennedy was at least 20 years younger than all the other leading statesmen of his time and hence could claim to represent a “new generation.” His youthfulness, his charm, his intellectualism, and the spirit of innovation that emanated from his administration touched people everywhere. Kennedy made people believe that with his or her own individual deeds each of them could make the world a better place. No other American president in the 20th century and very few other individuals have had such an impact all over the world.

During the White House years, Kennedy became the first TV president and a political pop star. He even appeared in Superman comics. Together with his attractive wife Jackie, he transformed the White House into more than a seat of power. It also became a place for glamorous dinners, a forum for cultural events as well as the home of a true first family with young children.

His 1,000 days in office would be a time of major crises at home and abroad as well as a time of progress. Having only barely won the election against Vice President Richard Nixon in November 1960, the Democratic president had not received a mandate for change. And in addition to the Republican opposition he had to deal with the powerful conservative and often segregationist wing of his own party. That as well as his focus on foreign policy explains his hesitancy to fight for or even suggest major domestic reforms. His young team developed many initiatives in the fields of social legislation, immigration reform, and civil rights, but most of it would only be realized under Kennedy’s successor, President Lyndon B. Johnson. The Peace Corps, a voluntary developmental and assistance service, and the space program that would lead to the successful landing on the moon in July 1969 are among the major achievements of his “New Frontier.”

Kennedy was opposed to racial segregation, but he also did not want to antagonize the South. A strong nonviolent civil rights movement, most prominently led by Martin Luther King, Jr., repeatedly forced the federal government to act in its support due to violent crises in the South in places like Birmingham, Alabama, or Oxford, Mississippi. In June 1963, Kennedy finally took a clear moral stand and announced a civil rights bill. The March on Washington on August 28, 1963, was meant to put pressure on Congress to vote on the bill.

Kennedy was president during some of the most dangerous crises of the Cold War in Cuba, Berlin, and Vietnam. He is partly to blame for the developments, but he also deserves praise for working hard to prevent an escalation that might have led to World War III. Kennedy later regretted having approved the Bay of Pigs invasion on April 17, 1961, in order to get rid of Fidel Castro, who was receiving help from the Soviet Union. It ended in a disaster.

In divided Berlin, the United States was ready to defend the freedom of the West Berliners and its own Allied occupation rights in Berlin with force against the communists. Although the closing of the border and the building of the Wall was seen with relief by Kennedy—because this meant the Soviets did not want war over Berlin—a conflict over Allied rights led to a famous standoff between American and Soviet tanks at the border crossing Checkpoint Charlie in October 1961. The president, together with his Soviet counterpart Nikita Khrushchev, was able to avoid a military confrontation. A year later, the world got even closer to a nuclear war, after Soviet nuclear missiles had been stationed on Cuba. In the end, both sides compromised: the Soviets agreed to remove their missiles in return for an American pledge not to invade Cuba. Kennedy’s crisis management received much praise at the time. He had, it seemed, faced down the Soviet challenge. But there had also been a secret deal to remove American nuclear missiles that had threatened the Soviet Union from Turkey. In Vietnam, the United States supported the authoritarian Diem government in the South against nationalist and communist challenges. Kennedy agreed to increase the military involvement while resisting the demand to send regular troops. But he let the United States get involved in a coup that led to the overthrow and death of Diem in early November 1963.

The lucky result of the Cuban Missile Crisis brought first steps in détente policy, which included a limited nuclear test ban treaty and a direct telegraph connection, the “hotline” (the red phone is a Hollywood invention and never existed). In his “peace speech” at American University on June 10, 1963, Kennedy even questioned the Cold War logic.

The dream of a better America ended abruptly and violently with the assassination of John F. Kennedy on November 22, 1963. What followed was a series of nightmares: the escalation of the Vietnam War that tore the country apart, protest movements and race riots, the assassinations of King and Bobby Kennedy, and finally the Watergate scandal. Many Americans believed all this would not have happened had Kennedy not been shot in Dallas.

The expectations connected to his presidency had been high, especially among young people, even though there had been few promises. Instead, Kennedy had asked the American people to help him “get the country moving again,” to face domestic and international challenges, to be “pioneers” on a “new frontier,” and most famously to “ask not what your country can do for you, ask what you can do for your country.” He inspired young people to get active in the civil rights movement, to volunteer for the Peace Corps, or to join the armed forces and fight the communists in places like Vietnam. Some of the impetus for the early student movement also derived from Kennedy. At the same time, many of the hopes that people had connected with his presidency remained unfulfilled, especially with regard to domestic politics and civil rights. It would be President Johnson under whose guidance major social reforms and civil rights bills would be signed. But this would not have been possible without Kennedy—and to some degree without his tragic death that changed the country’s mood. And in spite of later revelations—like his obsession to get rid of Castro, alleged Mafia contacts, lies about his health, and his numerous affairs—Kennedy has consistently been ranked among the “great” American presidents, with the highest approval ratings of any postwar president.
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Andreas Etges

KENNEDY-NIXON DEBATES (1960)

On the evening of September 26, 1960, more than 70 million Americans turned on their television sets to watch the first presidential debate between Vice President Richard Nixon and Senator John F. Kennedy. Both candidates had political debate experience. But no two national candidates had ever participated in a nationally televised event like this before, and they ultimately participated in a total of four debates during the campaign that were viewed by more than 100 million people. The 1960 debates proved to be the most “significant, groundbreaking political campaign events of the 20th century” (Self 2005). The debates were important because they not only set the precedent for the presidential debates that would follow, but also because they demonstrated the importance of televised images to elections. There are three lessons to draw from the 1960 presidential debates: (1) political debates are appealing to viewers, (2) debates can influence voter’s intentions, and (3) visuals and presentation can be as, or more, important than content.

Although referenced as debates, the events are most often recognized as little more than joint press conferences (Self 2005). Most media reference to the four debates at the time placed quotation marks around the word “debate” (Miller 1960). These were carefully controlled presentations with little to no back and forth between the candidates. However, viewers liked the debates as they were able to see the candidates present their positions in a way that is less contrived than other campaign messages (Benoit & Harthcock 1999; Kissel 1960) as the presence of the other candidate, and the possibility that a new line of attack or argument can be raised, raised the potential for an unscripted moment.

The 1960 presidential election was one of the closest in American history, with Kennedy elected by a margin of less than 100,000 votes, or .2 percent of the total. There were many issues in the campaign that are referenced as important in the outcome. But one of the most important was the influence of the debates on the electorate. Senator Kennedy’s brother and campaign manager, Robert Kennedy, stated after the election that Kennedy’s performance in the debates was a major factor in his victory (Miller 1960), and a study at the time concluded that the debates altered the voting intentions of 4 million voters (Benoit & Harthcock 1999). Viewers were not only interested in watching the debates, they were willing to be influenced by them.

The September 1960 Kennedy-Nixon debate is most often referenced as proof that televised visuals have a greater impact on viewers than the content of the message alone. Immediately after the debate, pollsters found that those who heard the radio broadcast thought Nixon won, while those who viewed the debate thought that Kennedy won (Grossman 2012). The New York Times at the time stated that there was reason to think “that the election will turn less on what the nominees say than on how they say it” (Kissel 1960). This is not to say that presentation had never been a concern for voters before 1960, but by the time of the debates, 88 percent of American homes had televisions and the debates were watched by more than 50 percent of Americans (Brown). Television provided viewers with a new window on the candidates that underscored how important presentation could be. Noted media theorist Marshall McLuhan, in his 1964 book Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man, would coin the phrase “the medium is the message,” meaning that a message changes as it is delivered in a new format. What works in print might not work on radio or television, unless it is carefully adapted and prepared for that different medium. The September 1960 debate is an excellent example of this observation as it illustrates the impact that appearance can have on viewers’ perceptions.

One of the most referenced characteristics of the debate was the drastic difference in appearance between the two candidates. Vice President Nixon spent the three weeks prior to the debate recovering from a serious knee injury and infection, and arrived at the debate with a fever of 102 and looking underweight (Self 2005). In contrast, Senator Kennedy was well rested and in good shape. Nixon himself later noted that he had “never seen him (Kennedy) so fit” (Brown). Nixon was not the only one who noticed. The president of CBS, Frank Stanton, commented that “Kennedy was bronzed beautifully … Nixon looked like death” (Druckman 2003), and according to one report, even Nixon’s mother called him after the debate to ask if he was ill (Brown).

Compounding the problem was that Nixon wore an ill-fitting suit that was the same color as the background, causing it to blend in, while Kennedy wore a nicely tailored dark suit that contrasted well with the studio background. Nixon also refused to wear stage makeup that was common for television appearances. In fact, neither campaign wanted to publicly admit to wanting makeup (Self 2005). In an earlier debate in the primaries, Kennedy’s campaign had criticized Hubert Humphrey for wearing heavy pancake makeup, suggesting that he was putting forward a “false face” (Self 2005). As the use of makeup had been an issue, both campaigns refused to make use of the makeup expert CBS provided. Instead, Nixon used a product called Lazy Shave to cover his five o’clock shadow (Brown). Although freshly shaved and in no need for Lazy Shave, it was not disclosed until 40 years later by speechwriter Ted Sorensen that Kennedy did, in fact, secretly get a light coat of makeup in preparation for the televised debate (Self 2005).

How important were the suit, Lazy Shave, and stage makeup to the outcome of the debate? No analysts suggest that all Kennedy needed to do was to appear charismatic on television in order to win. He was recognized, in the debates, for coming across as a quick-witted and ready speaker (Harding 1960) who ably opened the September debate with a statement that put him on the offense (Grossman 2012). Just a few days after the debate, the Chicago Tribune reported that Nixon’s handlers were in shock over the outcome of the debate, as they had expected Nixon “to slaughter Kennedy with a few words” (Grossman 2012). Some critics have raised concerns over the postdebate survey that found that viewers were more likely to see Kennedy as the winner than listeners, noting that the sample size was very small and there were methodological concerns. However, later experiments have verified that television images matter as “they prime people to rely more on personality perceptions when evaluating candidates, which, in turn, can affect overall evaluations” (Druckman 2003). Visuals are important and the debates were decisive, a lesson that was not lost on Nixon. After all, he refused to participate in similar debates when he ran for president in 1968 and for reelection in 1972.
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KING, MARTIN LUTHER, JR., AND HIS ECONOMIC VISION FOR AMERICA

Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., America’s most recognizable and accomplished civil rights leader, is remembered by many for his “I Have a Dream” speech at the March on Washington for Jobs and Freedom in 1963 and winning the Nobel Peace Prize the following year. Although King will always be linked to efforts to dismantle Jim Crow segregation and racial inequality, he was equally attentive to the issue of poverty; his radical economic vision for America was outlined in A “Freedom Budget” for All Americans and informed the objectives of the Poor People’s Campaign.

A “Freedom Budget” for All Americans grew out of the spirit of the civil rights movement and was advocated by A. Philip Randolph, Bayard Rustin, and King in 1966 (Le Blanc & Yates 2013, 9). Randolph and Rustin were close associates of King and were instrumental in the development of the March on Washington. Rustin was the march’s organizer, and Randolph its leader. According to the book’s introduction, the “Freedom Budget” was dedicated “to the full goals of the 1963 March (Randolph 1966),” which consisted of a 10-point plan, including, “a massive federal program to train and place all unemployed workers—Negro and white—on meaningful and dignified jobs at decent wages” and “a national minimum wage act that will give all Americans a decent standard of living” (Robinson & Rustin 1963). Although the “Jobs and Freedom” portion of the march’s full title is often forgotten, and the march itself is often reduced in popular memory to a stage for King’s “I Have a Dream” speech, the civil rights community viewed the historical event as an occasion to remind America and Congress of the plight of our nation’s poor. A “Freedom Budget” for All Americans hoped to build on the effectiveness of the march and help expand the movement beyond issues of integration by targeting all of America’s poor, regardless of race. In fact, in a foreword to a 1967 summary of the budget, King praised the project for its “human rights emphasis,” and argued that “the journey ahead requires that we emphasize the needs of all of America’s poor, for there is no way merely to find work, or adequate housing, or quality-integrated schools for Negroes alone” (King 1967, 1). Furthermore, he insisted that “the Freedom Budget is essential if we are to maintain social peace. It is a political necessity. It is a moral commitment to the fundamental principles on which this nation was founded” (King 1967, 1). King clearly saw the Freedom Budget as a national necessity for the late 1960s, a period in which he became increasingly less patient as a leader and his ideas and demands became more revolutionary in substance and tone.

Likewise, the tone of the 84-page book, published by the A. Philip Randolph Institute, was unapologetically activist—a feat achieved in part by a cover that demanded, among other items, “abolition of poverty,” “guaranteed full employment,” “guaranteed incomes for all unable to work,” “a decent home for every American family,” “modern health services for all,” and “full educational opportunity for all.” The book expanded on these demands and offered a year-by-year plan for implementation from 1966 to 1975. King and more than 200 influential activists, economists, academics, artists, and labor organizers endorsed the budget and viewed it worthy of the attention of President Johnson and Congress. However, by the late 1960s Johnson became increasingly more preoccupied with the Vietnam War, and although the Freedom Budget “had friends in Congress … it was never made part of any bill in Congress and so was never implemented” (Le Blanc & Yates 2013, 143).

Contemporary scholars such as Paul Le Blanc and Michael D. Yates lament the country’s failure to implement the budget. For example, in A Freedom Budget for All Americans: Recapturing the Promise of the Civil Rights Movement in the Struggle for Economic Justice Today, the two argue that if the Freedom Budget had been successfully implemented, “the history of the United States and of the world would have been qualitatively different from the way things have turned out from the late 1980s until now.” More specifically, they claim that if the budget had been adopted,

poverty in the United States would have been abolished.… The very young, the elderly, and everyone in between would enjoy greater care, greater security, greater dignity.… There would be universal health care as a matter of right.… Quality education would have been available to all people.… There would be decent housing for all.… The immense power of big business corporations over our economic, political, social, and cultural life would be diminished.… Institutional racism would be gone—not just the Jim Crow system but also de facto racism.… (Le Blanc & Yates 2013, 145–146)

The conclusions reached by Le Blanc and Yates, though debatable, are intriguing if not utopian. Coincidentally, the sum of their speculations about the prophetic potential the Freedom Budget possessed mirror the type of society King envisioned in “I Have a Dream” and similar speeches about a more just and equitable America, including speeches he gave near the end of his life in support of the Poor People’s Campaign.

Closely connected to the philosophy of the Freedom Budget, the Poor People’s Campaign was created by King to force President Johnson and Congress to confront America’s oppressed citizens. Also in keeping with the Freedom Budget, the Poor People’s Campaign was designed to serve a broad contingent of the nation’s poor, including blacks, whites, Native Americans, Mexicans, and Puerto Ricans. In a December 7, 1967, press conference King presented the objectives of the campaign. He stated that the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC), a civil rights organization he founded 10 years prior, would lead “waves of the nation’s poor and disinherited” to Washington, DC, the following spring “to secure at least jobs or income for all. We will go there, we will demand to be heard, and we will stay until America responds” (King). In other words, the campaign would utilize a combination of strategies the movement had employed for more than a decade: a call to action, a march and a sit-in. However, the latter would become a temporary live-in because marchers would literally pitch tents and make themselves at home in what came to be known as Resurrection City on the Nation’s Mall. Part of the goal of the campaign was to assemble thousands of needy Americans in order to illustrate the enormity of the problem and humanize the issue, thus preventing the nation, especially its elected leaders, from ignoring the country’s poor. King also envisioned the campaign as a method to break down barriers between the rich, middle class, and poor—to help alleviate what he termed “a kind of social insanity.”

Affluent Americans are locked in the suburbs of physical comfort and mental insecurity. Poor Americans are locked inside ghettos of material privation and spiritual debilitation. And all of us can almost feel the presence of a kind of social insanity which could lead to national ruin. The true responsibility for the existence of these deplorable conditions lies ultimately with the larger society and much of the immediate responsibility for removing the injustices can be laid directly at the door of the federal government.… And so we have decided to go to Washington and use any means of legitimate, nonviolent protest necessary to move our nation and our government on a new course of social, economic, and political reform. (King)

King announced that the Poor People’s Campaign would commence in April 1968, but he was felled by an assassin’s bullet on April 4 and never had an opportunity to see his plans enacted. Ralph Abernathy, a longtime King associate, was selected as the new leader of SCLC and the Poor People’s March. Although Abernathy was able to mobilize marchers and erect Resurrection City in May 1968, King’s assassination and subsequent organizational differences within SCLC caused the campaign to lose momentum, thus failing to generate the kind of effectiveness King had envisioned.

King’s final days and assassination often make sober assessments of the Poor People’s Campaign difficult, but several scholars have found both positive and negative outcomes. Brenda Bretz’s deductions illustrate this point. For example, Bretz writes, “If one assessed the Poor People’s Campaign based on its original stated goals, it should be declared a failure. But was it, really?” (Bretz 2010, 24). Later in the essay she follows up this question with a short list of successful outcomes:


	they were able, albeit it briefly, to rally the country around the important issue of poverty

	they were able to bring diverse groups together—groups who were at that time and still are pitted against one another

	many who participated in the campaign left with a greater understanding of and appreciation for one another and their unique circumstances and challenges

	many who participated in the campaign also left more empowered having had an identity-altering experience (Bretz 2010, 25)



Bretz’s conclusions point to one of the fundamental dichotomies and challenges of the civil rights era. King and his allies were constantly attempting to appeal to segregationists and other detractors on dual fronts. They wanted to win both the hearts and minds of the American people, but they also wanted to win cases in courtrooms and make lasting legislative changes. Unlike the Brown decision of 1954, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Voting Rights Act of 1965, the Freedom Budget and the Poor People’s Campaign failed to change the laws of the land but they undoubtedly altered the social landscape of America by appealing to the country’s stated goals of liberty and justice. King was well aware that social change often happens gradually if not glacially and cannot always be measured by congressional support or courtroom victories. His dedication to the poor of this county and his desire for their economic emancipation are testaments to his broad-based, racially diverse vision for the eradication of poverty in America. Indeed, his dream of fiscal freedom for all Americans should be heralded and remembered as much as the rhythmic cadences of “I Have a Dream.”
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Jeffrey Lamar Coleman

LEAGUE OF UNITED LATIN AMERICAN CITIZENS

The League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) is the oldest and largest organization representing the interests of Hispanic Americans on the issues of economics, education, politics, housing, health, and civil rights (LULAC 2015). The league has over 1,000 councils operating in 23 states and was founded by middle-class Mexican Americans who wanted to change the discriminatory conditions faced by Latinos. Throughout its 86-year history LULAC has espoused middle-class values as a means to respectability and inclusion.

History

LULAC was founded in 1929 in Corpus Christi, Texas, by middle-class Mexican Americans and is widely regarded as the most respected organization representing Latino interests. The original members sought to unite the various organizations serving Mexican Americans around Texas under one banner. Racial segregation and discrimination against Mexicans (citizen and noncitizen alike) was widespread and “Mexican” became a racialized category of derision used by Anglo Americans throughout the country.

Mexican Americans, some whose families had been in the United States for generations (before the Mexican American War, 1846–1848, when Mexico ceded half of its territory to the United States—modern-day states of California, New Mexico, Arizona, Texas) and Mexican immigrants endured segregated schools, movie theaters, and other public places. In fact, stores and restaurants often displayed signs reading “No Mexicans Allowed,” and Mexican-origin people frequently found themselves in the lowest paid jobs, unable to move up the socioeconomic ladder no matter how hard they worked.

The middle-class Mexican American leaders sought to remedy these injustices through the formation of LULAC. They emphasized the fact that they were citizens and deserved all of the respect and privileges that came with such a classification. In fact, they actively distinguished themselves from Mexican immigrants who were not citizens.

Advocacy

From its beginnings LULAC leaders preferred to work behind the scenes to advocate change for its middle-class membership. They talked to shop owners, superintendents, and mayors in an effort to end discrimination and segregation against Mexican Americans. They emphasized that Mexican Americans were citizens of the United States deserving of all rights and privileges associated with citizenship. They also highlighted the fact that they were white not colored and therefore immune to Jim Crow laws of the time. When behind-the-scenes diplomacy did not accomplish their desired goals, they turned to the courts. LULAC consistently pursued educational equality for Mexican American students and was involved in the landmark case Mendez v. Westminster (1947).

LULAC leaders believed that education was the key to building good citizens and to economic advancement for Mexican Americans. With that philosophy in mind they financially supported the lawsuit against Orange County, California, schools in 1946, which denied Mexican children access to white schools even though this practice was prohibited under California law. In this suit rather than argue that the Mexican schools were unequal and inherently inferior, LULAC lawyers argued that the segregation of Mexican Americans was illegal and that this led to feelings of inferiority that were detrimental to Mexican-origin children. The case went to the district court, and in 1947 it ruled in favor of the plaintiffs. Mendez v. Westminster proved to be important on two fronts. First, it was a major victory for Mexican American civil rights and cemented LULAC’s position as a leading Hispanic organization, and second, the case was used as a precedent for the Brown v. Board (1954) suit that ended school segregation throughout the country.

Other areas of advocacy for the organization included voting rights and jobs. LULAC leaders emphasized that as citizens they had the right to vote and believed that it was their duty as respectable members of the middle-class community. During the civil rights years of the 1960s and 1970s LULAC continued to argue that Mexican Americans were different from African Americans. However, they did not want to be left out of the federal civil rights legislation such as the Voting Rights Act (U.S. Congress 1965). A major policy change took place within the organization, and instead of emphasizing their whiteness LULAC shifted its rhetoric to highlight their difference in the form of cultural distinction via language disadvantage. They insisted that the situation of Mexican Americans was unique due to culture (rather than race), which included the fact that for many, English was a second language. In 1974 LULAC lobbied for the extension of the VRA to include language minorities, and the extension passed the following year. In doing so LULAC wanted to be seen as the voice of Mexican Americans (Koplowitz 2005, 81).

During this period the organization began to apply for and successfully received government and corporate funds to advance their goals and lessen the financial burden on its membership. For example, in 1965 LULAC entered into contract with the Office of Economic Opportunity to fund Operation SER (service, employment, redevelopment), a job-training program administered locally and still in existence today. And in May 1968 LULAC received a $2.2 million grant from the Ford Foundation to establish the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund, which is also in existence today. According to its website, MALDEF “is the nation’s leading Latino legal civil rights organization.” MALDEF litigates in the areas of education, employment, immigrant rights, and political access (MALDEF 2015). Finally, in 1973 LULAC received another grant from the Office of Economic Opportunity, which they used to establish the LULAC National Education Service Centers (LNESC) also currently in existence. LNESC has 12 regional centers whose purpose is to implement education and leadership programs that narrow the opportunity gap for America’s disadvantaged youth (LNESC 2015). According to their website they have “served over 500,000 students, sent 150,000 students on to college, and awarded over $20 million in scholarships” (LNESC 2015).

Over the years, LULAC has supported policies aimed at advancing Hispanics to the middle class. Lawsuits targeting segregated schools and the founding of LNESC promoted education—a stepping stone to the middle class. Lobbying for the extension of the VRA to include language minorities ensured that Hispanics would be able to exercise a key right of citizenship. SER helped the Spanish-speaking find good jobs in order to enter the middle class. Finally, MALDEF provided the litigious arm on the path to middle-class status.
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Valerie M. Mendoza

LIBERTARIANISM

Libertarianism is a political philosophy that stresses personal autonomy and the reduction or abolishment of government (Diamond 1995; Hardisty 1999). This philosophy was developed alongside modernity’s core ideological theories (socialism, liberalism, conservatism, and nationalism), and can be traced back to Europe’s Great Reformation in 1549 (Hamowy 2008). Libertarianism was established originally as a political philosophy that upholds civil liberties as its priority, and has been used as an umbrella term for a political belief system that spans across contemporary left and right politics.

Contemporary libertarianism in the United States draws on ideas of neoclassical liberalism and utilitarian social theory. One key component is the demand for free market capitalism and the reduction of taxes, particularly for the rich. Some libertarians support rights for same-sex couples, access to abortion, and the legalization of drugs, due to their ardent belief in individual freedom. Libertarians believe that a free market economy and political system will inevitably lead to rights and freedoms for individuals (Hardisty 1999; Nozick 1974) and that government programs inevitably limit personal rights and freedoms by either bolstering the weak or making people dependent on the system (Hardisty 1999).

The left and the right of libertarian ideology both stress individual freedom, yet differ with regard to social concerns. Left-wing libertarian ideology stresses individual freedom and social justice by combining the standard radical libertarian non-aggression principle with standard radical leftist belief—opposition to sexism, racism, and managerial capitalism (Byas 2014). Right-wing libertarian ideology advocates both self-ownership and the unequal appropriation of natural resources, leading to strong support of private property rights and free market capitalism.

Libertarian ideology is held by many self-defined political groups, including:

Anarcho capitalism: This group believes that governments monopolize services that would be better left to corporations, and should be abolished entirely in the favor of a system in which corporations provide services typically associated with the government. Examples include the Old West in the United States between 1830 and 1900, a time that had minimal government and property rights that grew from the ground up.

Civil libertarianism: Civil libertarians believe that the government should not pass laws that restrict, oppress, or selectively fail to protect people in their day to day life. Barack Obama, Rand Paul, Bob Barr, and Antonin Scalia have all been referred to as “civil libertarians,” and advocate for free speech, freedom to establish and practice religion, and freedom of association (Gulite 2014).

Classical liberalism: This subset of libertarians advocates for the Declaration of Independence, believing that all people should have basic human rights, and that the sole legitimate function of the government is to protect human rights.

Fiscal libertarianism: This group primarily focuses on laissez-faire capitalism—meaning that the government is absent from all economic activities. It is the separation of economy and state (closest to Republican Party).

Geolibertarianism: Fiscal libertarians are those who believe that land can never be owned but may be rented. They propose the abolition of all income and sales tax in favor of a single land tax, revenue that supports collective interests (such as military defense, police units, militias, etc.) as determined through a democratic process.

Libertarian socialism: This subset shares anarcho-capitalist views on government being a monopoly in need of abolishment, but they also believe that nations should be ruled instead by a work-share cooperation or labor unions instead of corporations.

Minarchism: Minarchists believe that a government is important to serve a few collective needs of the people, such as military defense, police units, militias, etc. (much like geolibertarian belief).

Neolibertarianism: This group supports a strong military and believes that the U.S. government should use that military to overthrow dangerous and oppressive groups.

Objectivism: Ayn Rand incorporated fiscal libertarianism into a broader philosophy that emphasizes rugged individualism and what was referred to as “The Virtue of Selfishness.”

Paleolibertarians: Paleolibertarians consist of isolationists who do not believe that the United States should become entangled in international affairs. They are suspicious of international coalitions such as the United Nations.

Syndicalism: This group proposes a socialist economic system to replace capitalism. As a part of this model, they suggest that industries be organized into confederations or syndicates.

Anarcho syndicalism: Anarcho-syndicalists center their efforts on abolishing a wage system, which they regard as wage slavery. This group views political and economic activity as the same.

Libertarians use the work of statesmen and scholars to ground their beliefs. For example, some use the Declaration of Independence as their guiding document and interpret Jefferson as increasingly fearful of state control (Hardisty 1999). They similarly idolize the work of Ayn Rand, particularly The Fountainhead, a novel depicting a dystopic future with an overreaching state limiting individual achievement. Adam Smith’s work, The Wealth of Nations, forms the basis of their shared belief in the free market economic system and individual rights (Hardisty 1999). Libertarianism creates a narrative that discovers neither a timeless, ahistorical object, nor a progressive discovery of truth, but the slow growth and unfolding of a particular way of thinking.

Until the recent emergence of the Ron Paul revolution, few large-scale movement organizations featured libertarian ideology. Rather, as mentioned, these ideas took a backseat to those regarding morality or a sovereign nation state. One exception is the Cato Institute, founded in 1977. Cato is a think tank located in Washington, DC, that seeks to promote the “principles of individual liberty, limited government, free markets and peace” (Cato.org 2013). Charles Koch and Edward Crane initially ran Cato; the current president is John A. Allison IV.

The more recent Ron Paul revolution has allowed conservative libertarianism to enter the spotlight. Ron Paul is a medical doctor and politician from the state of Texas. In the 1980s he ran for president on the libertarian ticket and then reran as a Republican in 2008 and 2012. Ron Paul has written extensively on issues related to Austrian economics, the Federal Reserve Bank, and other libertarian ideas. His son, Rand Paul, is a senator from Kentucky and shares his libertarian views (CNN 2009). Though there is a dearth of scholarly research on the very recent rise in the Paul’s popularity, it is clear that they are currently influencing Republican politics. At a recent meeting of CPAC—the Conservative Political Action Committee—Rand Paul won the 2013 straw pool indicating support for the 2016 presidential election (Blake 2013).
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MALCOLM X (EL-HAJJ MALIK EL-SHABAZZ) (1925–1965)

More than any other individual or activist in American history, Malcolm X represented “Black Power.” His influence circumvented Cold War politics with his quest for internationalism as a component of black nationalism. Malcolm had a revolutionary vision that highlighted the corrosive effects of racism on America by challenging white America about how race was discussed. He was also one of the first civil rights advocates who understood that international human rights campaigns were inextricably tied to liberation politics in America, Africa, and the Caribbean.

Malcolm X, or El-Hajj Malik El-Shabazz, was born Malcolm Little on May 19, 1925, in Omaha, Nebraska. The seventh of 11 children, Malcolm was the son of a Baptist minister and proponent of Marcus Garvey’s Universal Negro Improvement Association (UNIA). The Littles were driven out of Omaha by whites, later settling in Lansing, Michigan, where his father was reportedly murdered by the Ku Klux Klan. Soon thereafter, the family disintegrated, the children were sent to foster homes, and Malcolm dropped out of school to enter a life of crime in Boston and in Harlem, New York. Eventually this lifestyle of drugs, numbers running, and prostitution caught up with Malcolm, and he was arrested for burglary and larceny and sentenced to four 8-to-10-year sentences to be served concurrently. Malcolm would be in prison for six years, from 1946 to 1952.

According to biographer Manning Marable, Malcolm was an excellent method actor (Marable 2011, 10). Using his past as a canvass, Malcolm enhanced his résumé to gain credibility with the black masses and to give them hope. Infusing black folk culture imagery of a hustler, trickster, preacher, and minister, he captivated audiences with his charisma and political storytelling. For example, in challenging the integrationist doctrine, Malcolm argued that it was not possible to reconcile the spirit of integration with the doctrine of separation established by Moses’s call to pharaoh to “let my people go.” He would also characterize the 1964 presidential race as a contest between the fox (Lyndon B. Johnson) and the wolf (Barry Goldwater). After his death, friends, family, and his followers further embellished or distorted his life as they culled his image to fit their definitions of the radical Black Power advocate. Often portrayed by white journalists with an intense hatred for whites, Malcom X was instead a man committed to liberating blacks.

Like many of the adherents of the Nation of Islam (NOI), Malcolm had a jailhouse conversion whereupon he emerged as a minister in the NOI shortly after receiving parole in 1952. It was not long before Malcolm became one of Elijah Muhammad’s favorites because of his charisma and ability to clearly and concisely articulate the NOI’s philosophies. His adversarial position to whites often put him at odds with the civil rights movement’s biracial efforts. Soon, Malcolm was a highly sought speaker on college campuses and at mosques, bringing numerous new adherents to the NOI as he demanded greater accountability and integrity from America’s black middle-class leaders.

Because of this support from young black radicals, the white media regarded Malcolm as an emerging force whose antiwhite separatist rhetoric was inflammatory. A frequent guest speaker at prestigious theology schools, Malcolm X was a growing force to be reckoned with and a popular figure among young African Americans, especially those in the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC). Moreover, Malcolm was at odds with the more moderate civil rights activists. In 1960, the year of the first student-led SNCC sit-in in Goldsboro, North Carolina, Malcolm denounced efforts to integrate America while simultaneously vocalizing support for Pan-Africanism when 17 African nations gained their independence from European colonialism. Malcolm also earned the ire of American leaders when he met with America’s nemesis, Fidel Castro, when he visited Harlem in 1964.

During the March on Washington, white clergymen, such as Catholic Bishop Patrick O’Boyle, criticized as too radical a comment in the imminent speech of SNCC leader John Lewis that the civil rights bill was “too little too late.” Malcolm X got wind of this dispute and promptly commented that this was an example of how he believed that this “farce on Washington” was merely a Kennedy pep rally put on by the puppet Negroes. Lewis and other SNCC leaders had met the day before with Malcolm, who they admired for his willingness to say uncomfortable truths.

Malcolm’s popularity eventually led to jealousy among the hierarchy of the NOI. Some even plotted to eliminate what was seen as his growing ascendancy as the leader on the horizon. Eventually, Elijah Muhammad suspended him following his comment about the “chickens coming home to roost,” as an observation after President John F. Kennedy’s assassination in November 1963. His break with Elijah Muhammad and the NOI launched him on a journey to find his faith and ethnic identity. Embracing a universal adherence to Islam allowed Malcolm to globalize racial politics and support the Palestine Liberation Organization, the Islamic Brotherhood, and Gamal Abdel Nasser’s anti-Israel stance. Moreover, emerging from the strict racial ideology of the NOI enabled Malcolm to voice the ideas of a cadre of radicals who further framed the Black Power movement that coalesced during the height of the Cold War. It was in that crucible that mixed black nationalists, feminists, student activists, Pan-Africanists, the Nation of Islam, and trade unionists that Malcolm X emerged as the most celebrated and reviled spokesperson for Black Power. Yet, Malcolm’s revolutionary vision challenged centuries of America’s racial hierarchy and pushed whites to think about race from a different vantage point.

Malcolm X was assassinated on February 21, 1965, by a group of Muslims at an Organization of Afro-American Unity program in the Audubon Grand Ballroom in Washington Heights, New York. Three men were convicted of his murder although doubts remain as to whether this assassination was orchestrated by Elijah Muhammad. What is clear is that Malcom’s death at the age of 39 preempted a life that was constantly reinventing itself.

The world came to know Malcolm X primarily through Alex Haley’s The Autobiography of Malcolm X, published shortly after his death. Viewed through Haley’s lens, Malcolm became a man who moved from an advocate of violence and hatred of whites to a man whose ideas more closely resembled Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Yet, his revolutionary vision never changed; it simply expanded to include a world view. His final speech, “Message to the Grassroots,” best captured this revolutionary vision: “When you want a nation, that’s called nationalism.… All the revolutions that are going on in Asia and Africa today are based on what?—black nationalism. A revolutionary is a black nationalist. He wants a nation.… If you’re afraid of black nationalism, you’re afraid of revolution. And if you love revolution, you love black nationalism” (Malcolm X, “Message to the Grassroots”).
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MARIJUANA LEGALIZATION

Marijuana is the most widely used illicit substance worldwide. The United Nations Office of Drug Control estimates that, globally, between 3 and 5 percent of adults used marijuana in 2013 (UNODC 2015, 1). This is about five times the prevalence of the second-most widely used illicit substances, which are amphetamines and opiates (UNODC 2015, 1). In the United States, growing and distributing marijuana has been effectively outlawed by the federal government since The Marijuana Tax Act was passed in 1937. In 1970 this law was held to be unconstitutional and was replaced by the Controlled Substances Act (CSA). The CSA classifies all federally regulated substances into one of five schedules. Marijuana is classified as Schedule I, the most restrictive scheduling, reserved for substances with a high potential for abuse and with no accepted medical use. Other Schedule I substances include heroin, lysergic acid diethylamide (LSD), and 3,4-methylenedioxymethamphetamine (“ecstasy”).

Despite prohibition, marijuana use in the United States is widespread. Household surveys show the prevalence of marijuana use is triple the global rate, with about 33 million American adults using marijuana over the course of one year (Caulkins et al. 2012, 16). The 2014 Monitoring the Future Study shows that use is also widespread among youth: 35 percent of 12th graders and 12 percent of 8th graders reported using marijuana within the last year (National Institute on Drug Abuse 2014). Proponents of marijuana legalization maintain that prohibition denies responsible users the opportunity to derive therapeutic or recreational benefits from marijuana (the National Organization for the Reform of Marijuana Laws, or NORML, is the largest prolegalization advocacy group), and that existing marijuana law makes criminals of a sizable share of Americans who choose to engage in an activity that puts them on the wrong side of the law. The FBI Uniform Crime Report shows nearly 700,000 arrests on marijuana charges in 2013, and these arrestees were disproportionately (relative to their rates of use) young, male, and African American, the lattermost contributing to race disparities in the criminal justice system (American Civil Liberties Union 2013). Opponents of legalization (Smart About Marijuana, or SAM, is the most prominent antilegalization group) voice concerns over big-business interests entering the marijuana market, the short- and long-term consequences of marijuana use and problem use, drugged driving, and youth access to marijuana.

Although marijuana use (both recreational and medical) is prohibited by the federal government, 23 states have medical-marijuana laws that allow individuals to use marijuana for medical purposes if they secure a recommendation from a doctor (Kamin 2015, 427). Meanwhile, public opinion regarding marijuana legalization for recreational use has shifted dramatically over the past four decades. In 1969 only 12 percent of Americans supported outright legalization, compared with 53 percent in 2015 (Motel 2015). The public’s shifting views on the recreational use of marijuana is changing the marijuana-legalization landscape in several states. In November 2012 voters in Colorado and Washington approved propositions that allow for the legal commercial production, distribution, and possession of marijuana for recreational use; two years later, voters in Alaska, DC, and Oregon followed suit (Ballotpedia 2015). Although these voter initiatives legalized the commercial production, distribution, and sale of marijuana for recreational use under their respective state laws (in DC, only growth, possession and personal use are allowed), at the federal level marijuana remains prohibited, raising many constitutional issues of federalism including separation of powers and the Commerce Clause (Denning 2015).

State-level legalization puts these legalizing states squarely at odds with federal law, and there was a great deal of speculation regarding how the federal government would respond. In August 2013 the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) announced that it would not thwart legalization efforts in states that enforce strong regulatory systems (Cole 2013), and the Obama administration demonstrated an increasing acceptance of the state-level reforms (Kamin 2015, 427). Even though the federal government has made its nonenforcement position clear, that marijuana remains illegal at the federal level creates many challenges for the emerging recreational marijuana industry in states where marijuana is now legal. Among the most pressing barriers is access to banking services (Hill 2015, 597). Marijuana-legalization initiatives will be on the ballot in (at least) Arizona, California, Georgia, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, and Wyoming in 2016 (Ballotpedia 2015); Rhode Island and Vermont are regarded as the likeliest states to legalize recreational marijuana through their state legislatures (Gurciullo et al. 2015).

The conflict between state and federal law will become more tense as the number of legalizing states increases, especially for federal law-enforcement authorities (Sacco & Finklea 2014). In March 2015 the bipartisan Compassionate Access, Research Expansion, and Respect States (CARERS) Act (2015) was introduced in Congress. CARERS, if passed, would be the most significant federal drug-policy reform since prohibition. It would reschedule marijuana (from Schedule I to Schedule II), reduce barriers to research involving marijuana (the research that needs to be done to establish the therapeutic applications of marijuana), and allow banking services to be extended to all marijuana businesses.

The United States is one of the first countries to have legalized marijuana (at any jurisdictional level). Contrary to popular belief, marijuana is—although widely tolerated—not legal in the Netherlands. Marijuana was made legal in Uruguay in 2013 (with implementation set for 2015). Possession of small amounts for personal use is more widely decriminalized, especially in South America and in many U.S. states. Although domestic politics and public opinion largely drive movements to legalize, several international treaties, particularly the 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, bind signatories to maintain (at least formal) prohibition (Room 2014). Whether signatory countries may circumvent these treaties without harm, and whether the treaties require the U.S. federal government to block state-level legalization, remain subject to dispute (Hawken & Kulick 2014).
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MARRIAGE EQUALITY MOVEMENT

Although small numbers of same-sex couples began to seek public recognition for their relationships in the 1950s in the United States, a much more widespread effort to obtain marriage rights emerged in the early 1990s. Known as the marriage equality movement, the effort to secure equal access to marriage licenses for same-sex couples achieved a key goal on June 26, 2015, with the Supreme Court’s ruling in Obergefell v. Hodges. The majority opinion found that same-sex couples share the constitutional right to marriage that earlier courts upheld for other couples (including interracial ones in 1967). Legal marriage has long been a key component of middle-class identity for many Americans, with marriage representing economic stability and conferring social inclusion. Same-sex couples from all classes can now marry in the United States, following Obergefell v. Hodges, but those in the middle and upper classes are the most likely to do so, following demographic trends in the late 20th and early 21st centuries that increasingly marked marriage as a class-based institution.

The marriage equality movement arose within a broad historical quest for civil and human rights led by lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgendered (LGBT) people. In the 1950s, groups like the Mattachine Society and the Daughters of Bilitis primarily sought the assimilation of sexual minorities into the American mainstream. This meant eliminating state laws that criminalized same-sex intimacy and overturning the American Psychiatric Association’s 1952 definition of homosexuality as a sociopathic disorder. By the 1970s, most LGBT leaders chose mainly to fight discrimination in employment, housing, and health care, postponing any major movement for marriage rights. Radical LGBT activists even argued that marriage was a conservative institution that should be eliminated rather than joined.

Nevertheless, individual same-sex couples pursued legal marriage rights. Richard Baker and James McConnell applied for a marriage license in Minnesota in 1970, but in 1971 the Supreme Court in Baker v. Nelson upheld lower court rulings that denied a license to the two men. Similar cases in Washington State and Colorado in the 1970s had similar results. Many LGBT activists turned to other forms of legal recognition and protection for their relationships. “Domestic partnerships” originated in 1979 in California as a same-sex couple sought access to the many individual benefits and privileges provided by a marriage license. For example, married couples received entitlements like employer-funded health care programs for an employee’s spouse or sick leave benefits so an employee could care for a spouse.

As the domestic partnership movement unfolded in the 1980s, advocates increasingly argued that all committed and stable relationships deserved public protection in the United States because they contributed to a robust economy and orderly society. Legal marriage smoothed the path toward a joint mortgage, provided tax benefits for a stay-at-home parent, provided Social Security benefits to a surviving spouse, and sped up the immigration process for a noncitizen choosing to marry a U.S. citizen. Slowly, individual employers and municipalities created domestic partnership programs that offered a few benefits to same-sex couples. LGBT activists celebrated these programs while highlighting their narrow scope and inferior protections.

In 1990, three same-sex couples in Hawaii simultaneously applied for marriage licenses. Hawaii’s attorney general stated that marriage was a fundamental right in Hawaii, but only for different-sex couples. The couples challenged this, and in 1993 the Hawaii State Supreme Court, in Baehr v. Miike, agreed that the state’s constitution did not provide same-sex couples with an explicit right to marry, but added that it did ban discrimination against people’s gender. Requiring couples to include a man and a woman was therefore discriminatory. The ruling concluded that same-sex couples in Hawaii should be granted marriage licenses, but the ruling was not implemented as its opponents mobilized to block it.

Indeed, a national backlash against marriage equality was well under way by 1993. The prospect of treating same-sex couples equally under marriage law was deeply unsettling and even repulsive to many Americans. Polls showed that a strong majority of Americans did not know any LGBT people, which contributed to their rejection of marriage equality. In 1996, given the possibility that Hawaii might offer marriage licenses to same-sex couples, Congress passed and President Bill Clinton signed the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA). DOMA empowered states to refuse to recognize marriage licenses granted to same-sex couples and ordered the federal government also to deny recognition. Hawaiian voters approved an amendment to the state’s constitution in 1998 to explicitly block Baehr v. Miike from taking effect. Between 1998 and 2012, 31 states amended their constitutions to block legal recognition of same-sex couples.

Leaders of the marriage equality movement diversified their efforts in the wake of DOMA, seeking both state-based legal access to marriage rights and a repeal or judicial rejection of DOMA. The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) had supported same-sex couples since the Minnesota case in 1971 and played a strong role in the marriage equality movement. Lambda Legal, formed in 1973 to pursue equal legal treatment for LGBT people, strongly pursued marriage equality in the 1990s and 2000s. Marriage Equality USA formed in 1996, as DOMA passed. Evan Wolfson, a co-counsel for the Hawaiian couples in Baehr v. Miike, created the Freedom to Marry organization in 2003. Other organized efforts to achieve marriage equality operated at state, regional, or national levels. In what proved to be a vital part of the movement, increasing numbers of LGBT people reached out to friends, coworkers, and family to discuss their identities and their relationships.

A major breakthrough occurred in 2004, as the Massachusetts Supreme Court ruled that the state should grant marriage licenses to same-sex couples. Via court rulings or legislative action, half a dozen more states established marriage equality between 2004 and the summer of 2012. Polls registered increasing support for marriage equality, especially among younger adults. By 2010, a majority of Americans appeared to favor marriage equality. Polls were given credence in the fall of 2012, as voters in three states (Maine, Maryland, and Washington) approved referenda that eliminated gender-based requirements for marriage licenses. In 2013, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Windsor v. U.S. that DOMA had unconstitutionally denied federal recognition to married same-sex couples.

Rapidly, federal judges and courts began to overturn the various state laws and amendments that blocked marriage equality. By the time Obergefell v. Hodges was issued in 2015, 36 states already provided marriage licenses regardless of a couple’s genders. Although polls showed a solid majority of Americans agreed with the ruling, opponents of marriage equality vowed not to surrender. Some demanded a constitutional amendment to mandate gender-based requirements for marriage. Others pushed for state laws to empower businesses to refuse services to same-sex couples who were planning their weddings. The debate over marriage equality and its merits did not end with Obergefell.

Also, the marriage equality movement coincided with major sociological and economic shifts in America that redefined marriage as an option and not an expectation. Between 1960 and 2015, overall marriage rates dropped from approximately three-fourths of adults to just over half. People waited much longer than their parents to marry or simply chose not to do so (opting for cohabitation or living alone). Marriage rates declined most dramatically for low-income Americans.

Experts disagreed about the reasons for the decline in marriage rates. Some argued that a shrinking middle class and growing income inequality blocked many couples from having the resources to marry. Others argued that the prevalence of divorce and greatly reduced stigma against unmarried parents were reflections of significant shifts in middle-class values, which no longer included marriage as a primary marker of adulthood. Polls showed that middle-class Americans focused far more on achieving a college education and a stable career than on marrying.

The changes in public views on marriage and declining rates of participation in the institution made it difficult to predict the long-term effects of the marriage equality movement. Some advocates of marriage equality hinted that same-sex couples might lead a new wave of enthusiasm for marriage as a social good. Preliminary reports on divorce rates for same-sex couples suggested slightly lower rates than those for different-sex couples. However, newly married same-sex couples often had been in their relationships for many years before having the option of obtaining a license, and such couples might be expected to have less likelihood of divorce. Some analysts argued that the divorce rates for same-sex couples were generally parallel to those for different-sex couples. At minimum, same-sex couples in 2015 were joining an institution in transition, one that many Americans increasingly understood as optional and perhaps even in decline.
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Beth Kraig

MILK, HARVEY (1930–1978)

Harvey Milk was a prominent gay rights activist in San Francisco, California, throughout the final five years of his life. He dubbed himself the “unofficial mayor of Castro Street” when he first ran for a seat in city government in 1973 to emphasize that he had become a champion for the predominantly gay residents in his neighborhood (Shilts 1982, 87). By the time Milk won an election to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in 1977, he had developed a reputation for comparing antigay oppression in the United States to Nazi anti-Semitism. He regularly encouraged gay citizens to come out of the closet and to fight for their rights so that antigay legislators could not persecute gays in the same way that Nazis had persecuted the Jews of Europe. After Milk was murdered in 1978, gay activists transformed his image from that of a local California gay advocate into a national icon who was meant to symbolize the struggles and possibilities for gay rights in America.

Harvey Bernard Milk was born in 1930 to a middle-class Jewish family on Long Island, New York. His grandfather, Morris Milk, immigrated to the United States from Lithuania and helped found a synagogue in the town where Milk was raised. In 1943, at the age of 13, Milk’s parents told him about the Warsaw Ghetto uprising in Poland where thousands of Jews attempted to fight the German army that year, knowing they would die fighting, rather than go to Nazi concentration camps. Milk referenced the Warsaw Ghetto uprising as a model of bravery in the face of oppression for the remainder of his life. Milk finished high school in three years and went to college at the University of Albany where he studied history and math. After college he entered the Navy, and then moved to Manhattan where he worked a string of jobs in education, finance, and theater. Milk was not involved in gay activism during his adult life until he moved to California at the age of 42. He did have romantic relationships with men throughout his twenties and thirties. But Milk never came out to his parents, nor did he join the homophile movement of the 1950s and 1960s or the early gay liberationists’ groups that were increasingly popular after the Stonewall Riots of 1969.

Milk moved to an area of San Francisco in 1972 called the Castro. The neighborhood was known both for its inexpensive housing and, by the early-to-mid-1970s, for attracting large numbers of gay and lesbian residents. In 1973, within his first year of living in San Francisco, Milk ran for a seat on the Board of Supervisors, 1 of 11 city council positions. Milk lost the election, and he lost again when he ran for the same position the following year. Although Milk lost, another openly gay politician proved that gay Americans could get elected to public office. In 1974, Elaine Noble, an out lesbian, was elected to the Massachusetts House of Representatives, thereby becoming the first openly gay candidate elected to public office in U.S. history.

Milk ran and lost three elections between 1973 and 1976. During that time, however, he became increasingly involved in gay activism, especially activism that pertained to the oppression of gay men. Milk did not have many associations with lesbians, nor was he able to garner their support for his campaigns. But he did fight passionately to combat the unjust treatment of gay men who were routinely harassed, assaulted, and arrested by police. He likened the arrests of gay men who frequented bathhouses, cruising areas, and gay bars to Nazi treatment of Jews in 1930s Germany. For example, after a group of 14 gay men were randomly arrested after leaving a gay bar he wrote a letter saying that this “is exactly what happened in Nazi Germany.… If police brutality against homosexuals is allowed to take place it will spread to other groups until a police state exists” (Black and Morris 2013, 93). Milk considered visiting bathhouses and cruising for sexual partners “victimless crimes” that only served to oppress gay men and to criminalize gay sex (Black and Morris 2013, 100–101).

Although Milk publicly protested the police for their harassment of gay men, he also promoted ideas of “neo-homosexual romance” within gay male circles (Shilts 1982, 237). As with many other gay liberationists of the 1970s, Milk rejected monogamy as an unnatural ideal that had been prescribed by heterosexuals. He believed that gays could create new romantic and sexual possibilities. For instance, he said, “There’s no reason why you can’t love more than one person at a time. You don’t have to love them all the same … always be honest with everybody about where you’re at. They in turn can do the same and it can open up a bigger sphere” (Milk, quoted in Shilts 1982, 237–238). For Milk, who at times had three concurrent boyfriends, sexual and romantic relationships with multiple people could create expansive forms of community; gay men, Milk believed, could pave the way to a new and more harmonious communal possibility.

In November 1977, Milk, at last, won an election to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. During his victory speech he declared that, “This is only the first step. The next step, the more important step, is for all those gays who did not come out, for whatever reason, to do so now” (Black and Morris 2013, 36). Milk insisted that gay visibility was key to gaining greater gay rights. He reasoned that if straight people knew that their children, neighbors, and doctors were gay then they would be more likely to show support for gay Americans. Encouraging people to come out became one of Milk’s recurrent strategies and messages for gaining gay acceptance.

Milk was only in public office for 10 months and 18 days. During that time he proposed and passed two pieces of legislation. The first required dog owners to pick up their pets’ excrement from city parks and sidewalks. The second provided protections for gays and lesbians from employment discrimination. Milk’s biggest political victory, however, was the defeat of Proposition 6, colloquially called the Briggs amendment. Named after California state senator John Briggs, Proposition 6 asked California voters to ban all gays and lesbians from working in the state’s public schools. Milk partnered with a team of gay and lesbian activists like Sally Miller Gearhart, the first tenured out lesbian faculty member in California, to debate Senator Briggs in a series of public forums. After campaigning against Proposition 6 for weeks, Milk gave a speech to a crowd of about 300,000 gays and lesbians at the June 1978 Gay Freedom Day Celebration where he began by shouting, “I’m Harvey Milk and I’m here to recruit you” (Black and Morris 2013, 217). His reference to recruitment served both to mock Senator Briggs, who frequently decried that gay teachers recruited adolescents to homosexuality, and to implore gay and lesbian citizens to join his fight against antigay legislators. Milk continued his speech by comparing antigay oppression to Nazi anti-Semitism and to the Holocaust. He bellowed, “We are not going to allow our rights to be taken away and then march with bowed heads to the gas chambers.… On this anniversary of Stonewall, I ask my gay sisters and brothers to make their commitment to fight. For themselves, for their freedom” (Black and Morris 2013, 217). Inspired by the Warsaw Ghetto uprising, Milk encouraged California’s gays and lesbians to fight for justice and not to rely on straights to protect them. Proposition 6, which would have barred all gays and lesbians from employment in public schools, was defeated by more than one million votes.

Milk was murdered 20 days after he helped orchestrate the defeat of Proposition 6. He was shot five times by Dan White, an elected official to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. White had resigned from his position a few weeks earlier, but he later petitioned San Francisco’s mayor, George Moscone, to reappoint him. Milk vociferously lobbied Moscone not to reinstate White. The day after White learned that he had not been reappointed, he went to San Francisco City Hall, crawled through a basement window so his gun would not set off metal detectors, and then quickly murdered both Mayor Moscone and Supervisor Milk. White turned himself in to police later that day and confessed to the double homicide. The following year White was convicted of manslaughter, not murder, and was sentenced to only seven years and eight months in prison. The San Francisco gay and lesbian community erupted in rage. On the night of his sentencing, known as the “White Night Riots,” at least 5,000 gays and lesbians surrounded City Hall, destroyed more than a million dollars of building property, and set police cars ablaze.

A few weeks before he died, Milk volunteered to coordinate the first March on Washington for gay rights. After Milk was murdered, two activists sent a letter to gay advocacy groups throughout the country asking them to unite in Washington to fulfill Milk’s goal. They wrote, “The project must be carried out as a tribute to Harvey Milk and to the countless others who have suffered and perished at the hands of bigots” (Ghaziani 2005). Eleven months after he died, on October 14, 1979, approximately 100,000 gay men and lesbians gathered for the first March on Washington for gay rights. Although Milk’s notoriety in life had been mostly restricted to San Francisco and California, beginning with the 1979 March on Washington he became a national emblem for unifying gay activists and for the struggle for gay rights in America.
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Brett Krutzsch

NEOLIBERAL ECONOMIC POLICIES

Neoliberalism is an economic philosophy that advocates for the transfer of control from the government to the private sector. Policies associated with modern neoliberalism include deregulation, free trade, and the privatization of industry. The philosophy is often associated with the scholars Friedrich Hayek (1899–1992) and Milton Friedman (1912–2006), as well as the politicians Margaret Thatcher (1925–2013) and Ronald Reagan (1911–2004). Neoliberalism began its ascension in the 1970s after the collapse of the Bretton Woods agreements, particularly as a result of stagflation, slower growth, and the political ascension of Thatcher and Reagan. The philosophy is often credited for prolonged periods of economic growth during the latter half of the 20th century. However, many also blame the extensive deregulation associated with neoliberalism for the 2008 financial crisis. Today it remains the dominant paradigm in economics, in part because of the lack of widely accepted alternatives.

Not to be confused with liberalism in the modern-day American political context, neoliberalism has its roots in classical liberalism, which emphasized individual freedom (getting its name from the French word liberté). Neoliberalism applies that emphasis on individual freedom to the domain of economics, evolving over the past century to equate individual freedom with the minimization of the state and a lack of government interference. This brings the philosophy closer in similarity to the laissez-faire economic system. Policies associated with modern neoliberalism include deregulation (or the reduction and elimination of restrictions on business transactions and activities), free trade (including the elimination of tariffs on foreign imported goods, but more generally a decrease in protections for domestic industries), the privatization or denationalization of industry and, to a lesser extent, fiscal austerity (including tax reductions and reductions in government spending so that the government’s portion of the total economic activity is minimized).

As one of the strongest advocates for neoliberalism, Milton Friedman argued that government intervention and misguided monetary policy caused the Great Depression, later adding that the minimum wage should be abolished and that the Federal Reserve should cease trying to counter the business cycle (Palley 2006). It was around the same time that Friedman was awarded the Nobel Prize in Economics (1976) that neoliberalism began its ascension as the dominant paradigm in economics. Previously, the Great Depression and World War II had resulted in increased government spending, including more widespread social services and welfare guarantees for the lower classes. Although the Bretton Woods agreements that were enacted after World War II included some policies associated with modern neoliberalism, they also limited capital mobility and put limits on international trade. It was the administrations of Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan (beginning in 1979 and 1981, respectively) that marked the beginning of neoliberal dominance. Among other things, Thatcher reduced government spending, lowered income taxes, combated union power, and decreased the money supply, therefore lowering inflation. Reagan enacted similar policies, including tax cuts, welfare cuts, deregulation (even of monopolistic industries), and reductions in government spending. Soon afterwards the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) was enacted during the administration of Bill Clinton, despite Clinton belonging to the more leftist Democratic Party. Along with the collapse of the Soviet Union, the continuation of neoliberal policies in the United States and Great Britain in the early 1990s solidified neoliberalism’s status as the dominant paradigm in economics.

Neoliberalism has faced increased scrutiny since the 2008 financial crisis, with some blaming the crisis on widespread deregulation and others blaming the slow recovery on the low levels of government spending associated with the philosophy. Neoliberalism has also been accused of favoring the upper class and leading to increases in income inequality. Certainly public opinion has taken a more negative view of private enterprise and the concept of the marketplace since the crisis began. Some alternatives to neoliberalism include state capitalism (e.g., modern China), resource nationalism (e.g., modern Venezuela), and market socialism, in which a market economy exists within a framework in which large corporations are publicly owned and restrictions are placed on wealth accumulation and inheritance. Despite recent criticisms of neoliberalism, the philosophy continues to dominate trade and financial negotiations worldwide, from the handling of the Greek financial crisis by the European Union to the negotiations over the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). This is partly due to the lack of wide acceptance among the alternatives, wide acceptance being a necessity for any new philosophy to supplant the dominant paradigm in a globalized economy.
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NEOLIBERALISM

The term “neoliberalism” is in frequent use but in a number of senses. Most generally and, perhaps, most usefully, it refers to the widespread trend toward free markets that emerged in the 1970s and became pronounced in the 1980s and 1990s. During this time period, many liberal, conservative, traditional, authoritarian, and communist governments undertook sweeping market-based reforms. This trend was closely associated with the emergence of the “Washington Consensus” governing world trade and international institutions, such as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. For many, neoliberalism and the Washington Consensus are indistinguishable. Neoliberalism, in this sense, is best understood as a response to the severe economic crises of the 1970s: the breakdown of the Bretton Woods system, the crisis of Keynesianism, stagflation, and the energy crisis.

Neoliberalism is used frequently in two other important senses. Neoliberalism is used to denote the economic ideas of F. A. Hayek and Milton Friedman and, more broadly, the “Chicago school” of economics. Neoliberalism, as a term, became popular in the 1970s to describe the application of Chicago school economics by Chilean dictator Pinochet. The free market reforms of conservative governments in the United Kingdom and the United States under Thatcher and Reagan soon gained the label neoliberal. A more extreme version of this understanding sees neoliberalism as a comprehensive political philosophy that aims at the marketization of all aspects of society and human life. Both of the just mentioned usages of neoliberalism are usually pejorative: neoliberalism so understood actively seeks to do away concerns about democracy, equality, and human flourishing. Neoliberalism is, thus, almost always a term imposed from the outside for the purpose of critique. Those usually regarded as neoliberals rarely self-identify as neoliberals, preferring liberal, conservative, classical liberal, or libertarian.

A brief history of the term sheds light on this messy terminological state of affairs and on the history and possible future of neoliberalism as a conceptual framework and as a set of policies. The first significant use of the term was by Walter Rüstow at a meeting of the Colloque Walter Lippmann in 1938. The meeting was attended by Louis Rougier, Walter Lippmann, Friedrich von Hayek, Ludwig von Mises, Wilhelm Röpke, and Rüstow, among others. His version of neoliberalism (“ordoliberalism,” as it came to be known) became the basis for Germany’s postwar “social market economy.” He saw it as an alternative to both totalitarianism and to a nineteenth-century version of capitalism that he believed had failed. The Mont Pelerin Society, a successor to the Colloque Lippmann, took a different route. Under the leadership of Hayek and later, and more importantly, Milton Friedman, the MPS advocated a more economic and libertarian policy vision. Friedman forged a political and economic program that synthesized neoclassical economics, Friedman’s own “monetarism,” Hayek’s arguments against planning, and public choice economics. Public choice economics added a powerful argument against government efforts to correct “market failures.” Policy makers must, it argues, take into account the ways the self-interest of political actors distorts government action. Friedman paid almost no attention to issues of class and wealth distribution. Poverty would be dealt with by an administratively simple “negative income tax,” a direct cash payment to the poor. Although Friedman did once use the term “neoliberalism” in 1952, by the time of his 1962 manifesto, Capitalism and Freedom, he referred to his program as, simply, “liberalism.”

Friedman’s neoliberal moment in the United States came with the election of Reagan in 1980. Although Carter had pursued deregulation (trucking and airlines) and had appointed monetarist Paul Volcker to head the Federal Reserve, Reagan’s goal was a more fundamental shift. “In this present crisis,” he argued in his first inaugural address, “government is not the solution to our problem; government is the problem.” The policies he advocated constitute the core neoliberal agenda: controlling inflation; deregulation of financial, currency, capital, and labor markets; deregulation of industry; privatization, trade liberalization; greater personal self-reliance; and reductions in personal and corporate taxes. The Reagan agenda was, however, not simply a neoliberal agenda. It responded to the economic crises of the 1970s but also to the widespread sense of social disintegration and declining American power in the world. Reagan initiated a defense buildup and framed his attempts to reform the welfare state more in terms of social conservatism than libertarianism. Reagan also embraced “supply-side economics.” The belief that tax cuts generate enough new economic activity to offset lower rates meant that the Reagan agenda lacked the emphasis on austerity (at least in regard to the size of the deficit) that is usually associated with neoliberalism (and the Washington Consensus).

Reagan’s policies, in the short term, produced a short but severe recession followed by a sharp recovery without inflation. The 1990s under Clinton saw the continuation of much of the Reagan agenda: trade liberalization, welfare reform, financial deregulation, and attempts to “reinvent” government. There were, however, significant differences. More emphasis was placed on balancing the budget than on tax cuts. Clinton also emphasized the importance of helping the middle class. Lastly, the Clinton agenda, much like the neoliberalism of Rüstow, was presented as an alternative to New Deal liberalism and Reagan’s free market conservatism. George W. Bush’s “compassionate conservatism” had elements of Reaganism and Clintonism, and it continued many of the neoliberal policies of both, especially in the areas of trade and financial deregulation.

The global financial crisis of 2008 created a crisis for neoliberalism not only because of the immediate economic collapse and slow recovery but also because it focused attention on long-term trends, especially in regard to inequality. Neoliberalism in the United States, and elsewhere, seems to have involved a trade-off between economic growth and employment, on the one hand, and increasing instability, increasing inequality, and stagnant real middle-class incomes, on the other. The precise causal relationships here are difficult to discern because other factors, such as the impact of sustained globalization, would have to be taken into account. The prospects for neoliberalism in its purer Chicago school form are, thus, very uncertain.
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Peter McNamara and Kaylee B. Johnson

NEW SPACE AGENDA

On October 4, 1957, the ex-Soviet Union set a milestone in human history with the launch of the first artificial satellite. The political, military, economic, and scientific spheres were strongly influenced by this event: it contributed to enhancing the Cold War and triggered the space race. Space became an arena of competition between the United States and the ex-Soviet Union, where they disputed for technological and political superiority.

Despite the military and political tension all over the world between 1957 and 1958, another force, also space related, was growing in parallel calling for international cooperation instead of competition: the International Geophysical Year (IGY). Though less intense, but not less important, the IGY gathered more than 5,000 scientists from 67 nations in favor of studying the geophysical phenomena by using means for observing the Earth and the outer space (Pantoja & Ribeiro 2015).

The dual motivation, political dispute and scientific cooperation, is part of space activities since its inception and is responsible for several scientific discoveries about the universe and many space-related technological developments. Despite the many important developments since the onset of the space exploration (military, scientific, and commercial), the technological improvements were gradual and the basic spacecraft and its chemical-based propulsion are almost the same since 1957 (Tkatchova 2011).

Some recent studies, as for instance Dick (2008), Summerer (2009), and Veen (2012), consider that an important reason for this gradual innovation process in the space sector can be attributed to the conservative methods of technological development focused on low-risk and sustaining technology, instead of developing disruptive technologies. The innovation process in the space sector is more complicated than in other sectors, once it is not only related to technological viability (theoretical conception and technical invention), but also with commercial viability (e.g., consumption market, profitability, mass production, unit cost, among others) and a high level of security and secrecy. Since the government is simultaneously the largest investor and client of the space sector, the decisions on investments in space technology and innovation are mainly of a political nature and are not only dictated by market rules.

Thus, during the so-called space race that characterized the onset and further development of space exploration, the rules of the game were not dictated by the market. Now things are changing, and with the entry of new private players, the strong market forces are showing their strength. May we speak nowadays of a new space race?

In one of our previous publications (Devezas et al. 2012), we provided a historical overview based on 7,565 space-related events in the time frame 1930–2010. The curve translating the timely unfolding of all these events exhibit a perfect wave-like aspect, peaking at the beginning of the 1970s, and decreasing steadily after this date, but showing clear signals of recovering at the onset of the new century. We turn then to the same question: what means this recovery? Are we witnessing the burgeoning of a new space race?

The exciting news for space enthusiasts is that the space sector is experiencing nowadays important changes with two major characteristics: firstly a transition from an exclusively government-led to a new market-oriented space exploration activity, where private enterprises are increasingly involved, and secondly the participation of several nations struggling for a place in the new space scenario, leaving behind the old-fashioned one led by incumbent world powers that dominated this field in past decades.

The former constitutes perhaps the most striking aspect of modern aerospace activities, which gave birth near the end of the 1990s to the umbrella term “NewSpace” (Bizony 2014; Lindsey 2009), which designates the emergent private spaceflight industry, a community of relatively new aerospace companies working to develop low-cost access to space and/or spaceflight technologies and advocates a new space policy. These two features have given rise to a complex game of interests in the space sector, with the participation of several new players (or agents), nations, and private companies, and that still lacks a clear definition of rules that shall better direct the future development of this sector.

The recent dramatic increase in the number of companies engaged in space activities led to the common usage of the phrases “new space companies” and “entrepreneurial space,” or most commonly NewSpace as stated previously, intended to designate a new approach to space development that differs significantly from that taken by NASA and the mainstream aerospace industry. This new group of private enterprises is characterized by seeking the cheaper development of launch systems (Stern 2013) and/or space technologies principally with private funding, with only secondary or no involvement with government spaceflight programs and contractors. Traditional private companies that conduct aeronautical efforts, such as Boeing or Lockheed, are generally not considered part of NewSpace due to their heavy reliance on NASA development funding and military space programs as part of their business model. In some measure, NewSpace companies are still dependent on NASA, often participating in projects such as Commercial Orbital Transportation Services, a NASA program established in 2006 to coordinate the delivery of crew and cargo to the International Space Station by private companies. But generally speaking NewSpace companies tend to focus primarily on consumers in the private sector.

A short list of some important and active new enterprises is shown in Table 1, but it is worth pointing out the existence to date of about a hundred of such enterprises; some of them have not yet really started commercial activities. Figure 1A presents a curve of the cumulated number of existing commercial enterprises since the onset of the past space race; the fitting of this curve with a logistic curve points to a probable total of about 200 active private companies by the middle of the 21st century.

As mentioned previously the other major group of new actors in the new environment of space activities consists of the growing number of nations entering the stage. As spacefaring nations we understand those nations capable of independently building and launching craft into space. The list of spacefaring nations grew from just two in the middle of last century to about 13 today, the list of which is presented in Table 2. But far more significant is the growing number of nations with satellites (mainly communications, but not only) placed in orbit. This number grew from just 4 in 1962, the year in which UK and Canada entered the club of spacefaring nations, to 82 today. Evidently, this number includes not just those nations that did it with its own launching capabilities, but also those that used launching means of the spacefaring nations. Figure 1B shows the timely unfolding of the number of countries with launched satellites between 1957 and 2014.




	Table 1    Some of the Private Companies Constituting the Group of NewSpace




	



	Company name

	
	Date

	
	Activity




	



	SpaceX

	
	2002

	
	Launch vehicle (crew and cargo), reusable launch vehicle




	Bigelow Aerospace

	
	1999

	
	spacecraft for space tourism and missions destined for the Moon and Mars, ISS module




	Blue Origin

	
	2000

	
	Suborbital spaceflight, rocket engines




	NanoRacks

	
	2008

	
	In-space lab services; small satellite launch services




	Paragon Space Development Corporation

	
	2006

	
	Life support system




	Skybox Imaging

	
	2009

	
	Earth and space imagery




	Planet Labs

	
	2010

	
	Earth-imaging satellites




	Planetary Resources

	
	2012

	
	Asteroid mining




	Deep Space Industries

	
	2013

	
	Asteroid mining




	Scaled Composites

	
	1982

	
	Suborbital space vehicle




	Sierra Nevada Corporation Space

	
	1997

	
	Satellites components, small- and medium-class space launch vehicles, crew space launch vehicles




	Space Adventures

	
	1998

	
	Atmospheric, suborbital, and orbital flights




	Virgin Galactic

	
	2005

	
	Commercial spacecraft, space science missions, suborbital space tourism




	Celestis

	
	1997

	
	In-space funeral services




	XCOR

	
	1999

	
	Suborbital spaceflight, rocket engines




	





[image: image]

Figure 1A  Cumulated Number of Existing Commercial Enterprises since the Onset of the 20th-Century Space Race, Fitted with a Logistic Curve

Source: Celestrak 2012.
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Figure 1B  Number of Countries with Launched Satellites, 1957–2014

Source: Celestrak 2012.




	Table 2    List of Spacefaring Nations




	



	Crewed spacefaring nations (month/year of the first man in space)

	
	Uncrewed spacefaring nations (date of the first launching)




	



	Russia (April 1961)

	
	Russia (1957)




	United States (May 1961)

	
	United States (1958)




	China (October 2003)

	
	UK (1962)




	
	
	Canada (1962)




	
	
	France (1965)




	
	
	Japan (1970)




	
	
	China (1970)




	
	
	India (1980)




	
	
	Israel (1988)




	
	
	Ukraine (1991)




	
	
	Iran (2009)




	
	
	North Korea (2013)




	
	
	South Korea (2013)




	
	
	Argentina (foreseen to 2016)




	
	
	Brazil (foreseen to 2018)




	





Another important aspect of this new era of the space adventure concerns the resumption of the exploratory human ambition. NASA, having left projects without major scientific challenges in charge of private companies, started to invest heavily in researching some still hidden and enigmatic recesses of the cosmos. Examples of this endeavor are, for instance:


	The Kepler Space Telescope, a space observatory launched in March 2009 at a cost of about 550 million USD, aiming to discover exoplanets and Earth-like planets orbiting other stars.

	The New Horizons space probe, launched on January 2006 at a cost of 720 million USD, aiming to flyby Jupiter (done on February 2007) and the dwarf planet Pluto (done on July 2015), and to explore the Kuiper belts objects, a target foreseen for 2018–2019.



In the same vein, the European Space Agency (ESA) is equally pursuing ambitious and complex scientific deep space explorations, being examples the successful very recent (November 2014) first landing on a comet performed by the robotic space probe Rosetta with its lander module Philae, built at a cost of about 1.8 billion USD, and the foreseen exploration of the Jovian system to be performed by the multicompounded spacecraft JUICE (Jupiter Icy Moon Explorer), focusing on studying three of Jupiter’s Galilean moons, Ganimede, Callisto, and Europe. JUICE’s launching is planned for 2022, and the total cost is estimated on 1.3 billion USD.

Undoubtedly the landmark event of space exploration expected to be realized still during the first half of the 21st century will be man walking on the surface of the Red Planet. Different countries and organizations, like Russia, ESA, China, the United States, and India are conducting, independently or cooperatively (Program Exomars—ESA with Russia, for instance), their own programs to put astronauts on Mars in the near future.

Perhaps the most extravagant and fancy of these projects is that presented by MARS ONE, a nonprofit organization based in the Netherlands, intending to land the first humans on Mars and establish a permanent human colony there by 2027. This private spaceflight project is led by Dutch entrepreneur Bas Lansdorp (creator of the reality show Big Brother), who announced plans for the MARS ONE project in May 2012. MARS ONE’s concept includes launching a robotic lander and orbiter as early as 2020, to be followed by a human crew of 4 in 2026, and reaching a total of 20 settlers by 2035. Organizers plan for the crew to be selected from applicants who paid an administrative fee, to become the first permanent residents of Mars with no plan of returning to Earth. Partial funding options include a proposed reality television program documenting the journey. In February 2015, the primary contractors on the robotic missions confirmed that the planning work and initial studies had ended, to be soon followed by execution. In fact, two rounds of applications for astronauts/settlers have been held, totalizing 2,761 applications, from which 1,058 were primarily selected. Now 50 men and 50 women were selected for the third and subsequent rounds, a process planned to be closed in September 2016, after which the training and mission preparation will start. Fantasy or not, things are running.

Returning then to our initial question: Are we witnessing now a new space race? Probably not. This time is different, we do not have now the rush factor, there is not the desperate objective to come first. What we have is simply a redesigned configuration of the space scenario that certainly can be defined as the new space agenda for the first half of the 21st century.
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NONPROFIT SECTOR

The nonprofit sector is often referred to as the third sector, voluntary sector, charitable sector, and philanthropic sector. But not all nonprofit organizations operate separate from the for-profit and public (government) sectors, rely on voluntary labor, or operate as charities or philanthropies. The nonprofit sector is diverse, complex, and growing in the United States. In the last 60 years, nonprofits have become increasingly influential in the United States, providing critical public goods and services, employing large numbers of people, and contributing to the economy (LeRoux & Feeney 2015).

In 2013, more than 1.48 million nonprofits were formally registered with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), each serving a diverse array of needs in a variety of industries (NCCS 2013). The most common type of nonprofits are 501(c)(3), also known as a public charities, which are characterized by public missions, contributions from multiple funding sources, and the ability to offer income tax deductions in exchange for donations. Nonprofit organizations operate in a variety of subsectors including education, social and human services, environment and animals, religion, arts and culture, and mutual/membership benefit (e.g., professional associations). The largest subsectors are education, social services, and health care, accounting for 84 percent of the nonprofit workforce (Salamon 2012, 416). Nonprofits have and continue to influence social, political, and economic aspects of American society.

Nonprofit Distinctions

Although nonprofit organizations are similar to public and for-profit organizations—for example, serving the public good (like public organizations) and being privately owned and operated (like for-profit organizations)—there are characteristics that distinguish nonprofit organizations including the nondistribution constraint, tax-exempt status, funding and governing structures, and a reliance on volunteers.

Nondistribution Constraint

The nondistribution constraint restricts nonprofits from distributing funds to members of the organization. Unlike the for-profit sector that is motivated by profits and financial rewards for owners and shareholders, nonprofits are mission directed. Revenues generated by nonprofits are reinvested in the organization and its services, rather than paid out to shareholders. Although the nondistribution constraint limits the profit motive, it does not restrict nonprofits from finding new and innovative ways to access revenue.

Tax-Exempt Status

Nonprofit organizations are exempt from federal corporate income taxes and in most states property and sales taxes. Tax exemption is considered a subsidy for organizations that exhibit prosocial behavior and provide valuable public goods and services to our communities. Tax-exempt status is determined by the IRS, which designates 26 major types of nonprofits. IRS-certified nonprofits are required to complete 990 forms reporting their funding sources, expenditures, fundraising activity, board members, and salaries of the highest paid staff. This information is available to the public at GuideStar.com.

Tax exemption for nonprofits does not come without controversy. Large nonprofit organizations, especially in urban environments, enjoy the benefits of valuable property, public services such as fire, policing, and transit, while not paying property taxes and sometimes receiving free or reduced utility services. Some cities have levied partial taxes on nonprofits, in particular larger nonprofits such as universities and hospitals or asked them to make voluntary payments in lieu of taxes (Cooper 2011).

Funding Structure

Nonprofit organizations rely on a complex array of funding sources including government grants and contracts, revenue from the sale of goods and services, and charitable donations. Nonprofits are distinct in their use of donations as a source of funding. The U.S. tax code allows income tax deductions for charitable donations to 501(c)(3) organizations. Although tax deductions encourage individuals to donate to the cause of their choice, some argue that these deductions unjustly favor the rich by allowing the nation’s wealthiest to receive larger tax breaks. Modern nonprofits face the challenge of managing fiscal uncertainty by diversifying their funding structures to balance government funding, charitable donations, fees and services, and entrepreneurial activities, for example, a food kitchen also operating a coffee shop to raise funds to subsidize its charitable services.

Governing Structure

Many nonprofits use a collaborative, community-based approach to decision making, relying on voluntary boards of directors for guidance and leadership. Voluntary boards of directors are typically donors and stakeholders in the community that the nonprofit serves. The board of directors provides oversight and accountability for most nonprofit operations and helps to advance the organization’s mission. Recently some nonprofits have come under fire for having boards of directors that are less than representative of the communities they aim to serve (Guo 2008).

Volunteers

Volunteers play a critical role in nonprofit organizations, helping to deliver services, fund-raising, and increasing community involvement. Until the 1930s nonprofits relied almost entirely on volunteers to run their operations. With the growth in scope and size of nonprofits, today many rely on a combination of specialized, professional paid labor and volunteers. In 2012, volunteers accounted for approximately 7.9 billion hours of nonprofit labor, with an estimated value of $173 billion (Volunteering and Civic Life in the U.S. 2013). These numbers reflect not only the monetary benefit that nonprofits reap from volunteer labor, but the enjoyment and fulfillment that volunteers derive from the opportunities to serve their community.

Nonprofits and the Economy

Nonprofits contribute to the economy in many ways including creating jobs, providing job training opportunities and community development, and advocating for marginalized and underrepresented groups in society, among many other services. Historically, nonprofits have emerged when the market or government fails to provide a critical public service or good, when the government is unable or unwilling to meet a demand and for-profits are not able to make a profit providing that particular good or service, for example, food banks and homeless shelters. Because Americans tend to prefer smaller government, the nonprofit sector in the United States provides many of the social services typically provided by the state in other countries (e.g., Japan, Norway, Korea, Germany). Additionally, many nonprofits provide public goods and services on behalf of governments as contractors and service-delivery providers. Nonprofits account for 9.2 percent of the nation’s overall workforce with over $577 billion paid to nonprofit workers in 2010 (Roeger 2012, 25). It is estimated that the nonprofit sector contributes about $804 billion (5.5 percent) to the nation’s gross domestic product (monetary value of the nation’s production) (Roeger 2012, 25).

Over the last 60 years, nonprofits have grown to play an increasingly important role in American society, partly as the result of government cutbacks and increased social needs. Modern nonprofit organizations face a number of challenges including adopting new technologies, funding uncertainty, changing social demographics, and increased integration with public and for-profit organizations (LeRoux & Feeney 2015). Despite these challenges, nonprofit organizations provide critical public goods and services to our society and remain an attractive sector for Americans seeking to bring social change and affect the public good.

See also: Poverty by Race, Ethnicity, and Gender in the United States; Poverty Measurement; Welfare Policy
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NUCLEAR AGE

The advent of nuclear weaponry in 1945 and its repeated testing during the early Cold War years opened a scientific Pandora’s box that threatened humanity’s future and affected middle-class Americans in fundamental ways. The immense destructive force witnessed at Los Alamos and unleashed upon Hiroshima and Nagasaki soon fed what historian Allan Winkler identifies as “a wave of enthusiasm … tempered periodically by a sense of foreboding about the possibilities of the new weapons of war” (Winkler 1999, 25). Consequently, the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union influenced the American middle class in myriad ways: public policy, domestic politics, popular culture, and even mundane daily activities.

The Red Scare

Since the late 19th century, Americans had expressed hostility toward communism because of the ideological threat it posed to democratic capitalism. Soon after victory in World War II in 1945, the fragile wartime alliance with the Soviet Union crumbled especially as the USSR expanded control over Eastern Europe and detonated its own atomic device, and as China “fell” to communism. The old ideological threat combined with a nuclear threat to create hysteria (Leffler & Leffler 1994). Zealous anticommunists instructed Americans to be vigilant for subversion within the government, in universities, labor unions, and the media (Fried 1990, Haynes & Klehr 1996, and Schrecker 1998 are examples from a voluminous scholarship). Politicians often waged campaigns on the communist issue and asserted their “hardline” credentials to voters by seeking seats on investigatory committees. Hearings examining subversion in Hollywood, the trials of alleged spies Alger Hiss and Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, and the revoking of the security clearance for physicist J. Robert Oppenheimer, the architect of the atomic bomb, all contributed to a general enmity toward leftist politics. Anticommunism also infused public policies that affected the American middle class in many ways. For example, the National Interstate and Defense Highways Act (1956) was established to facilitate evacuation from urban centers and to allow for the movement of conventional forces, but it also hastened suburbanization and helped transform the American economy away from single-owner small businesses and toward a corporate commonwealth populated by middle managers (Griffith 1982). After the Soviets launched the Sputnik satellite in 1957, the National Defense Education Act (1958) encouraged a change in public school curricula that emphasized math and science. In big and small ways, therefore, the superpower confrontation and anticommunist hysteria affected the American middle class.

American Civil Defense

In response to the growing tensions over the possibility of nuclear war, public efforts to control and cope with atomic weaponry and nuclear fallout became prominent in the 1950s and 1960s. Though government officials faced political pressure from many middle-class Americans to establish programs of civil defense, no consistent policy was adopted. In 1951 President Truman built on the framework of the Office of Civilian Defense to create a new Federal Defense Administration (FCDA) (Truman 1951). The federal defense plan emphasized the construction of fallout shelters, but it received limited funding, so the government privatized civil defense by encouraging the public to build their own backyard shelters in the suburbs and then using films to arm them with relevant knowledge about how to stock the shelves, monitor their communities, and “duck-and-cover” to escape the apocalypse. In short, a system based on self-help action became the central theme of American civil defense in these early years. Pamphlets, films, comic books, magazines, and educational institutions bolstered family awareness, perhaps naively, that “with proper preparation, they could survive an attack in modest comfort, without serious disruption to their lives” (Winkler 1999, 123).

President Eisenhower adapted civil defense by encouraging evacuation from major American metropolitan areas on the new interstate highways. By doing so, the massive road construction project brought national security into close contact with a growing suburban middle class. In the early 1960s, especially after the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, technological advancements in nuclear weapon capabilities and delivery systems eventually exposed the futility of many plans. Increasing numbers of middle-class citizens expressed contradictory opinions toward the prospects of nuclear annihilation: apathy and activism. Fewer participated in preparedness, even facing fines for ignoring mandatory community drills; more joined the antinuclear movement by joining organizations, such as SANE, and lobbied policy makers in support of a moratorium on testing (Garrison 2006; McEnaney 2000; Rose 2001; Wittner 1997).

Nuclear Survival in Popular Culture

The American middle class encountered the Cold War on a daily basis through the screens and pages of popular culture, which helped shape mainstream opinions on the Nuclear Age. The most popular weekly news magazines in American households reported the domestic promise of the atom, from medical breakthroughs to more efficient kitchen appliances. By contrast, films like The Blob, television programs like The Twilight Zone, and novels such as On the Beach and Alas, Babylon, often used the genre of science fiction to express fear of communist subversion, nuclear war, and fallout by displaying desolate landscapes and doomsday scenarios in which both fear and satire arose (Boyer 1994; Whitfield 1991). To some extent, popular culture became a central vehicle for communicating (flawed) knowledge and heightened feelings about the bomb. Although reinforcing anticommunism and atomic anxieties, culture industries also allowed artists to express dissent about the direction of American foreign policy, the futility of nuclear testing, the unpopular wars in Korea and Vietnam, and many social issues (Falk 2010).

The Suburban Ideal

Perhaps most fundamentally, the Nuclear Age created within the middle class an ideal to which many Americans aspired. The ideological contest between democratic capitalism and authoritarian communism helped construct a white, suburban, middle-class ideal among Americans. As historian John Lewis Gaddis points out, “The Cold War was not just a geopolitical rivalry or a nuclear arms race; it was a competition” between “how to best organize human society” (Gaddis 2005, 84). Pressure brought on by the arms race gave Americans the incentive to prove that their way of living was superior to that which communist society offered. In turn, an emphasis on free market choice, consumerism, and private material wealth became key tropes for the middle-class lifestyle. American men valued their roles as university-educated breadwinners, ideally working within large corporations, who often put the desires of the family behind the needs of the company. American women were raised to marry budding breadwinners, to become household consumers and guardians of domesticity. Indeed, the rigid nature of the American middle-class ideal often excluded racial and ethnic minorities, homosexuals, as it had the working class. In other words, the fervor of the United States to contain communism had created conditions that, to some extent, also had contained Americans along rigid lines of what it means to be an American (May 1988).

It is important to note that many Americans accepted the middle-class ideal even though they often failed to conform to it. The strict nature of the American ideal often prompted angst and dissatisfaction and signs of rebellion in the 1950s, helping to explain the growing influence of the antinuclear movement, the New Left, and civil rights activism, the titillation associated with Beatnik poetry, Elvis Presley, James Dean, Playboy, and the birth control pill, and the organization of modern feminism. If the existential nature of the Nuclear Age had created the middle-class ideal, it also had caused many middle-class Americans to question that ideal. In her landmark book, The Feminine Mystique (1963), Betty Friedan wrote on behalf of suburban women who appeared to have it all—a nice suburban home, a loving husband, respectful kids—but who nevertheless shared “the problem that has no name,” a feeling of unfulfilled lives (Friedan 1963, 19–20). To recognize the discontent of the 1950s is to understand why social movements erupted in the 1960s and 1970s and how they transformed American middle-class existence by the end of the Cold War in the 1990s.

Conclusion

The Cold War was an all-consuming concern for middle-class Americans. It helped shape the public sphere of foreign policy, domestic politics, public policies, and the national economy. But the Nuclear Age also affected Americans in more personal ways. It caused them to view the world in a certain way, to accept anticommunism, and to become vigilant for any signs of un-American behavior. Americans embraced conformity and feared difference. It also affected the private lives and daily relations between men, women, and their children. The Cold War shaped their jobs, their parenting practices, their leisure activities, and even their most intimate relations.
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PARTY AFFILIATION

Compared to the rest of the world, Americans focus less on class-based concerns when developing their political party orientation. One’s class status has some effect on political party, but not as strong an effect as in the rest of the Western world. Instead, other issues, such as education, race, and social issues, seem to drive partisan preference.

In Europe, class identity has long been a strong indicator of political party. Working-class residents of the United Kingdom have long supported the left of center Labour Party, while the middle class supports the right of center Conservative Party (Weakliem & Heath 1994). This same trend can be found across Western Europe, with working-class individuals likely to support liberal political parties and middle-class individuals favoring conservative political parties (Inglehart & Abramson 1994).

After all, European political parties of the left were founded by unions, for unions. Labor unions dominate the parties and make sure their members support left of center parties. This support has led to European leftist parties pushing an agenda that benefits the European working class, like policies that redistribute wealth from the rich to the poor to a much greater degree than that found in the United States. Conservative European parties, on the other hand, enact policies that benefit wealthy Europeans (Sassoon 2010).

Accompanying low levels of interest in the U.S. economy among American voters has been a weak relationship between class status and political party preference in America (Clark & Lipset 1991). Working-class Americans are more likely to support the Republican Party than working-class Europeans are to support right of center parties, and middle-class Americans are more likely to support the Democratic Party than middle-class Europeans are to support left of center parties (Clark & Lipset 1991).

A variety of theories have emerged to explain why Americans are more likely to vote against their economic self-interest. Some theorists argue Americans are gradually becoming more educated, which fundamentally changes how they view themselves. Rather than being constricted to class loyalty, a more educated American citizenry identifies itself with and makes rational political decisions based on an educated opinion that considers a range of policy matters beyond class identity (Dalton 2014; Heath 1991).

Many working-class Americans are pulled away from the Democratic Party because of high profile social issues, like abortion and same-sex marriage. This trend can especially be seen in the American Midwest, where white, working-class Americans largely vote against their economic self-interest because of social issues. This focus on matters like abortion and same-sex marriage has led to the election of Republican-led state governments that pass economic measures that favor the affluent, not the working class (Frank 2004).

So what kinds of issues lead Americans to vote a certain way? Scholars are divided over the answer, with two theories being the most salient. These theories can also be applied to European political systems as well, which have seen a decrease in class-based voting in recent years.

First, many U.S. scholars argue that class status is less important to many voters than the social division of race. Theorists who propagate this theory point to African American support of the Democrats and whites’ support of the Republicans in the American South and suburban North as evidence of this trend. Democrats, they argue, represent the party of racial equality, while Republicans have become the party of the status quo (Edsall & Edsall 1991; Huckfeldt & Kohfeld 1989). Other theorists argue that race’s effect on party identification waned during the tumultuous 1960s but returned to normal after the civil rights movement (Hout, Brooks, & Manza 1995).

Second, some theorists argue an influx of younger, middle-class voters who stress postmaterial issues and place themselves into the left-wing, traditionally working-class parties, even though the more conservative party would better represent their class interests. The parties then change their priorities and focus more on social issues, rather than traditional class-based issues. This shift causes working-class voters to defect. This phenomenon can be seen in the divide between blue-collar and so-called green-collar workers. Blue-collar workers are traditionally leftist, working-class individuals, while green collar are more affluent workers who support green, environmental causes (Claus 1999; Inglehart & Abramson 1994).

Using data from the 2012 American National Election Study, we have examined how class correlates with political party. The results support the notion that American political parties are not all that class driven.

We have not included the numbers proving the significance of the data, meaning the data did not occur by chance. However, all of the numbers presented here are statistically significant.

In 2012, just over half of Americans (53 percent) viewed themselves as Democrats or Democratic-leaning independents, while just over a third (34 percent) viewed themselves as Republicans or Republican-leaning independents. These levels of support gave the Democratic Party a strong 19-percentage point identification lead in 2012. The remaining 13 percent identify as pure independents.

Respondents self-identified fairly evenly between middle class and working class. Just over half (51 percent) identified as middle class, while just under half (46 percent) identified as working class.

Middle-class Americans identify with the Democratic Party by an 8 percentage point margin, which is slim considering Americans as a whole supported the Democratic Party by about 20 percent. The working class, on the other hand, supported Democrats by a 30-point margin, or about 10 percent more than the electorate as a whole. Although there is an element of class difference between the Democratic and Republican parties, the level of class-based partisanship pales in comparison to other European countries (Clark & Lipset 1991).

Race does affect political party preference. Forty-two percent of white, working-class Americans identify as members of the Republican Party and 41 percent identify as members of the Democratic Party. Despite the working class in general supporting the Democratic Party by a 20 percent margin, white, working-class voters are quite divided between supporting the Democrats and Republicans. White, upper-class Americans identify with the Republican Party even more, by more than a 10-percentage point margin.

Social issues also affect party identification. Sixty-one percent of upper-class Democrats favor the government legalizing a woman’s right to an abortion, versus 26 percent of upper-class Democrats who oppose the government legalizing a woman’s right to an abortion. Among working-class Democrats, 50 percent support the government legalizing a woman’s right to an abortion, and 34 percent oppose it. Overall, there is a 35 percent difference between upper-class Democrats who support the government legalizing a woman’s right to an abortion and those who oppose the government legalizing a woman’s right to an abortion, and only a 16 percent difference between working-class individuals who support and oppose it. The difference between the class identities’ support points to a difference between upper-class Democrats’ beliefs about social issues and working-class Democrats’ beliefs about social issues.

As a result, class identity is merely one of several factors that explain Americans’ political party affiliation. These include race, social policies, and level of education (Claus 1999; Dalton 2014; Edsall & Edsall 1991; Heath 1991; Huckfeldt & Kohfeld 1989; Inglehart & Abramson 1994).
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RED STATES AND BLUE STATES

The terms “red state” and “blue state” first entered the political lexicon in the aftermath of the 2000 American presidential election (Bump 2015; Farhi 2004). Both colors had been used interchangeably by the news networks in their election coverage in prior years, but by the 2000 election, states won by the Democratic presidential candidate were labeled as blue by most television networks while states won by the Republican candidate were labeled as red. In the contested aftermath of the election, discussions about “red” states and “blue” states were a common journalistic narrative, as were jokes and speculation about the election outcome (prior to the Supreme Court’s decision to halt the Florida recount).

Moreover, the durability and predictability of states’ voting behavior became a theme in 2000, as journalists and pundits alike were struck by the similarities in how states voted in the 2000 presidential election and their voting patterns in earlier years. For example, 39 states (plus DC) voted for the same presidential party in 2000 as they had in 1996. One of the major differences between 1996 and 2000 was that Bill Clinton and the Democrats managed to win several Southern, Border, and Midwestern states (KY, TN, WV, MO, AR, LA) that would become GOP strongholds immediately thereafter. Clinton had also won several states that Democrats sometimes win (NV, NH, FL, OH), but that Gore was unable to win in 2000. The 2004 presidential election was, in fact, even more similar to the 2000 election. And, in 2004, Republican incumbent George W. Bush won all of the states that he’d won in 2000 (except for New Hampshire), plus New Mexico and Iowa.

According to the Center for Voting and Democracy (Richie & Levien 2013), 40 states (plus DC) voted for the same political party in every presidential election from 2000 to 2012. Moreover, 31 states (plus DC) voted for the same party in every presidential election from 1992 to 2012. In other words, 62 percent of states have not altered their presidential voting patterns during the past 20 years (although they may have altered their degree of support for their preferred party).

Just as many states have come to be predictably red or blue (in most cases) in their presidential voting behavior, so, too, have subpresidential races come to be more predictable. Nate Silver (2012) has demonstrated that there are far fewer instances of House districts where voters select a representative from one party but cast a presidential ballot for a candidate from another party, compared to 1992. Americans increasingly have come to prefer one party, and only one party, when making their choices at the ballot box. Silver also finds that congressional districts in 2012 were more likely to be “landslides” in terms of their presidential preferences when compared to the country as a whole. So, while the election between Mitt Romney and Barack Obama may have appeared to be quite close in terms of the popular vote, most Americans didn’t experience it that way. Rather, most Americans tended to live in places where their neighbors overwhelmingly favored one candidate or the other. As a result, it is not uncommon to see House districts, counties, towns, or regions of a state classified as red or blue. Any cohesive geographic entity with a consistent pattern of partisan voting behavior risks being tagged with such a label.

As the colors red and blue have come to be associated with particular political outcomes (victories for Republicans or Democrats, in elections beyond the presidential race), they have come to take on other meanings as well. Nowadays, they are often used as shorthand to express cultural and other political differences that people believe to exist between Democratic and Republican voters (i.e., being urban or rural; being cosmopolitan or insular; being secular or being religious; not owning guns or being a gun owner; favoring abortion rights or favoring limits on abortions; being an environmentalist or favoring energy exploration).

Indeed, these cultural associations have probably become the more dominant narrative for how most people interpret the terms “red state” and “blue state.” Urban Dictionary offers political and cultural definitions for these terms, as does conservative radio talk show host Rush Limbaugh. RedState.Com is a website for conservative news; the defunct website BuyBlue.com pointed progressive shoppers to stores and brands that supported their politics. None of these uses specifically links the terms to the outcomes of the 2000 presidential election, nor the consistency of presidential election outcomes at the state level.

Although the cultural use of this terminology has become pervasive, there are also problems associated with this classification scheme. First, these categories most aptly describe states that tend to be dominated by a single political party, and thus aren’t particularly competitive. Although many states are becoming more homogenous in this respect, not all states share this trait. Some states (albeit a declining number) remain competitive at the presidential level; often these are labeled as “swing states” or “purple states” because they do not fit neatly into the red and blue categories. Other states may not be competitive at the presidential level, but may have more complex state and local party competition (i.e., West Virginia).

But, the largest objection raised by political scientists to these categories is that they tend to invite the user to engage in fallacious reasoning—in particular, the use of the ecological fallacy. Ecological fallacies are committed when people presume that the traits of an aggregate can be inferred to be valid for individuals. Living in a red state (or a blue state) doesn’t tell us much about the political proclivities of the individuals who reside in those states. Yet, it is quite common for journalists and pundits to assume that what is true of the state is also true of the individuals who reside in the state. Thus, some political commentators decry the out-of-touch affluent liberals that they presume must be voting for Democrats in states like Connecticut and New York, because those states are affluent and are considered blue (Brooks 2001). Similarly, other commentators have criticized working-class midwesterners who live in red states for presumably voting Republican on the basis of cultural issues when their economic interests lie elsewhere (Frank 2005). As Gelman et al. (2010) point out, neither of these assumptions is true: less affluent persons tend to vote for Democrats regardless of the color of their state, and more affluent persons tend to vote for Republicans regardless of the color of their state. That more affluent states tend to be blue and that less affluent states tend to be red does not describe the voting behavior of the individuals within those states. Indeed, within every state, there are pockets of liberal “blue” voters and conservative “red” voters (Chinni & Gimpel 2011). Focusing on the behavior of the state as a unit misses the diversity of the voters (and communities) within a state.
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Valerie Sulfaro

REGULATORY STATE

The term “regulatory state” came into use during the last quarter of the 20th century to describe a democratic government that utilized expert agencies to control sectors of the economy. To govern, the regulatory state uses rule making, rule monitoring, and rule enforcement authorized by legislation. Regulation provides the framework in which economic activity is conducted. Although the regulatory state is defended as necessary for a nation that has rejected public ownership of most industries and services, critics contend that the control distorts the marketplace. Critics also argue that the making and application of rules does not function effectively (Levi-Faur 2011).

The concept of the regulatory state applies to the United States as well as other developed democratic nations that use expert agencies to regulate sectors of their economies. The legislative bodies of the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, the European Union countries, and other nations have enacted economic regulatory statutes and established specialized agencies to implement the legislation. Their agencies function much like their U.S. counterparts (Levi-Faur 2011).


Origin of the Term

Many sources credit political scientist James Anderson (1933–) with promoting the term “regulatory state” in his 1962 book The Emergence of the Modern Regulatory State, which addressed the U.S. experience with economic regulation.



Regulation includes setting standards, gathering information, and monitoring performance. Finally, sanctions may be imposed for violations of rules or standards. Regulation involves sustained and focused control over private economic activities that are socially valued. The focus on socially valued activities distinguishes regulation from the criminal justice system, which seeks to control or eradicate undesirable economic activities (Glaeser & Shleifer 2003).

The regulatory statutes enacted by a popularly elected legislature like the U.S. Congress frequently include only general provisions. The legislature, the regulated entities, and other participants in the political process expect the expert agencies to develop specific rules and procedures to implement a statute and to enforce compliance.

The regulatory state employs agencies that are answerable to the legislature. The agencies operate with specific statutory mandates and with limitations on their powers. In addition to legislative control through the enactment and amendment of statutes and the appropriations process, many agency actions are subject to judicial review for compliance with law (Solomon 2008).

Agency employees are highly educated and trained in the physical and social sciences. The agencies use highly structured procedures to promulgate rules, regulations, and guidelines. Referring complex issues to specialized and independent agencies is justified by the need for expertise and by the need to insulate decisions from partisan politics.

In the United States, the regulatory state began developing in the late 19th century. The Progressive Era grew out of reform movements in the 1880s and continued to World War I. Reform advocates maintained that independent, nonpartisan agencies could make policy decisions scientifically and dispassionately. Until this period, the United States had relied on state and federal courts to redress socially harmful behavior. Courts oversaw private activity through the common law of torts, property, contract, and the like. Litigation under such long-established remedies as breach of contract, damages for injury to persons and property, and public nuisance were considered adequate to address any adverse consequences of industrialization, concentration of financial power, and anticompetitive behavior (Levi-Faur 2011).

With the passage of the Interstate Commerce Act in 1887 and the organization of the Interstate Commerce Commission to regulate railroad services, Congress moved toward an alternative to traditional legal remedies. Congress recognized that the increasing complexity required new structures to control the railroads (Glaeser & Shleifer 2003).

Prior to World War I, Congress enacted additional regulatory statutes that created expert agencies to regulate economic activities. The Federal Trade Commission, which initially regulated certain major corporate transactions and competition, began operation. The Food and Drug Administration was organized. The Federal Reserve System was established to regulate some aspects of banking (Glaeser & Shleifer 2003).

The inauguration of President Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1933 introduced the New Deal. As part of the effort to bring the United States out of the Great Depression, new or revamped regulatory bodies like the Federal Communications Commission, Federal Power Commission, the Civil Aeronautics Board, and the Securities and Exchange Commission, which regulated the sale of stocks and bonds, were established.

Since the New Deal, Congress has enacted additional laws directing regulation of additional industries and sectors of the economy. Agencies including the Environmental Protection Agency and the National Highway Traffic Administration are now charged with the regulation of highly technical aspects of the economy (Levi-Faur 2011).

Although the regulatory state is widely accepted as a means of controlling economic activity, debate continues over the actual operation of the regulatory state. Primary among criticisms is the inefficiency of the rule-making process. In a world of uncertainty, legislatures and agencies are unable to predict what the best rules will be. The mechanisms for monitoring and adjusting the rules in light of experience may be cumbersome. Finally, scarce state resources mean that agencies may be unable to help private actors comply, to enforce the law, or to monitor and update rules (Solomon 2008).

Proponents and opponents also differ over the design of certain regulations. Some argue that some regulations stifle innovation or infringe upon rights. Others argue that some regulations are inadequate to curb abuses or to protect the public. These differences are resolved through the political process.
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Wayne N. Smith

RELIGION AND POLITICS

Although economic conditions no doubt influence the political behavior of U.S. citizens, religion plays a major role in political life as well. The United States is one of the most religious countries in the world, with the majority of citizens reporting a belief in God (Smith 2012). Political scientists have grown increasingly interested in understanding how religious belief and belonging matter to political behavior as well as how political elites attempt to mobilize religious citizens. In the lead up to the 2016 presidential election, groups like the Family Research Council, black church leaders, and candidate-specific groups like Faith Voters for Hillary appealed to citizens on the basis of their religious beliefs. But to what extent middle-class voters respond to such efforts depends on the absence of other issues and social identities competing for their attention. It is not controversial to say that religious identity helps define electoral politics in the United States, but just how religion matters and for whom, has shifted over time. And to what extent religious identity mirrors, challenges, or complements class identity varies as well.

In the early 20th century, partisanship and voting behavior were largely a function of socioeconomic characteristics. The Industrial Revolution, the Great Depression, and the New Deal brought the economy to the forefront of any political campaign. Attitudes toward government programs aiding workers and the poor often explained citizens’ party allegiance. Even though religious belief was largely secondary to economic concerns when it came time to vote, it generally mirrored one’s economic status. Sociologist Will Herberg’s 1955 book Protestant-Catholic-Jew set the framework by which religion was initially understood by political scientists. Religion, according to Herberg, was largely a reflection of immigrant and ethnic communities. Protestants were predominantly white, wealthier than the average voter, and generally favored the Republican Party. The majority of Catholics and Jews, on the other hand, were religious minorities. In many cases they were first-generation Americans, less wealthy, and favored the Democratic Party’s effort to increase social welfare programs. The religious divide in terms of politics was between the traditions well into the 1960s.

The symmetry between economic concerns and religious identity weakened over time as immigrants were assimilated into American culture and social issues received greater attention in political discourse. By the 1970s, the women’s movement, legalized abortion, and civil rights created new cleavages between the political parties and religious groups. The political divide was no longer between traditions; it was within them (Layman 2001). Protestants, Catholics, and Jews that regularly attended religious services and engaged in prayer and scripture reading found themselves in the same political trench. These traditionalists from across religions joined forces to address what they perceived to be moral decay and the secularization of the public sphere. Beginning in the 1970s, the social movement known as the Christian Right connected Republican elites with religious leaders who were eager to mobilize voters on behalf of conservative social policy. A “culture war” came to define the dynamics between religious conservatives and their more liberal and secular counterparts.

Although the influence of the Christian Right on public policy has been debated, there is a consensus that the movement has been largely successful in mobilizing previous unengaged citizens and priming voters to consider social issues and their religious convictions when entering the ballot box (Wilcox & Robinson 2011). Higher turnout among evangelical Protestants, the base of the Christian Right movement, was credited with helping President Ronald Reagan get elected in 1980. In the 1988 presidential race, the Christian Right was responsible for televangelist Pat Robertson’s second-place finish in the Iowa Caucus during the Republican primary. And more than 20 years after the Christian Right’s inception, the 2004 election was declared to be the year of the “values voter” (Green et al. 2006). Exit poll data in 2004 showed another increase in voting among conservative evangelicals; numerous states passed bans on same-sex marriage that year and abortion and stem-cell research were popular talking points during the campaign.

With social issues prominently on the agenda since the 1970s, religious identity became a more significant predictor of voting behavior and trumped class identity for a significant portion of citizens. Religious traditionalists voted for the Republican Party regardless of economic status. As a result, in some cases religious citizens voted against their economic interests. Journalist and historian Thomas Frank addressed this oddity in his 2004 book What’s the Matter with Kansas? According to Frank, religious conservatism inappropriately framed politics around hot-button cultural issues and caused citizens in Kansas to vote for a party that promotes fiscal policies that do not benefit them.

More recently, however, the Christian Right has been challenged by a religious message from the left. Though there is no unified religious left movement, individuals at least have begun to promote themes of social justice that align with public opinion (Olson 2007). Elected officials referred to the federal budget as a “moral document,” which could be justified citing a passage from the Gospel of Matthew, “For where your treasure is, there your heart will be also.” In policy debates, health care was framed not just as a right, but as a “moral obligation.” Throughout his presidency, Barack Obama, a Democrat, spoke often about how his religious background and beliefs shaped his political philosophy; he echoed themes promoted by the black church. Pope Francis championed immigration reform and in 2015 issued his first major encyclical on climate change and the environment. All serve as confirmation that religio-political activism is not limited to a Republican-brand of Christianity.

Meanwhile, there has been an increasingly apolitical brand of Christian conservatism on the horizon. Following the death of prominent Christian Right figure Jerry Falwell (1933–2007) and the retirement of James Dobson at Focus on the Family in 2009, some organizations have attempted to change course, refraining from debating gay rights and abortion and instead focusing on less controversial topics like religious freedom and foster care. A number of evangelical churches are beginning to speak out against a politicized Christianity fearing that allegiance to one political party dilutes the message of the Gospel as the word of God for all people. This appears to be in keeping with public opinion. A 2012 survey found that slightly more than half of the public (54 percent) believes that churches should keep out of politics, compared with 40 percent who say religious institutions should express their views on social and political matters (Pew Research Center 2012). In contrast, between 1996 and 2006 opinion on this question consistently leaned in the opposite direction.

Finally, demographics suggest that religious observance in the United States is on the decline. According to a 2015 study, the number of Christians in particular is declining, while the number of adults who do not identify with any organized religion is growing. This trend is evident among all age groups, races, and education levels (Pew Research Center 2015).

Coinciding with the above religious shifts came a dramatic change in the economic landscape. In 2004, when asked what one issue mattered most to them in choosing a president, “moral values” ranked at the top, but in 2008 the economy was the chief concern. During the Great Recession from 2007 to 2009, 62 percent of voters said the economy was the most important issue in their vote choice, the largest percentage since 1980. Economic recovery continued to be salient in the 2012 presidential election, and in 2016 the topic seemed to shift only slightly, to that of income inequality. Presidential candidates were eager to highlight their working-class credentials, and they proposed methods of raising income levels for the middle class.

Thus, by the mid-2010s, the influence of religion on political behavior has been somewhat muted. Citizens today are more likely to hear campaign messages about wages and the economy than about abortion and gay rights. The culture war itself was a casualty of the Great Recession. The religious messages in political discourse can be Republican or Democratic in nature. Moreover, public support for the 2015 Supreme Court decision legalizing same-sex marriage seemed to quell any potential for that issue to define electoral outcomes. Therefore, social issues and religion are not the political force they were in the late 20th century at the height of Christian Right activism. For now, more voters appear to be thinking about the state of their pocketbook than their church pew when it comes time to cast their vote.
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Carin Robinson

RELIGIOUS RIGHT

The religious right refers to a movement that seeks to apply orthodox religious tenets to politics. Organizations have formed over the past 40 years that have sought to mobilize evangelical Christians, traditional Catholics, and orthodox Jews on the basis of their conservative religious outlook. This outlook more often than not translates to conservative political principles and has led a large majority of orthodox members of the various faith traditions to vote Republican. The religious right is well represented among the American middle class and has elevated so-called moral issues like abortion, gay rights, and school prayer to a level of salience equal to or even surpassing that of economic issues. This has created a dilemma for many religious Americans in the middle class as their economic status might predispose them to vote Democratic but their moral traditionalism is more in line with the Republican Party. Most of these voters have resolved this conflict by shifting their economic views rightward and eventually finding a permanent home in the GOP.

The mainstream national media first noticed the religious right during the 1980 presidential campaign. The Religious Roundtable, one of several religious right organizations that had sprouted up during the late 1970s, held their National Affairs Briefing in Dallas, Texas, in August of 1980. Just under 20,000 evangelical Christians came to hear Ronald Reagan, the Republican candidate for president, introduced as the keynote speaker. Reagan was famously unabashed in asking for the support of evangelicals across the land. This was politically significant for many reasons. First, President Jimmy Carter was himself a born-again Christian and had done fairly well among this demographic during his election campaign in 1976. Second, evangelical Christians made up somewhere in the neighborhood of 20 to 30 percent of the electorate, and so if they were to swing Republican it could make the difference in the election. And finally, evangelicals had been known for their lack of interest in politics, which went all the way back to the Scopes Monkey Trial in 1925 when their champion, William Jennings Bryan, was humiliated by the media’s portrayal of his impassioned defense of creationism.

Although Dallas put the religious right on the nation’s radar, its roots went back at least as far as January 22, 1973, when in Roe v. Wade the Supreme Court superseded various state laws and allowed abortion for any reason during the first trimester of pregnancy. That was the day a Virginia preacher named Jerry Falwell decided that he needed to devote more of his time and energy to politics instead of just preaching the Gospel. He first became very active in fighting various gay-rights ordinances across the country. Toward the end of the decade, Falwell got together with several secular New Right operatives and formed the Moral Majority. The Moral Majority was to be a political organization based on orthodox religious principles. Its main goal was to mobilize Christian conservatives on behalf of candidates that took morally traditional positions on the hot-button issues of the day. Jerry Falwell was ideally suited to lead this new organization because he was known nationwide as a televangelist. His 11 a.m. service at Thomas Road Baptist Church had been broadcast across the country for years, and Falwell regularly pulled in millions of dollars a year in donations. The idea was to translate this power and influence to the political arena. Both Falwell and another popular televangelist named Pat Robertson led the religious right in its earliest incarnation.

Heeding Reagan’s call, the Moral Majority registered several million voters during the 1980 campaign and evangelicals went 2:1 for the Republican from California. Although the religious right failed to win many major policy victories during Reagan’s eight years in office, they established themselves as a formidable political foe for liberal Democrats across the country. Despite the demise of the Moral Majority in the late 1980s, the religious right continued to flourish under the direction of new leaders that started new organizations. Ralph Reed teamed up with Pat Robertson to form the Christian Coalition and Dr. James Dobson formed Focus on the Family, which was based on his popular radio show of the same name. These newer organizations of the 1990s focused more on grassroots mobilization and local politics. They sought to activate voters at the precinct level and compete hard for local offices believing that this is where they could have the most influence on public policy and people’s everyday lives.

Despite the focus on local politics, the religious right couldn’t help but make national news as their fiery brand of religious and political conservatism routinely attracted the glare of the media spotlight. During the 1992 Republican National Convention in Houston, Texas, religious right leaders such as Robertson and Pat Buchanan spouted heated rhetoric for the delegates in attendance and the nation at large watching on television. Buchanan famously declared that a “culture war” was being waged in the country between those who supported traditional family values and those who opposed them. Abortion, gay rights, and school prayer continued to be the issues on which the warring factions fought. There was a bit of a backlash against the intense rhetoric coming from the podium in Houston, and when George Herbert Walker Bush was defeated by Bill Clinton many proclaimed the religious right movement dead on arrival. However, as with many hasty predictions this one proved to be fallacious as the Republicans took over the Congress in 1994 with major assistance from the aforementioned Christian Coalition and Focus on the Family. Evangelical Christians were now voting upwards of 75 to 80 percent with the Republican Party. Their support for fellow born-again Christian George W. Bush helped him win two presidential terms in the early 2000s and helped the Republican Party gain control of both houses of Congress for much of the new century.

As America becomes more liberal on social issues (except for abortion) and the younger generations exhibit less ties to organized religion, the fate of the religious right has once again been questioned by political pundits. As in the past, the so-called demise of the religious right would seem to be very much exaggerated. As long as approximately 40 percent of the country believe the Bible is the literal word of God, and as long as these Americans continue to participate in politics at higher levels than the general public, the religious right figures to remain a strong force in our politics. As mentioned earlier, what remains most relevant to the religious right and its relationship to the American middle class is how much social conservatism may distract middle and lower income citizens from their economic well-being when casting their votes.
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Martin Cohen

SAME-SEX COUPLES AND HEALTH CARE

Same-sex couples have not had the right to health coverage benefits through their employers until the 2015 Supreme Court ruling legalizing same-sex marriage federally (Obergefell v. Hodges 2015). Even then, they must often be married to receive these benefits. Prior to the federal ruling, same-sex couples were subject to the laws of their state, and to the policies of their companies. The following discusses the development of health care coverage overall, the landmark overturning of the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA 1996), and compares and contrasts health care coverage policies in public and private universities before same-sex marriage was nationally legalized. Finally, the implications for health care coverage for same-sex couples is discussed, concluding that they may find the need to get married should they desire health benefits from their higher education employers.

Historically, health benefits were not generally given through an employer. “In 1910, Montgomery Ward entered into one of the earliest group insurance contracts” (Employee Benefit Research Institute 2002). Before this time there had only been a few ways to receive health benefits. Most Americans could not afford health insurance on their own, and the coverage consisted of a hospital room and basic services. As World War II began to end, more and more organizations began to offer insurance. “Health insurance was an attractive means to recruit and retain workers during a labor shortage for two reasons: Unions supported employment-based health insurance, and workers’ health benefits were not subject to income tax or Social Security payroll taxes, as were cash wages” (Employee Benefit Research Institute 2002). The Defense of Marriage Act of 1996 (DOMA 1996) stated that no organization would be required to provide same-sex partners health benefits; however, the organization may take it upon themselves to offer benefits if they choose. This type of process where organizations are responsible for the decision on health care for employees’ same-sex partners continued until 2015, impacting the ability of same-sex couples to maintain middle class status.

The Supreme Court ruling in June 2013 declared that Section 3 of DOMA which denied same-sex partners the legal right to marry was unconstitutional (United States v. Windsor 2013). The ruling changed options for same-sex couples around the United States. The decision declared that same-sex couples have the same rights to legalized marriage as traditional marriage between man and woman, and states cannot ban marriage based on sexual partnerships. This ruling is pivotal to the options these couples were provided for health care benefits. Up until this ruling benefits were provided under the discretion of the state or the organization. Organizations are not required to provide same-sex partner benefits, and as Lisa Schencker and Bob Herman suggested in a Modern Healthcare article on June 26, 2015, “… it is likely that a number of employees will soon drop their domestic partnership benefits and instead require employees to marry if they want to extend coverage to their partners” such as the University of Minnesota.

Public and private higher education institutes will also use their discretion as to how they will provide benefits to their employees’ same-sex partners. “On May 14, 2013 Governor Mark Dayton signed into law a bill legalizing same-sex marriages in Minnesota” (Minnesota Department of Human Rights 2013). Taking this into consideration for the higher education institutions around the state, the University of Minnesota decided that changes needed to be made regarding their health benefits. As Colleen Flaherty noted in an Inside Higher Ed article on July 18, 2014, “The University of Minnesota has been offering domestic partner benefits to employees with same-sex partners since 2002, as a way of being equitable to employees without legal access to marriage.” A year after the ruling the University of Minnesota decided to change their policy and only provide health benefits to employee same-sex partners if they are married.

Ohio played an important role in the marriage equality movement. The case of Obergefell v. Hodges (2015) initiated the nationwide ruling ending marriage discrimination. However, before this ruling private organizations such as Denison University in Granville, Ohio, have been a leader in providing such provisions to their employees since 1995. Denison defines in their employee handbook that “a domestic partner is a person who the employee has a sole relationship with, intends to remain in the relationship indefinitely, is of the same-sex as the domestic partner, and neither the employee nor the domestic partner is married” (Denison University 2014). Unlike the University of Minnesota, Denison University has no plans in changing or implementing new policies for same-sex partner benefits.

When same-sex marriage became legal nationally options opened for organizations when it comes to health care coverage. Same-sex couples like traditional married couples want the same things that include equality and understanding. When same-sex couples are required to marry in order to receive health benefits, they fall in line with nonmarried traditional couples. Many organizations require traditional couples to be married for the partner to receive health benefits, and now that option is available for everyone, such as in the state of Minnesota. When couples are married, this makes them eligible for benefits such as death, health, family leave, and property (Minnesota Legislative Reference Library 2015).

As of January 2016, Freedom to Marry (n.d.) noted that upon death of a spouse “a couple is not married and one partner dies, the other partner is not entitled to bereavement leave from work, to file wrongful death claims, to draw the Social Security of the deceased partner, or to automatically inherit a shared home, assets, or personal items in the absence of a will. Unlike spouses, unmarried partners are usually not considered next of kin for the purposes of hospital visitation and emergency medical decisions.” Family leave provides married couples the option to take a leave of absence to care for a sick partner. If an unmarried couple has a partner die unexpectedly the surviving partner will generally be denied the home they shared without most likely a lengthy and costly legal battle. In addition, rights and responsibilities for the family are contingent upon laws and if these couples are married. Not all organizations will change their health care options since the national laws have changed; however, there may be a benefit to these couples if they do marry.

See also: Homophobia; Human Rights; Marriage Equality Movement
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SEXUAL HARASSMENT

As a legal concept, sexual harassment is defined as inappropriate sexual conduct that is sufficiently “severe, pervasive, and unwelcome” in nature as it occurs in the workplace, or under the auspices of a relationship governed by workplace dynamics, as this was articulated in the landmark case Meritor v. Vinson in 1986. Thus, sexual harassment encompasses behavior that entails abusive power relations within the work environment, as defined under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that prohibits “discrimination on the basis of sex.” Sexual harassment is more specifically defined as unwelcome sexual, physical, or verbal advances and requests that interfere with individual working performance or creates a hostile work environment, depending on the circumstances.

Quid pro quo sexual harassment involves a grant or denial of benefits rendered based on an employee’s response to unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, etc. To successfully make this claim, an individual must be able to demonstrate a substantive connection between some type of negative occupational result and his or her refusal to submit to a supervisor’s sexual advances. To assert a claim of “hostile environment” sexual harassment, employees must be able to demonstrate that their working environment was tainted to such an extent that they were unable to properly perform their duties of employment. The United States Supreme Court, in Meritor, presented a clearly articulated standard of behavior for employers to enforce, and effectively implement, to avoid liability for the behavior of their employees under the auspices of employment contracts pursuant to a claim of sexual harassment.

Ultimately, gender expectations characterize sexual harassment as discriminatory conduct pertaining to power differentials between actors in the workplace. As demonstrated by sex role spillover theory, women are often defined by socially ascribed gender roles and are, thereby, expected to exhibit behaviors common to the domestic sphere as primary caretakers within the public sphere of the workplace (Gutek 1985). This theoretical explanation for sexual harassment behaviors is most applicable to the hostile environment harassment scenario because it highlights the ways in which the actual performance of a woman’s job is made more difficult by the very occupational beliefs and practices we have sanctioned as acceptable organizational practices and policies, which arguably exist apart from the workers themselves (Kohlman 2004). It should be noted that the message that women are safer and more productive as caretakers aligns with the objectification of their bodies within the labor force. In this context, women who appear to replace domestic duties with work responsibilities may be sexually objectified. Although women cannot be expected to fully abandon the workforce, they may be pressured to remain in occupations lacking in relative prestige in comparison to their male coworkers, and this may even occur when women achieve high paying positions of authority (Kohlman 2006). Indeed, the power of working women, especially as a supervisor or leader, becomes limited by discriminatory practices that result from gendered stereotyping. This discrimination devalues the working ability of an individual. As a result, sexual harassment is a destructive force in the workplace in that women are perceived as lower in rank regardless of professional title or leadership responsibilities inherent in the occupation at issue. The threat of being harassed while having to execute leadership in male-dominated positions has been shown to isolate women from prestigious jobs despite incredible occupational success (McLaughlin et al. 2012).

Although women may be targeted as sexual objects in the labor market, this is not to be construed as an attempt to provide any form of consensual sexual pleasure. Rather, the motives behind sexual harassment are indicative of the abuse of power and a coercive manner of exercising control over an individual’s power and agency in the performance of his or her occupation, which is unrelated to sexual desire. We see this most explicitly when sexual harassment behaviors are meant to elicit female gender expectations emphasizing vulnerability, humiliation, and oppression of the victim. Female workers are targeted as proof that they are too vulnerable and inadequate for their specific work environment. It is a deliberate method to communicate disapproval of female presence. As a result, men in male-dominated fields are more likely to harass their female coworkers with the aim of protesting their presence in the occupational position at issue. Thus, the reasoning of the U.S. Supreme Court in Meritor, and the cases that have followed it, would seem to have been made with an eye toward articulating a change in the standard of proof with an understanding that occurrences of sexual harassment are, more often than not, a subjective assessment of events because the behavior at issue is most likely to occur in circumstances where there may be few witnesses to the incident(s) except the perpetrator and the victim and individuals may differ as to how one should interpret the events at issue.

Sexual harassment is truly, then, an old problem that continues to plague the modern world of the labor market. In order to effectively deal with cases of sexual harassment, it is important to clarify the difference between a minor breach of etiquette and a discriminatory violation based on sex. Sexual harassment is not expected to serve as civility code because it requires evidence relating to specific discrimination based on sex. The primary query behind allegations of sexual harassment stems from a concern that some members of the U.S. labor market are more vulnerable to being targets of sexual harassment than others for some identifiable reason such as age, gender, marital status, race, or occupational position.

With this in mind, it has now become commonly understood that both men and women may be the perpetrators of sexual harassment as well as the victims, regardless of sexual orientation. It is often clear, however, that women’s probability of reporting incidents of sexual harassment is a function of personal demographics and is related to the predominance of other women or men in their jobs. Although women are more likely to report sexual harassment, in general, it has also been shown that men can also demonstrate that they have been sexually harassed through discriminatory acts on the basis of their sex. For example, in the case of Rene v. MGM Grand Hotel, Inc. the Ninth Circuit court considered the issue of same-sex claims of sexual harassment predicated on the basis of sexuality. Medina Rene claimed that male coworkers had sexually harassed him because he was gay. Although a district court judge summarily dismissed this case, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals reversed this decision, ruling that “Title VII forbids offensive touching (a physical assault of a sexual nature) whether the attack is performed by members of the same sex or by members of the opposite sex.” Hence, the elimination of vagaries regarding sexual identity, or any misinterpretation thereof, facilitates the argument for recognizing that incidents of sexual harassment must be determined based on the behavior of employees within the workplace rather than personal identity politics. Although the U.S. Supreme Court stated this quite clearly in the 1998 decision Oncale v. Sundowner Offshore Services, Inc., the reasoning of the federal court in Rene further clarifies that the objective of sexual harassment behavior, whether or not it is specifically acknowledged by the harasser, is to target certain individuals in order to establish an unequal distribution of power. In this way, misinterpreted intentions do not eliminate the existence of a “hostile environment.”

See also: Bullying; Civil Rights Act; Equal Employment Opportunity Commission; Equal Pay Act; Gender Wage Gap; Intimate Partner Violence; Sexism; Steinem, Gloria; Women and Minority Leaders; Women and Politics
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SHARPTON, AL (1954–)

Al Sharpton was born October 3, 1954, in Brooklyn, New York, to Ada Richards and Alfred Charles Sharpton, Jr. When Sharpton was only 9 years old, his father put the family in a crisis by abandoning them. As a result, they had to move from Queens, New York, to the public housing projects in Brooklyn. Sharpton began preaching at the age of 4 (encouraged by his mother) and became an ordained minister when he was 10 years old. Sharpton attended public schools in New York City and graduated from Samuel J. Tilden High School in Brooklyn in 1972. He entered Brooklyn College but dropped out in 1975 after completing only two years.

Sharpton began his activism at a relatively young age. In 1969, he was appointed by Rev. Jesse Jackson to serve as youth director of the New York City branch of Operation Breadbasket, an organization founded on improving the economic conditions of black communities across the country. Sharpton has remarked that he patterned himself after Jackson. In 1971, Sharpton created his own organization, the National Youth Movement, for the purpose of raising money for impoverished youth. Sharpton became youth director for the presidential campaign of Congresswoman Shirley Chisholm (D-NY) in 1972, at the age of 18. In 1973, he began working for recording artist and musician James Brown. Between 1973 and 1980, Sharpton served as Brown’s tour manager, where Sharpton learned the value of money. He quickly realized that Brown could raise more money for his organization doing one benefit concert than Sharpton could by holding numerous fund-raising events. When Sharpton wasn’t touring with James Brown, he was raising money and seeking publicity for his National Youth Movement.

Activism

In 1984, Sharpton gained national notoriety by leading protest marches during the “subway vigilante” case of Bernhard Goetz, a white man, who when riding a New York City subway, shot four black men who he alleged were trying to rob him. Goetz was subsequently cleared of all serious charges. The Goetz protests began Sharpton’s involvement in high-profile racial protests and marches. Also in 1984, Sharpton threatened to protest Michael Jackson’s Victory Tour unless black promoters were hired to promote the tour. In the end, Sharpton was hired to promote the tour.

In 1986, three African American men were beaten by a mob of whites in the Howard Beach neighborhood of Queens and one died after being hit by a motorist. Sharpton led a demonstration. In 1989, four African American teenagers were beaten by a mob of white Italian American youths in the Bensonhurst neighborhood of Brooklyn. Sharpton headed several protests and marches before and after two of the leaders were acquitted of the most serious charges. Before one of the protests began, Sharpton was stabbed in the chest by a white resident.

Sharpton’s most controversial activism involved an incident in 1987 with Tawana Brawley. She was a 15-year-old African American female who was found outside an apartment building in upstate New York wrapped in a garbage bag, covered in dog feces and racial epithets. She alleged she was kidnapped and sexually assaulted by a gang of white men. Sharpton got involved as her spokesperson and adviser. However, there were inconsistencies in her story, and the accused were acquitted. One of them won a judgment against Sharpton for defamation. Although some accused him of fabricating the whole thing, Sharpton never apologized nor recanted the story.

On August 19, 1991, riots broke out in the Crown Heights section of Queens, when a car driven by a Jewish man as part of a motorcade hit and killed a young Guyanese boy. Caribbean Americans and blacks who were angered that a private ambulance came to the assistance of the Jewish driver, but not the Guyanese boy, began rioting over several days. During the course of the rioting, a white foreign student was killed. Sharpton led a march after the riot with some of the protesters shouting, “No justice, no peace.”

Sharpton’s activism has raised the ire of many in the white community who see him as a race hustler or race baiter; at the same time, these incidents and subsequent civil rights protests led by Sharpton have helped to raise his profile as a national spokesperson for civil rights—and gained him respect among African Americans.

Politics

In 1991, Sharpton founded the National Action Network (NAN) to increase voter education and provide services to the indigent. It has been alleged that the organization threatens to boycott corporations that do not make substantial contributions.

Sharpton made several unsuccessful runs for the U.S. Senate from New York in the 1980s and 1990s. In 1997, he lost as a candidate for mayor of New York City. In 2004, Sharpton launched a failed bid for president.

Today, Sharpton has taken on a new identity with a much softer approach. He has lost weight, traded in much of his street activism, along with his jogging suits, for custom-tailored suits and a much more polished image.

In 2011, Sharpton was hired to be host of the MSNBC cable news show PoliticsNation. Paradoxically, he has transposed himself from an outside agitator to an insider—in fact, Sharpton became a defender of the president. He gained the confidence of President Obama and visited him frequently at the White House. Additionally, the president was the keynote speaker at the NAN’s 20th anniversary fund-raiser in New York. When an unarmed 18-year-old black teen was shot and killed by a white police officer in August 2014 in Ferguson, Missouri, President Obama’s top advisers reached out to Sharpton to get information about the violence.

Personal

Sharpton married Kathy Jordan in 1980; however, they have been separated since 2004.

See also: Civil Rights Act; King, Martin Luther, Jr., and His Economic Vision for America; Malcolm X; Racism
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SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

The United States Small Business Administration (SBA) was created by Congress and signed into law by President Dwight D. Eisenhower on July 30, 1953 (U.S. Small Business Administration). The SBA’s purpose is to provide loan guarantees and oversight of chartered certified development companies, facilitate entrepreneurial assistance, support federal procurement certifications, and partner with the Federal Emergency Management Agency to manage the process of personal and commercial dislocation funding. The SBA mission to “aid, counsel, assist and protect the interests of small business concerns, to preserve free competitive enterprise and to maintain and strengthen the overall economy of our nation” serves as a catalyst today for small company formation and growth (U.S. Small Business Administration). We will examine the scope of work performed by the SBA to perfect the mission.

Access to capital is one of the critical ways that the SBA supports entrepreneurs. Traditional loan underwriting tends to discount the capacity and capability of start-up and small scale enterprise entrepreneurs. The colloquial term “SBA loan” is misleading in that SBA is not typically involved in direct lending except through the 504 fixed-asset vehicle or disaster lending. Rather, the SBA under authorization by Congress guarantees a percentage of a loan to mitigate the risk exposure facing commercial lenders. There are three traditional loan programs that include the 7(a) loan, the CDC/504 loan, and the microloan. There is also a surety bond program and a network of venture capital operations.

The 7(a) loan program is the foundational “legacy” product offered by the SBA for promoting access to capital. The 7(a) mechanism is a guarantee that assures the bank or nonbank lender loss mitigation in the event of nonrepayment. As a guarantor, the SBA reimburses the lender up to 85 percent of the loan loss after factoring in repayments, garnishing net cash flow and recoveries from collateral liquidation. The 7(a) helps facilitate a lending process when a borrower risk does not fit within the parameters of underwriting. It is important to note, however, that there is also underwriting of the guarantee. The stronger guarantees are issued in certain circumstances such as when there is not enough collateral to secure the loan amount (known as being marginally short), there are extraordinary items in a credit history such as debt due as a result of an ordinary medical intervention, or cash flow will more reasonably make debt repayment while permitting the business to grow. The 7(a) loan program has supported initiatives such as the Community Advantage Loan that is offered through approved lenders to provide capital for targeted cohorts, Rural Advantage Loans, Export Loans, and the Capline line of credit for funding contract, builders, and working capital lending needs.

Certified Development Companies (CDC) facilitate fixed asset only loans known as the 504 Loan Program. The 504 loan is a unique tool that supports the acquisition of equipment, real property, and affiliated costs such as site studies and signage. It typically requires only a 10 percent equity investment by the business owner, 40 percent participation by the CDC, and 50 percent by a bank or nonbank lender known as the First Trust Lender. The First Trust Lender (FTL) advantage is important because it mitigates risk for the financial community. With only 50 percent participation, the FTL is first to collect (known as assuming first recovery) on all pledged collateral. The CDC is second in line. This is important because it encourages more fixed asset lending by commercial finance companies. And last but certainly not least is the small front end investment by the business owner. In most cases that investment is 10 percent; however, for ventures with greater risk, the investment can be as high as 20 percent.

Some entrepreneurs need minimal funding for their venture. Loans in this niche, typically between $5,000 and $50,000, are expensive to manage by traditional commercial lenders. A specialized vehicle known as the microloan fulfills access to small funds. The SBA facilitates this process by identifying and approving select intermediaries to provide microloans. Although typically more expensive per dollar borrowed than larger commercial loans, microlenders make it possible to borrow small needs that might otherwise go unserved.

Another way that the SBA supports small company formation and growth is by facilitating business assistance. Small Business Development Centers, the Service Corps of Retired Executives, the Women’s Business Centers, Procurement Technical Assistance Centers, Export Assistance Centers, and Veterans Business Outreach Centers combine to provide a network of business assistance across the country and U.S. territories. The SBA assistance centers provide one-on-one confidential counseling, training that supports business education, and business research that supports topics such as management methods, business modeling, market data, trend analysis, and industry best practices. The value (known as proposition) for cash-strapped small companies is that most of the assistance benefits are free. This ensures broad spectrum business assistance across the national entrepreneurial ecosystem.

The SBA also participates in federal disaster lending in conjunction with the Federal Emergency Management System. In this case the SBA makes direct loans to homeowners and business owners who have suffered certain losses as a result of a natural disaster. This provides for continuity of operations in the case of business owners. These loans will fund building repairs, machinery replacement, and working capital needed due to business interruption.

An oft overlooked offering made possible by the SBA are Small Business Investment Companies (SBICs) that provide equity investment in certain types of small company pursuits. Similar to other types of private equity funders, SBICs combine the strength and expertise of investors to assess growth potential in certain business activities and provide funding with the prospect of a risk appropriate return on investment.

The SBA has programs to level the playing field for small business owners. To help small companies grow market share with federal buyers, the SBA recognizes and administers several certifications. The 8(a) program enables federal contracting opportunities for socially or economically disadvantaged business owners. The HubZone program recognizes geographically and demographically historically underutilized business zones. The Woman Owned Small Business and the Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business programs provide for procurement benchmarks from these populations. Federal agencies are tasked with fulfilling “procurement goaling,” which while not a “set-aside,” is a target at which federal spending is intended to achieve.

The SBA oversees six key direct client assistance programs designed to provide counseling, mentorship, training, and critical information to prestart-up, early stage, and established small business owners. Those programs include the Small Business Development Centers (SBDCs), Women’s Business Centers (WBCs), the Service Corps of Retired Executives (SCORE), Procurement Technical Assistance Centers (PTACs), Veterans Business Outreach Centers (VBOCs), and U.S. Export Assistance Centers (EACs). SBDCs are funded by the SBA and accredited by a national association, America’s Small Business Development Centers.

SBDCs are located in universities, chambers of commerce, community colleges, economic development offices, and other community-minded organizations across the nation and in foreign territories. They serve all small company owners and aspiring entrepreneurs, including women, veterans, minorities, and agricultural-owned enterprise.

Women’s Business Centers are fewer in number and tend to be located in large urban areas. WBCs often provide day care and other services that support women who have barriers to entrepreneurship.

The Service Corp of Retired Executives is a volunteer organization that historically was comprised of retired business executives. Today it is a network of mentors that may or may not have been business owners. However, SCORE counselors tend to have either early venture expertise or industry expertise essential to start up businesses.

Procurement Technical Assistance Centers were created to level the playing field for small companies contracting to the federal government. Counseling services offered by PTAC’s helps small company owners with registrations such as the Federal System for Award Management, contract mining through FedBizOpps, certification such as 8a and HubZone, and how to use the Federal Acquisition Regulations.

Veteran Business Outreach Centers are very similar to SBDCs. They provide counseling, education, and research resources to the veteran market. There are a small number of VBOCs across the country, principally located near large military bases. They are critical to supporting the entrepreneurial needs of military men and women who are in transition to the civilian world.

And finally, U.S. Export Assistance Centers were created to assist entrepreneurs with identifying feasible foreign markets and navigating how to do trade in those markets. EACs help small companies with financing and export risk insurance. They can also convene companies with representatives from foreign and domestic consulates for purposes of data and negotiations.

The U.S. Small Business Administration is perhaps America’s most comprehensive small business ownership and entrepreneurial support program. The vast networks of service and finance capabilities, business education, and information transfer are a profound foundation for American small business. To this extent, the SBA fulfills a broad and important mission.

See also: Entrepreneurialism; Entrepreneurship in K–12 Education
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STEINEM, GLORIA (1934–)

For Americans who have either lived through or taken an interest in the second wave of the feminist movement (approximately mid-1960s to mid-1980s), Gloria Steinem’s image—with her trademark glasses and long hair—is virtually inseparable from this particular historical moment. Steinem is often described as one of the most influential U.S. feminists, journalists, and social and political activists who, in the late 1960s, became a leader of as well as media spokeswoman for the women’s movement. She is best known for the cofounding of the first glossy feminist magazine, Ms., her bestselling books, Revolution from Within: A Book of Self-Esteem (1992) and Outrageous Acts and Everyday Rebellions (1983), and her decades-long advocacy of women’s rights. There are also several anecdotes about Steinem that have become part of American (folk)lore: the most famous of these is Steinem’s “going undercover” as a Playboy bunny in order to expose the sexual vulnerability of women working in places like the New York Playboy Club. Her 1963 exposé, “A Bunny’s Tale,” brought Steinem instant fame.

The more mundane details of Steinem’s life are perhaps less known. Carolyn Heilbrun, one of Steinem’s biographers, notes that although Steinem’s roots were firmly in the middle class, she grew up in poverty in Toledo, Ohio, in a working-class neighborhood. Following her parents’ separation when she was 10, Steinem stayed with and took care of her mother who had a history of mental illness. Steinem then attended Smith College, and, following her graduation, spent two formative years in India on a Chester Bowles Fellowship. When Steinem returned to the United States, she made her way to New York City, where she began to meet both New York’s literati as well as its glitterati. Steinem had already begun to attract media attention by the mid-1960s—for her articles as well as for her glamor—but she still struggled to find steady work as a serious political journalist. In fact, it took years of writing articles for magazines like Glamour, Ladies’ Home Journal, and Vogue before she finally landed a regular column called “City Politic” in New York magazine. One of her most famous articles—“After Black Power, Women’s Liberation”—was written for “City Politic.” During this period, Steinem was also deeply involved in various social justice issues, strongly supporting the civil rights movement but spending much of her activism on behalf of the farmworkers’ struggle—led by César Chávez—and on behalf of the movement to end the war in Vietnam, campaigning, for example, for the antiwar presidential candidate George McGovern.

Even though the women’s movement had been formally reactivated with the founding of the National Organization of Women (NOW) in 1966, Steinem first experienced a feminist awakening three years later. It was during an abortion hearing organized by the radical feminist group, the Redstockings, that Steinem “underwent her conversion to feminism, recognizing at last the explanation for all the attitudes toward women she had endured and witnessed” (Heilbrun 1995, 169). From then on, Steinem would be identified as one of feminism’s most influential spokeswomen. Given her talent and popularity as a public speaker, her passionate and unwavering commitment to the women’s movement, and, of course, her much-talked-about beauty, it is not particularly surprising that the media singled her out. Christine Stansell’s panoramic history of the feminist movement describes Steinem not only as a “great stump speaker,” but also as beautiful “with long legs, a gorgeous mane of blond hair, and a model’s sculpted features” (Stansell 2011, 241–242).

Steinem would spend the next decades helping to establish many feminist organizations. She was a tireless advocate of the Equal Rights Amendment, testifying in the 1970 congressional hearings, campaigned for candidates she believed would advance women’s rights—most notably, perhaps, Shirley Chisholm (and later endorsing Hillary Clinton), and has been involved in countless reform initiatives. In addition to her central role in creating Ms. magazine, for which she would spend 15 years intensively fund-raising, writing, and editing, she was the founding president of the Ms. Foundation for Women. Later, she also cofounded organizations such as the National Women’s Political Caucus, the Women’s Action Alliance, the Women’s Media Center, and Choice USA. Steinem has also won many prestigious prizes over the years, including the Lifetime Achievement in Journalism Award from the Society of Professional Journalists, the Society of Writers Award from the United Nations, the National Gay Rights Advocates Award, and the Presidential Medal of Freedom in 2013. In addition, she has received a number of honorary degrees, and in 1993 she was inducted into the National Women’s Hall of Fame in Seneca Falls, New York.

Ultimately, though, while Steinem’s enormous influence on the women’s movement is incontrovertible, her feminism is difficult to classify. She can neither be pigeonholed as a liberal nor easily categorized as a radical. On the one hand, her stand on pornography, where she has aligned herself with staunchly antipornography feminists such as Catharine MacKinnon, seems to place her quite squarely within the radical feminism camp. Steinem has also insisted on the fact of male dominance as the root cause of sexism and has occasionally claimed that gender and not race is “probably the most restricting force in American life” (Steinem 2008). On the other hand, she has often been careful not to disengage sexism from other forms of oppression. Her official website clearly underscores that Steinem is particularly interested in the shared origins of sex and race caste systems, while the notion of shared origins goes against the very definition of radical feminism. Moreover, many of the organizations that Steinem has helped found—with their emphasis on education, freedom of choice, and equal representation—are firmly liberal in orientation.

What does seem clear is that Steinem’s feminism has consistently been hands-on and praxis-oriented—most often geared toward addressing and reassessing pressing issues of the times. This kind of feminism can be seen to inform her activism as well as her controversial Revolution from Within, in which she urges women to look inward and to believe in their abilities—something that is not easy in a culture that undermines women’s confidence at every turn. Although many feminists criticized the self-help tenor of the book, it seems only fair to highlight that Steinem was addressing what she perceived to be a grave problem among women: low self-esteem. Steinem’s praxis-oriented feminism is also evident in her public reassessment of her stand on the rights of transsexuals—from criticism of sex reassignment surgery in the 1970s to her unequivocal support in 2013 for transsexual people’s right to live their lives however they so choose. In addition, she has been critical of academic feminism, notoriously and divisively singling out Professor Judith Butler.

No matter how difficult it is to classify Gloria Steinem, few people would dispute that she has achieved an almost iconic status in the history of the U.S. women’s movement, and perhaps even in the U.S. imagination more generally. For many, she embodies both the successes of the second wave as well as the necessity of continuing the struggle to improve women’s lives everywhere.
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Catherine Rottenberg

STUDENT LOANS AND RISING TUITION COSTS

In the fall of 2009, thousands of students rallied in protest across the many campuses of the University of California. Joined by members of faculty and staff, these students mobilized in response to rising tuition costs and fee hikes within the University of California system, largely due to state budget cuts for higher education in a state hit hard by the Great Recession of 2008. The series of protests ignited many more in other states around the country, and many people see this as an important impetus for the global Occupy movement.

As the necessity of obtaining a college degree continues to increase, a great deal of uproar surrounding rising tuition costs and student debt has emerged. According to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, student debt has surpassed both America’s credit card debt and auto loan debt for the first time in our nation’s history (Thompson 2014). The cost of attending college is ballooning faster than ever, at a rate that is “eerily reminiscent of skyrocketing housing prices” before the mortgage crisis of 2008 (Taibbi 2013). This entry will briefly recount the history of college tuition in America and the burdens that rising tuition and student debt present to the American family.

History of Higher Education and College Tuition

For much of America’s history, higher education was an elite pursuit—very much a privilege that was reserved for a select few in society. After World War I, college enrollment in the country expanded tremendously. The number of enrolled college students increased fivefold within just two decades. Higher education was idealized as being the foundation to democracy and the ticket to the American dream (Levine 1986, 211). As the United States entered into World War II, major universities gained prominence on the national stage as an important tool in winning the war. Academic institutions partnered with the military and defense department and channeled their research toward the war effort. After the war, the federal government starting giving grants to universities because, for the first time ever, their research endeavors were beginning to “align with a national mission” (Kamenetz 2010, 2).

After the end of World War II, there was a sense that college could (and should) be open and available to everyone (Kamenetz 2010). With the aim of gradually easing returned soldiers back into the fabric of American life without shocking the labor force all at once, Congress passed the GI Bill, giving 2 million American servicemen free rides to attend college. The signing of the Higher Education Act of 1965 opened the door for many groups to attend college, regardless of race, gender, or socioeconomic background. These new policies expanded college enrollment and ushered in what seemed to be a new age of universal higher education in America (Kamenetz 2010, 13).

With these progressive steps, a college degree became recognized as the “passport to the middle class,” and began to become what seemed like a social entitlement, rather than a privilege, as it had been before the turn of the century (Kamenetz 2010). In 1969, students at the City University of New York (CUNY) rallied to open access to higher education to low-income minority communities. After a fierce struggle, the university complied. However, soon after New York City experienced a major fiscal crisis, and in the resulting restructuring, CUNY was forced to charge tuition for the first time in their history, again making it difficult for low-income students to afford an education. During this time, university tuition was established at multiple universities around the country. Federal student aid, through the Pell Grant, was authorized and was initially able to cover nearly all of an average student’s tuition costs. However, because of the ever-changing economic climate and increasing expansion of college enrollment since the Pell Grant’s inception, the amount of funding granted per student has been on the decline. Today, with rising tuition hikes, the Pell Grant covers less than one-third of the average student’s tuition cost (Kamenetz 2010, 20).

Neoliberalism and the Corporate University

Since the 1970s, shifts in economic policies have diminished the amount of public funds being apportioned to higher education. Federal, state, and local funding has steadily fallen to where, today, the amount of education funding per college student is at its lowest point in the last 25 years (Martin 2012). To survive, universities are being forced to adapt to these changes by embracing a new set of “neoliberal” economic ideals. According to these new ideas, well-managed academic institutions should function like a profit-maximizing corporation. To remain viable, universities should essentially turn a profit and pay for themselves. And so, forced to rely less on state and federal money, universities have had to find non-public funding elsewhere, namely through private donations and student tuition costs (Polychroniou 2013).

“Corporatizing” higher education has become a common practice in neoliberal higher education, with universities defunding programs and downsizing faculties in order to cut expenses. Meanwhile, funds go increasingly toward marketing schemes (to increase revenue streams), administrative personnel (to maximize efficiency in management operations), and other noneducational amenities (in order to attract more students and collect more tuition dollars). To satisfy the labor market, universities willingly sacrifice the quality of education for the quantity of credentials granted, fulfilling their new roles as diploma mills and advancing the proliferation of a phenomenon known as “credentialism.”

Credentialism

With the democratization of university access and the expansion of public higher education funding, those in the labor market are finding it harder to compete for well-paying jobs. College is now looked at as not being a means to living a better life, but as the “baseline of survival” (Kamenetz 2010, 29). According to a 2006 report by the National Center for Education Statistics, more than 87 percent of high school seniors planned to go to college after graduation and earn a degree. Where the labor market is increasingly demanding a college degree, young Americans entering the labor market are feeling more obliged to earn a credential in order to remain competitive and appear equally as qualified as their peers.

But with the rise in the number of degrees oversaturating the market, one undergraduate credential is becoming increasingly not enough. This phenomenon encourages students to stay in school longer to earn second majors, additional minors, graduate degrees, or academic certificates, forcing them to shell out and borrow more money to pay off the rising costs of university tuition. Universities are taking note of this phenomenon, and are beginning to shift the focus to job market preparation, thus deemphasizing a qualitatively diverse and rich educational experience.

These trends point to the emergence of higher education as a business and industry. In 2008, higher education was a $320 billion economic sector, and growth in this sector shows no signs of slowing any time soon (Kamenetz 2010, 29). Recently, the nation has seen the rise of for-profit colleges. Today, the University of Phoenix, the largest for-profit (or “market-driven” university) is the largest recipient of federal student aid (Kamenetz 2010, 5). Recent years have witnessed the failures of many federally subsidized for-profit colleges, where credentials from these institutions are not recognized or considered legitimate by employers in the labor market. Unable to find a well-paying job after finishing their degrees, former students of these for-profit institutions are twice as likely to default on their student loans (Martin 2012). A notable example of this can be illustrated in the closures of all Corinthian Colleges (a for-profit higher education provider in the United States and Canada) campuses in early 2015. Shortly thereafter, Corinthian filed for bankruptcy, allowing the for-profit institution to discharge its debt obligations. However, the students who owe Corinthian money are not able to do the same, and are still responsible for paying back their large debts.

Rising Student Loan Debt

College tuition costs are rising faster than anything else in America, more than double and triple the rate of inflation, at rates surpassing “healthcare, energy, and even housing” (Taibbi 2013). Just within the last four decades, the average cost of tuition has tripled in relation to the average family’s annual income (Taibbi 2013). As federal and state governments issue less funding to students and universities, college tuitions continue to rise and students are forced to take on larger amounts of debt to foot the bill. By the time of graduation, the average student leaves university with more than $27,000 of debt (Taibbi 2013). By the time these graduates find a stable, well-paying job, this debt has increased from the interest they are expected to pay back. Since larger portions of their income are being funneled into paying off their debts, the students are prevented from putting the money into other life investments, such as savings, retirement plans, and mortgages. As a result, the formation rate of new households in America is slowing, consumer spending is decreasing, and the gap between the rich and the poor is widening (Thompson 2014).

In 2014, student loan debt reached a milestone, totaling 1 trillion dollars, and it only continues to balloon (Thompson 2014). The numbers are staggering, and the crisis looms over the heads of 37 million Americans, who are threatened with wage garnishment if their individual debts go unpaid.

Conclusion

The parallels between the 2008 subprime mortgage crisis and the student debt crisis go without saying. The worth of college degrees, essentially backed by the stability of the institution at which they are earned, has become inflated by the oversaturation of credentials in the job market and the large amounts of tuition debt owed by students across the country. As tuition continues to skyrocket and student debt continues to pile up with each credit hour, it becomes increasingly clear that something will have to give, and likely sooner rather than later. This leaves us with an important question: When these student loan and credential bubbles burst, for whom will this be a crisis, and for whom will it be an opportunity?

Across the country, many students are calling for measures that will strike their debt from the books and protect them from the false promises and unfair market practices aimed to exploit young Americans. These pleas come after Congress has already made it nearly impossible for students to strip themselves of loan debt and refinance their loans (Taibbi 2013). One group of more than a dozen students, who attended the for-profit (and now, bankrupted) Everest Institute, have gone on a “debt strike,” refusing to pay back the loans they took out to earn their degrees (Vara 2015). At this moment, the students are bound to their lenders, and are expected to pay back the loans, but their campaign has helped to spark a movement for young Americans burdened with insurmountable student debt.
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LaJuan Neal and Jesse Goldstein

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Since its organization, the United States Supreme Court has addressed through its rulings fundamental issues of American public policy. In the first half of the 19th century, the Supreme Court upheld the supremacy of the national government under the U.S. Constitution. The Court continues to address major issues in American life. Since the Court was organized, opinion has been divided over not only the substance of rulings but whether the Supreme Court should have addressed an issue at all.

Article III, Section 1, Clause 1 of the Constitution provides that “The judicial Power of the United States, shall be vested in one Supreme Court, and in such inferior Courts.…” The Supreme Court was established pursuant to this provision and the Judiciary Act of 1789. The Court was organized on February 2, 1790, in New York City, which was the temporary seat of the federal government. Since February 2, 1801, the Court has sat in Washington, DC (Schwartz 1993, 14–18, 37).

The Constitution and statutes grant the Supreme Court jurisdiction or authority to consider cases. The Supreme Court’s original jurisdiction, or authority to hear a case from its inception, is conferred by the Constitution, Article III, Section 2, Clause 2. Generally, original jurisdiction is limited to disputes between states. Various statutes enacted under the authority of the Constitution, Article III, Section 2, Clause 2 grant appellate jurisdiction or authority to review the decisions of another court.

The Supreme Court has largely discretionary appellate jurisdiction over all federal courts. The Court also has discretion to hear appeals in cases when the highest court of a state or the District of Columbia has ruled on a question of federal law. The authority to select the appeals that it will consider gives the Court great power and influence. More than 10,000 appeals are filed annually. Of those, the Court hears approximately 100 (“A Reporter’s Guide to Applications Pending before the Supreme Court of the United States”).

The Supreme Court may hear a case only if there is an ongoing legal dispute. Since Article III, Section 2, Clause 1 of the Constitution stipulates that federal courts hear only cases or controversies, the Supreme Court avoids deciding cases that are moot, and it does not render advisory opinions, as the highest courts of some states may. (Schwartz 1993, 24–26)

As provided by the Constitution, the Supreme Court consists of the chief justice and associate justices. Congress sets by statute the number of associate justices. The current composition of the chief justice and eight associate justices was set in 1869 (Judiciary Act of 1869).

The president nominates the chief justice and justices who must be confirmed by the Senate. Given the significance of many of its rulings, the appointment process now draws great attention and considerable inquiry by the Senate.

Article III, Section 1, Clause 1 of the Constitution provides that “The Judges, both of the Supreme and inferior Courts, shall hold their Offices during good Behavior, and shall, at stated Times, receive for their Services, a Compensation, which shall not be diminished during their Continuance in Office.” Though subject to impeachment by the House of Representatives and trial by the Senate, only one justice has ever been impeached, in 1805, and none has been removed from office (Schwartz 1993, 57–58). A justice may retire at the age of 70 after serving for 10 years as a federal judge or at age 65 after 15 years of service (United States Courts).

The Supreme Court may exercise the power of judicial review and consider whether an act of Congress is authorized by the Constitution. Judicial review of statutes to determine conformity with a state constitution was exercised by the courts of several states prior to ratification of the Constitution (Schwartz 1993, 3–11). In its 1803 decision in Marbury v. Madison, the Court determined that a provision of the Judiciary Act of 1801 passed by Congress was inconsistent with Article III of the Constitution and could not be applied (Schwartz 1993, 39–43). In an 1810 decision, Fletcher v. Peck, the Court extended judicial review to consider whether a state statute conformed to the federal Constitution. In that decision, the Court found that a Georgia statute was contrary to the Constitution’s Contracts Clause, Article I, Section 10, Clause 1, which bars state legislation from impairing contracts, and could not be enforced. The exercise of judicial review of federal and state legislation remains one of the significant powers of the Supreme Court.

Equally important were decisions upholding the powers of the federal government in relation to the states. In Martin v. Hunter’s Lessee in 1816 (state law in conflict with treaty), McCulloch v. Maryland in 1819 (state taxation of a federal entity barred), and Gibbons v. Ogden in 1824 (state regulation of shipping between states barred), the Court found that various state legislation was in conflict with the powers conferred on the federal government by the Constitution’s Supremacy Clause, Article VI, Clause 2, and, in Gibbons v. Ogden, the Commerce Clause, Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. The power to review acts of Congress and acts of state legislatures remain at the center of the Court’s docket.

There is a tension between the practice of judicial review and the democratic ideals of self-government through an elected legislature. Likewise there exists a tension when the Court must consider cases involving a conflict between the exercise of federal powers granted by the Constitution and state action pursuant to the powers reserved for the states by the Constitution.

The Supreme Court has been criticized for selecting cases and using them as an opportunity to promote partisan positions. Such activity, in the view of some, exceeds Constitutional bounds as judicial activism. Others contend that the Court should show judicial restraint and merely interpret laws enacted by Congress and the Constitution as adopted. There has been debate throughout American history about the boundary between federal and state power.
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Wayne N. Smith

TEA PARTY

The Tea Party movement came into being a month after the first presidential inaugural of Barack Obama on January 20, 2009. Rick Santelli, a television reporter on the floor of the Chicago Mercantile Exchange, was commenting on the new administration’s proposed relief program for “underwater homeowners.” Those were the people whose mortgages exceeded the suddenly collapsed value of their homes. This was in the context the housing market collapse that was at the heart of the great financial crisis that struck the country, and shortly the world, in the fall of 2008.

In what came to be called the “Santelli Rant,” Santelli turned to the traders on the floor and held forth:

The government is promoting bad behavior.… I have an idea.… Mr. President.… Why don’t you put up a website to have people vote on the internet as a referendum to see if we really want to subsidize the losers’ mortgages? Or … at least … buy a house that is in foreclosure … give it to people who might have a chance to actually prosper down the road and reward people that can carry the water instead of drink the water?


This is America!

How many people want to pay for your neighbor’s mortgages that has an extra bathroom and can’t pay their bills?

Raise their hand!


President Obama, are you listening?

You know Cuba used to have mansions and a relatively decent economy. They moved from the individual to the collective. Now they’re driving ’54 Chevys.

It’s time for another tea party.

What we are doing in this country will make Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Franklin roll over in their graves. (McCain 2009)

In a manner that was almost prophetic, Santelli managed not only to light a spark that led to Tea Party groups forming across the country like wildfire, he also encapsulated three essential themes that have continued to motivate the Tea Party throughout its political lifetime. These are worth examining in a bit of detail:


	Middle-class security. As it turned out, Tea Party activists tended overwhelmingly to be middle-aged and older, white, and middle class or upper middle class. They were economically comfortable people who had long been voters on the far right of the Republican Party. In seizing upon home ownership, Santelli was addressing the very symbol of having made it in American middle-class life. His rant roiled the fears that accompanied the plummeting home values that were at the center of the financial threat that had begun in 2008 and was unlike anything Americans had experienced since the Great Depression of the 1930s.

	Identity. Santelli’s rant drew a fierce distinction between “us” and “them.” The Tea Partiers were the people who had earned their middle-class security. The others were those who only pretended toward middle-class respectability—the ones who needed the government to bail them out of situations they should not have been in in the first place. They were “undeserving (Williamson, Skocpol, and Coggin 2011)” of middle-class security. As Santelli put it, they were “losers.” The 2012 Republican Party presidential candidate Mitt Romney, appealing to the party’s Tea Party base, would call them “takers,” contrasting them with “makers” (The Economist 2012). But Tea Party identity went further. Not only were they deserving of what they had earned, they were also—in the phrase made famous by Tea Party champion Sarah Palin in her 2008 vice presidential campaign—the “real Americans.” And the threat they were under, that the country, they felt, was under, meant it was time for the real Americans to make a radical stand—as their patriot forefathers had done in Boston Harbor in 1773.

	Obama as anti-American. As Santelli put it, Obama’s government was making the founding fathers “roll over in their graves.” This sentiment would find numerous expressions throughout the history of the Tea Party movement, often equating Obama, liberalism, and the Democratic Party with movements seen as hostile to the United States, like socialism, communism, or fascism. Santelli connecting Obama’s effort to help underwater homeowners to the ideology of communist Cuba would be followed by the widely held Tea Party belief that his policies bordered on the treasonous. Of the president himself, much of the Tea Party subscribed to the fantasies that Obama was not born in the United States (and therefore was an illegitimate president) and that he was a secret Muslim, tying him, in this way of thinking, to the current foreign threat to the United States.



By the summer of 2009, the Tea Party had settled on a signature national issue: opposition to the president’s proposed program for national health insurance coverage—Obamacare. At a series of town hall meetings that summer Tea Party representatives intimidated officeholders and fellow citizens alike by flooding meetings with supporters and aggressively confronting opponents. These meetings would foreshadow Tea Party go-for-broke tactics in primary challenges to Republican Party regulars and willingness to shut down the government over the national debt.

But beyond their tactics, the movement’s opposition to Obamacare thrust the middle-class dimensions of Tea Party protest into sharper relief. Given the ages of the Tea Party demographic, many in the movement were already beneficiaries of Social Security and Medicare or were approaching it. Obamacare was felt to be not merely a handout to the “undeserving,” but something that came at the direct expense of the Tea Partiers themselves. In this thinking, benefits are a zero-sum commodity, a fixed pie, not an expandable pie (Rosenthal 2013). The only way to give health insurance to the uninsured was to take it away from those that already had it—that is, the Tea Partiers, or the “real Americans.” This explains the protest banner often seen at Tea Party anti-Obamacare rallies, and which seemed like a contradiction to many other Americans: “Government hands off my Medicare” (Lemieux 2015). It is interesting that the same zero-sum thinking also operates on questions like civil rights for the Tea Party—for example, the conviction the gay marriage takes away from the legitimacy of their own, heterosexual marriages.

There is an irony to the middle-class dimension of the Tea Party movement: its connection to Occupy Wall Street, the other major political novelty coming out of the Great Recession that began in 2008. Occupy Wall Street was the American version of an Occupy movement that swept across much of the developed world in 2011. At first glance Occupy could not seem more different than the Tea Party. It was a movement of young people; it was multicultural; it engaged in a sharing economy in its encampments in major cities across the country. Yet the substance of the movement’s protest was that young people did not perceive a route to the very middle-class security older Americans enjoyed. College education meant debt burdens of tens or hundreds of thousands of dollars. Jobs were either unavailable or inadequate for anything but a subsistence living. Apartments were out of reach and home owning unimaginable. In contrast to the Tea Party, Occupy saw the cause for this state of affairs in the transfer of wealth and income from the middle class upwards to the upper levels of the American class structure. This was summed up by their introduction into America’s political lexicon of the distinction between the 1 percent and the 99 percent.

Yet finally both Occupy and the Tea Party were addressing the same good: a secure middle class life. For the Tea Party this was something they possessed and feared they would lose. For Occupy, this was something they feared they would never possess (Rosenthal & Trost 2012, 275–281). But finally, though their understandings of how this came to be and what the solutions for it should entail were worlds apart, both movements were addressing the same thing—the precariousness of middle-class life in 21st-century America.
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TERRORIST ATTACKS OF SEPTEMBER 11, 2001, AMERICAN REACTIONS TO

Although September 11, 2001, began like most summer mornings, the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon vastly changed America’s political and social landscape before most American citizens were settled in at work or school. A group of terrorists crashed commercial airplanes into the World Trade Center, the Pentagon, and a field in rural Pennsylvania, killing nearly 3,000 victims, and causing roughly 10 billion dollars in property and infrastructure damage (Institute for the Analysis of Global Security 2004).

Many of the psychological consequences of the attacks were negative, including rises in political intolerance, prejudice, discrimination, and hate crimes. However, September 11 also motivated many Americans to react with positive and prosocial responses like volunteering and charitable giving. This entry reviews how the September 11 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon revealed some of the best and worst in Americans, and provides two theoretical explanations for Americans’ mixed post-9/11 reactions.

Negative Reactions to 9/11

Americans responded to 9/11 with a number of negative reactions, such as increased political intolerance, prejudice, discrimination, and hate crimes.

Political Intolerance

Political tolerance refers to support for protecting the civil liberties and political freedoms of the social groups that people may find objectionable (e.g., Gibson 2006; Sullivan, Piereson, & Marcus 1982). Americans supported greater restrictions on the civil rights of Arab Americans, Muslims, and first-generation immigrants, including tapping these groups’ phone lines, requiring them to carry special identification, and allowing authorities to legally hold them without charging them with specific crimes post-9/11 (Skitka, Bauman, & Mullen 2004).

Prejudice and Discrimination

In addition to evidence of increased intolerance post-9/11, there was also evidence of increased prejudice and discrimination against those perceived as superficially similar to the 9/11 attackers. Several Arab American flight passengers were removed from airplanes for being Muslim or having Arab sounding names (Ibish 2003). Muslim and Arab Americans were also subjected to a sharp increase in employment and housing discrimination, racial profiling, harassment, and bullying of students as a result of the attacks (Ibish 2003; Wessler & De Andrade 2006).

Hate Crimes

A hate crime occurs when someone is motivated to victimize another person because of that person’s membership in a certain social group (e.g., race, religion, disability, sexual orientation, or ethnicity/national origin; U.S. Department of Justice 1999). Increases in hate crimes against Arab Americans, Muslims, and similar targets were another unfortunate consequence of the 9/11 attacks (Singh 2002). In the first nine months following 9/11, there were more than 700 acts of violence that targeted Arab Americans or those perceived to be Arab (Ibish 2003), a dramatic increase over the fewer than 10 incidents reported from 1998 to 2000 (Kaplan 2006).

Positive and Prosocial Reactions to 9/11

In addition to the many negative reactions to 9/11, Americans responded to the attacks with positive and prosocial behaviors, including volunteerism, charitable giving, and increased political trust and engagement.

Volunteerism and Charitable Giving

Between 7 and 10 percent of Americans reported volunteering more, and 6 percent more people reported working on a community project in the months following the attack than had reported doing so during the previous summer (Putnam 2002; Torabi & Seo 2004). Even more generosity was exhibited in people’s donations to charity. People, corporations, and foundations contributed $1.9 billion to charities related to the attacks—more than was given to any other relief effort until that time (Lewis 2002).

Political Trust and Engagement

Forty-four percent more people reported trusting the national government in the months following 9/11 than had done so the previous summer (Putnam 2002). Similarly, the president’s approval rating increased by 38 percent, Congress’s approval ratings increased 42 percent, and satisfaction with the direction of the country increased 24 percent over the same period.

The 9/11 terrorist attacks also led to an increased interest and engagement in politics. Fourteen percent more people reported an interest in politics, and 5 percent more reported attending political meetings in the months immediately following the attacks than had in the months before (Putnam 2002). Similarly, people expressed more interest and knowledge about “the war on terrorism” and politics in general in the months following the 9/11 attacks than they had before the attacks (Ai, Cascio, Santangelo, & Evans-Campbell 2005; Prior 2002).

Psychological Explanations for Bad and Good Post-9/11 Behavior

Americans responded to the 9/11 terrorist attacks with what at first glance seems to be an odd combination of reactions. On the one hand, the attacks triggered hostile responses toward those symbolically associated with the attacks, in the form of increased political intolerance, prejudice, discrimination, and hate crimes. On the other hand, the attacks triggered prosocial responses, such as increased charitable giving and political engagement. When viewed through the lenses of social psychological theories such as value protection theory or terror management theory, however, this seemingly odd combination begins to make sense.

Value Protection Theory

Value protection theory provides a useful framework to explain the ways that people cope with threats to their moral and cultural worldviews (Tetlock, Kristel, Elson, Green, & Lerner 2000). Value protection theory suggests that people respond with distress and a strong motivation to reestablish their sense of moral order after facing threats to their cherished values and beliefs. Moral and cultural worldview threats cause two distinct reactions: moral outrage and moral cleansing. Moral outrage refers to people’s attempts to restore their psychological balance by degrading the people that they perceive as responsible for the source of the threat and by taking action to reinforce the perceived moral perimeter against future attacks. After 9/11, people seemed to express their moral outrage by targeting groups symbolically associated with the attackers for increased political intolerance, prejudice, discrimination, and hate crimes.

People were motivated to decrease the stress from threats to their worldviews by engaging in moral cleansing. When people come into close contact with perceived immorality or evil, they react as if evil is possibly contagious (Zhong & Liljenquist 2006). People then respond with behaviors designed to morally cleanse—that is, with behaviors that remind people of their goodness and value (Tetlock et al. 2000). People direct their moral outrage at others with the goal of reestablishing moral order and guarding against further threats. However, people tend to direct their moral cleansing inward, as doing so provides reassurance that both they themselves and others can be good and that the things people cherish most have not been completely contaminated. In sum, value protection theory suggests that people’s negative responses to 9/11 (e.g., increased political intolerance, hate crimes) were examples of moral outrage, whereas people’s positive responses (e.g., volunteering and charity) were examples of moral cleansing.

Terror Management Theory

Terror management theory (Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & Solomon 1999) provides another possible framework for understanding Americans’ reactions to 9/11. Terror management theorists argue that much of human behavior is motivated by a fear of death. To cope with the knowledge of their impending and unavoidable death, people cling to and fiercely protect their cultural worldviews, especially when reminded of their own mortality (Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski 1997). Terror management theorists argue that 9/11 was a striking reminder to people of their own mortality (Pyszczynski, Solomon, & Greenberg 2003). Moreover, people’s reactions to 9/11 are consistent with terror management theory’s predictions. For example, when morality salience is high, people are more likely to derogate outgroups (Greenberg et al. 1990; Rosenblatt, Greenberg, Solomon, Pyszczynski, & Lyon 1989) and are more aggressive toward those who pose a possible threat to their worldview (McGregor, Lieberman, Solomon, Greenberg, Arndt, & Simon 1998). Higher levels of mortality salience also predict increased reverence toward national symbols, icons, ideals, and values (Greenberg, Porteus, Simon, Pyszczynski, & Solomon 1995), national pride (Kazén, Baumann, & Kuhl 2005), helping behavior (Gailliot, Stillman, Schmeichel, Maner, & Plant 2008), and charitable giving (Ferraro, Shiv, & Bettman 2005). In sum, terror management theory provides a framework for understanding Americans’ positive and negative reactions to 9/11. Americans’ positive reactions (e.g., donating to charity) as well as their negative reactions (e.g., increased prejudice and intolerance) can be understood as reactions that were motivated by people’s need to cope with the striking reminder 9/11 provided of the fragility of life and the inevitability of death.

People’s cultural worldviews give them a sense that their lives and their experiences are stable and ordered, and that the world is a place of meaning rather than chaos (Pyszczynski et al. 1999). Events such as the 9/11 terrorist attacks are assaults against not only physical targets but also people’s expectations about and understanding of the world around them. After such attacks—which both remind people of their own mortality and challenge their worldview—survivors and others affected by the attacks must reconcile their comfortable but shaky and outdated worldview with a new, negative, and threatening view of the world (Janoff-Bulman 1992). In other words, 9/11 posed an immense and unexpected threat to Americans’ mortality and their belief that life in the United States is safe from random terrorist attacks and provided Americans with a dramatic reminder that not everyone holds the United States in high regard. Theories that focus on threats against people’s worldviews, therefore, provide insights into the social psychological impact of 9/11.
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WARREN COURT

The Warren Court—named for the period between 1953 and 1969 when the U.S. Supreme Court was led by Chief Justice Earl Warren—broadly expanded rights in numerous areas, including civil rights and civil liberties (Sunstein 2005, 3–4). Its decisions addressed racial and economic equality, criminal justice, access to justice, voting discrimination, and privacy.

The Warren Court’s most well known decision, Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, addressed racial equality in education. Chief Justice Warren wrote “in the field of public education the doctrine of ‘separate but equal’ has no place. Separate educational facilities are inherently unequal” (347 U.S. at 495, 1954). This case paved the road for national desegregation in areas not confined to education. Decisions in Brown’s wake desegregated buses (Gayle v. Browder, 1956), public beaches and bathhouses (Holmes v. City of Atlanta, 1955), and municipal golf courses (Baltimore City v. Dawson, 1955). Desegregation led to expanded opportunities for African Americans, a disproportionate percentage of the American poor. In 1966 41.8 percent of African Americans were poor and constituted 31 percent of all poor Americans. By 2012, decades after the Warren Court’s racial justice decisions, poverty among African Americans had fallen to 27.2 percent (DeSilver 2014).

The Court came to view poverty as intertwined with crime; the criminal justice system sees more individuals at or near the poverty line than those of means (Powe 2000, 445). Seminal Warren Court decisions such as Miranda v. Arizona (1966), Gideon v. Wainwright (1963), Griffin v. Illinois (1956), and Douglas v. California (1963) dramatically expanded the procedural protections.

Miranda held that the police practice of interrogating individuals without notifying them of their right to counsel and their protection against self-incrimination violated the 5th Amendment (384 U.S. at 444). Gideon was a landmark case addressing a defendant’s rights to counsel. Clarence Earl Gideon was charged with a felony, and his request for the Court to appoint him counsel was denied. Gideon represented himself and was found guilty. The Supreme Court declared that the 6th Amendment’s right to counsel in criminal cases extend to felony defendants in state courts (372 U.S. at 342).

In Griffin, the Court held that states are required to supply a free trial transcript to indigent criminal defendants if it is necessary for “adequate and effective appellate review” of a conviction (351 U.S. at 20). Justice Black emphasized the injustice of allowing high stakes determinations of life, liberty, or property to turn on one’s financial means.

The Court took up a related issue in Douglas. A California rule required state appellate courts, on the request of an indigent criminal defendant for counsel on appeal, to make “an independent investigation of the record” and to “appoint counsel [only] if in their opinion it would be helpful to the defendant or the Court (372 U.S. at 355). This rule—as it stood—meant that indigent defendants were not guaranteed counsel on appeal, unless the Court decided it was going to be worthwhile. The Court however, concluded that the appeals process is a continuation of the judicial process. Although there is no constitutional right to appeal, the California rule—by guaranteeing the benefits of this important procedural protection only to those of sufficient wealth—violated the 14th Amendment (372 U.S. at 357).

These Warren Court decisions fundamentally altered the shape of the American criminal justice system. Although substantial inequality no doubt remains, the Court’s jurisprudence took major strides toward leveling the playing field for the poor.

The Court had a similarly dramatic influence in the area of voting and elections. The right to vote was historically conditioned on the payment of a tax, which had the predicable effect of deterring engagement in the political process by the poor. In Harper v. Virginia Board of Elections (1966) residents argued that Virginia’s poll tax was unconstitutional. The Court agreed, concluding “that a State violates the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment whenever it makes the affluence of the voter or payment of any fee an electoral standard” (383 U.S. at 666). The Harper decision ensured equal access to the voting booth, regardless of financial resources.

In Reynolds v. Sims (1964) the Court helped ensure that each vote would carry the same weight. Reynolds established what would become known as the “one person, one vote” principle (Stone 2013, 792). Alabama’s apportionment scheme included representative districts of vastly disproportionate population—which, one might note, worked to the detriment of minority voters. The Court concluded that this violated the 14th Amendment’s Equal Protection Clause (383 U.S. at 568).

Attacking double standards for the poor from a different angle, the Court’s 1968 decision in Levy v. Louisiana addressed the rights of children born out of wedlock. A Louisiana court interpreted a wrongful death statute to distinguish between legitimate and illegitimate survivors, depriving children born out of wedlock of a right to recover damages (391 U.S. at 70). The Supreme Court concluded that this was invidious discrimination that violated the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment (391 U.S. at 72). Wealth-related inequalities come in many forms, including legally entrenched preferences for particular familial arrangements. The “more affluent would demand a marriage (or perhaps secure an abortion) and thereby avoid the stigma that illegitimacy carried for both mother and child” (Powe 2000, 448).

By broadening the meaning of equality and liberty, the Warren Court expanded the available choices in many domains for those with fewer financial resources. In Griswold v. Connecticut (1965), the Court held that a state’s ban on the use of contraceptives violated the right to marital privacy (381 U.S. at 486). Although only applying to married couples, this newly declared fundamental right directly benefited the poor and middle class.

Two weeks before Chief Justice Warren retired, the Court would cement its legacy with the decision Sniadach v. Family Finance Corp. of Bayview (1969). This case expanded the protections of the 14th Amendment to those charged with not paying their debts. The Court held that a lender could not garnish wages or property ex parte without requiring notice or hearing (395 U.S. at 342). Those in debt were now protected from the potential of having their property seized without their knowledge (McDermott 1975).
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WATERGATE

In the early morning of June 17, 1972, five men were caught burglarizing the national headquarters of the National Democratic Committee at the Watergate Hotel in Washington, DC. Evidence immediately suggested connections to the White House and the Committee to Re-elect the President (or CRP, pronounced “creep”). One of the burglars—James McCord—was on the payroll of CRP. Two other burglars were found with address books that had White House personnel and White House phone numbers listed in them. Later investigations into Watergate proved that Watergate was much more than a burglary. The Watergate burglary itself was only a small part of a much larger web of corruption surrounding the presidency of Richard Nixon (1913–1994) that threatened basic principles of democracy and the republic.

The historical context played an important role shaping the Nixon administration’s ideology rationalizing their criminal actions as serving a higher cause. Richard Nixon was a Republican president in a hostile political environment of a Democratic Congress and faced an active and more liberal and radical youth movement and antiwar activists. Members of the Nixon administration came to deeply distrust their political opponents and were convinced that their opponents were either traitors or foolishly naive and would seriously harm the country if they influenced the government or got hold of it.

The result of the Nixonites’ outlook and the social context of the time was a presidential administration that collectively saw themselves as the real patriots protecting America. They labeled their political opponents and citizens who disagreed with their policies “enemies” and “traitors.”

The contempt for their political opponents led to the conception of a political goal they called “a perpetual presidency.” Nixon loyalists dreamed of Nixon running for a third term. However, a third term would require a change in the Constitution. So instead, Nixon’s inner circle began planning a tactic where they would select the next president and then use the tools of government to make sure their selection would win the election.

The Nixon White House first attempted the pursue the perpetual presidency under a plan drawn called the “Huston Plan.” J. Edgar Hoover, then director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), would not go along with the Huston Plan. Without the cooperation of Hoover, the Nixon White House gave up on the Huston Plan. Instead the Nixon White House began organizing its own cabals to carry out spy work against political opponents.

The White House leadership not only began establishing political espionage teams, they began setting up other clandestine cabals as well. Select personnel from CRP and the White House began to form a team to conduct political sabotage against Nixon’s opponents and “enemies.” This became known as the “dirty tricks” campaign. To fund the illegal espionage and sabotage cabals, select personnel from CRP and the White House began to form a team to deal with funneling money from campaign contributors to the dirty tricks and spy cabals. Thus a shadow government of a cadre and its cabals had been formed in the White House.

The organization of the Watergate burglary itself got its start with an event that came to be known as the “Pentagon Papers.” Daniel Ellsberg, an employee of the RAND Corporation, which provided research for the Pentagon, photocopied over 41,000 classified documents about the Vietnam War and turned the documents over to the New York Times. The Nixon administration was furious; they referred to Ellsberg as “traitor” and “enemy.” The Nixon administration tried to block the publication of the Pentagon Papers, but the U.S. Supreme Court said the president had no authority to do so. The irony of the Pentagon Papers is that they only covered the preceding Johnson administration; they did not document any wrongdoing on the part of the Nixon administration. But the White House fury set in motion an illegal espionage campaign that would result in its ruin.

Nixon’s fear was that if he couldn’t stop the leaks, then he would lose control of his presidency. To stop the leaks the White House established a cabal called the “Special Investigations Unit” that was supposed to investigate classified information given to the press. This Special Investigations Unit’s action morphed into illegal covert activity and became known as the “Plumbers” because they were designated to stop “leaks” of classified information. Among other things, the Plumbers burglarized Daniel Ellsberg’s psychiatrist’s office in an attempt to find any unflattering information about Ellsberg. This sought information was meant for the purposes of a character assassination campaign against Ellsberg in the press—a craft that Nixon himself had perfected in his political career and now schooled his inner circle and protégés as part of the perpetual presidency.

One of the Plumbers, G. Gordon Liddy, put together a plan to conduct illegal espionage against political opponents. The plan was outlandish, involving fantasy-minded spy chase planes, prostitution rings to catch political opponents in “compromising positions,” and more. John N. Mitchell—attorney general of the United States and director of the Committee to Re-elect the President—found the price tag for “Operation Gem Stone” too high and asked Liddy to come up with a more modest plan. Liddy began to draw up plans to wiretap the Democratic National Headquarters at the Watergate Hotel. This operation was estimated to cost $250,000.00.

Because the original plan had been rejected, Liddy had lost precious time. Liddy had to move fast to assemble a team. Liddy hired James McCord to be his “electronics expert” for the Watergate job—he didn’t have enough time to find someone else. McCord was also on CRP’s payroll as a security consultant—a direct link to CRP.

McCord picked a lock on the door and entered the Watergate Hotel. A security guard noticed the door taped open and discovered the burglary in process. When the burglars were arrested, they had the sequentially numbered 100-dollar bills in their business suits—another link to CRP.

An organizer of the burglary unit, E. Howard Hunt, believed the burglar team should be given money like spies are when they are caught by a foreign government—their families should be taken care of financially to honor their service to their country. Hunt demanded payment for “keeping quiet” about White House and CRP funding of the burglary. The White House saw Hunt’s demands as extortion.

“Hush money” was paid to Hunt, and then dispersed to the burglars. Campaign funds kept at CRP were used for the hush money. Dorothy Hunt, the wife of E. Howard Hunt, was used as a conduit of funds. Tony Ulascewicz (an ex-New York City police officer), William Bittman (Howard Hunt’s attorney), and Fred LaRue served as conduits as well. Dorothy Hunt died in a plane crash in Chicago carrying hush money to the burglars.

In January 1973 some of the burglars pled guilty while others were found guilty after trial. On March 23, 1973, Judge Sirica delivered his preliminary sentences. Initial sentences by Judge Sirica were harsh. Sirica gave Barker, Sturgis, Gonzalez, and Martinez 40-year prison sentences. Hunt received a 35-year prison term. Liddy faced a maximum of 20 years of prison, while McCord faced a maximum sentence of 45 years in prison.

McCord, a man in his fifties with family and children, feared prison. McCord also burned with anger about the White House’s plans to have the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) take responsibility for Watergate. McCord had worked for over 20 years for the CIA and his loyalty to the agency was fierce. McCord wrote a letter to Judge Sirica saying that the burglars were not the only conspirators; that officials in the White House were involved in the burglary and cover-up; and that the burglary was not a CIA operation.

The U.S. Senate Committee began hearings on Watergate. John Dean, who was legal counsel to the Office of the President, testified that Nixon had approved of the hush money and other attempts to cover up the conspiracy. The committee then asked another witness—James Butterfield—if he was aware of any listening devices in the White House. Butterfield answered in the affirmative. The committee then subpoenaed the tapes. Nixon originally refused to turn the tapes over, but the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that he must.

When the committee listened to the tapes they heard a conversation in a meeting on June 23, 1972, between President Nixon and Chief of Staff H. R. Haldeman in which Nixon and Haldeman conspired to order the CIA to tell the FBI to stop investigating the Watergate case because it would jeopardize CIA covert operations. This taped conversation between Haldeman and Nixon is the so-called smoking gun of Watergate—the president and his chief of staff were caught on tape plotting to use government agencies to halt a criminal investigation. There was also an eighteen and one-half-minute gap on the tape of a meeting between Haldeman and Nixon held on June 23, 1972.

As impeachment proceedings went forward, Republican leaders in the Senate told Nixon there was enough votes against him to remove him from office if he stood trial in the Senate. To preempt his impeachment, Nixon resigned the presidency on August 9, 1974. President Ford pardoned Nixon on September 8, 1974.
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WELFARE POLICY

Welfare may be thought of as a safety net for the middle class in that it provides assistance to guarantee families a basic level of living. Welfare in the United States consists primarily of three means-tested programs. Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) provides low-income families with dependent children cash assistance. Often called “cash welfare,” TANF provides families with an income safety net. The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), more commonly known as food stamps, provides low-income individuals and families electronic vouchers to purchase food, thereby providing a hunger safety net. Medicaid provides health coverage to low-income families and individuals, therefore serving as a health safety net. Other federal and state programs, such as the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), the National School Lunch Program (NSLP), and housing assistance, provide more targeted or limited assistance; but TANF, SNAP, and Medicaid provide the bulk of welfare.

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA) initiated the TANF program. It was based on the previous cash welfare program, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), but included three major changes. First, it removed the entitlement nature of the program and allowed each state to tailor the program to fit its unique needs. Second, it required a percentage of those receiving TANF benefits in each state to either work or participate in activities that are thought to lead to work. Third, it limited the number of years that a family could receive TANF benefits to five (Moffitt 2003, 299–301).

Because each state has a uniquely tailored TANF program, the generosity and strength of the program as a safety net for the middle class varies across states. To be eligible to receive TANF benefits, a family’s earnings must be below the threshold set by the state. In 2012, for a single-parent family with two dependent children, that threshold varied from as much as $1,829 per month in Wisconsin to as little as $268 per month in Alabama (Falk 2014, 4). Thus a single parent with two kids making more than $268 per month in Alabama would not be eligible to receive TANF cash assistance. The amount of TANF cash assistance that a family receives also varies across states. In 2012, the maximum benefit for a single-parent family with two dependent children ranged from as much as $923 per month in Alaska to as little as $170 per month in Mississippi (Falk 2014, 8).

The Food Stamp Act of 1964 established the federal food stamp program to provide nutrition assistance to eligible families. The Farm Bill of 2008 renamed the program SNAP in an effort to combat the stigma associated with the program (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2014a). Unlike TANF, SNAP eligibility and benefits are set at the federal level although the program is administered by the states (Currie 2003, 205).

All families that receive TANF are categorically eligible to receive SNAP benefits. Other families must meet eligibility requirements based on their countable resources, gross income, and net income. As of fiscal year (FY) 2015, countable resources, such as bank accounts, must not exceed $2,250 (or $3,250 if at least one family member is age 60 or older or disabled) for a family to be eligible. Gross income must not exceed 130 percent of the poverty level; for a family of three in FY 2015, this is $2,144 per month. Net income, which is calculated as gross income minus allowable deductions, must not exceed 100 percent of the poverty level; for a family of three in FY 2015, this is $1,650 per month. In addition, most able-bodied adults must participate in work activities to receive SNAP benefits. SNAP benefits are calculated based on the family’s net income, with lower-income families receiving larger benefits. In FY 2015, the maximum benefit for a family of three is $511 per month (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2014b).

Medicaid was established by the Social Security Amendments of 1965 to provide medical care to cash welfare recipients, other low-income children, and the medically needy (Gruber 2003, 19). As of today, Medicaid has been expanded to include some pregnant women, individuals with disabilities, and other low-income adults. Although the federal government sets the minimum eligibility criteria, the program is administered by state governments; and states can choose to expand coverage above the federal minimums (Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services 2015).

There are numerous ways to evaluate the strength of these welfare programs as safety nets for the middle class. One way is to examine whether or not the programs are available when families need them. One would expect that during periods of economic decline, more families will need to rely on these safety nets than during periods of economic growth; thus we would expect to see participation increase during economic recessions. Enrollment data from TANF show that the number of people and families receiving TANF decreased slightly during the recession of 2001 but increased during the Great Recession of 2007–2009 (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2010a; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2010b; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2010c). SNAP program data show that the average number of people receiving SNAP benefits each month increased only slightly during the 2001 recession but increased by larger amounts during the Great Recession (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2015). Medicaid program data show that the number of Medicaid beneficiaries increased during the both 2001 recession and the Great Recession (Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services 2010a; Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services 2010b; Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services 2010c; Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services 2011). These data suggest that while families were able to take advantage of these safety nets during the particularly strong downturn of the Great Recession, TANF and SNAP provided less of a safety net during the 2001 recession.

A second way to evaluate the strength of these programs as safety nets is to examine whether or not the benefits of the programs have kept up with the rising cost of living. Although SNAP benefits are adjusted each year to reflect changes in the cost of living, TANF benefits are not. As Ribar and Wolff (2013) show, the amount of cash welfare benefits that families receive, after adjusting for inflation, has been falling over time. Medicaid benefits, on the other hand, are in-kind transfers of medical services that do not lose their value with inflation. Thus, while the strength of SNAP and Medicaid, in terms of the value of benefits, has not decreased over time, the same cannot be said of TANF.

Finally, data from the Census Bureau show that the poverty rate in the United States increased from 12.4 percent of the population in 2000 to 14.9 percent of the population in 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau 2015). Many factors contributed to this rise in poverty; but for the families living in poverty, the welfare programs have failed to provide an adequate safety net.

See also: Child Care in the United States; Family and Medical Leave Act; General Assistance Programs; Measuring Inequality; Poverty by Race, Ethnicity, and Gender in the United States; Poverty Measurement; Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)
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Carolyn M. Wolff

WOMEN AND MINORITY LEADERS

American companies face mounting pressure to advance diversity among top leaders. From business consultants to human resource managers, from shareholders to the media, the message to companies is clear: leadership diversity matters in today’s workplace. Despite these pressures, in the Fortune 500—a group that includes the largest companies in America—only 4 percent of CEOs are racial/ethnic minorities and only 5 percent are women. These statistics suggest that access to America’s most elite corporate positions are limited primarily to white men. In this entry, we summarize the barriers to leadership for women and minorities, the opportunities women and minorities face in obtaining top leadership positions, and the mounting evidence that suggests why diversity among top leaders is important. We conclude by considering a range of things companies can do to advance women and minority leaders.

Glass Ceilings

There are many factors that explain the glass ceiling facing women and minorities in work organizations. The term “glass ceiling” refers to invisible barriers that limit the mobility of women and minorities. These barriers include unconscious bias against those who don’t look or act like what we imagine a “good leader” looks and acts like. For example, experimental studies show that individuals consistently evaluate men as more capable leaders than women. Another barrier that prevents more women and minorities from being promoted to top positions is a preference among existing decision makers to hire and promote candidates who they feel comfortable with—who went to the same schools, enjoy the same leisure activities, or even practice the same religion. This means that if most of the people making decisions about who to promote are white men, they may prefer to promote other white men.

Glass Cliffs

If there are so many barriers facing women and minorities, how do they ever get promoted to top leadership positions? One way is via the “glass cliff.” Although the glass ceiling refers to the barriers that prevent women and minorities from being promoted, the glass cliff suggests that when women and minorities are promoted, it tends to be in organizations that are struggling, in crisis, or at risk to fail. In other words, women and minorities are more likely than white men to be promoted to very risky positions. This means that women and minority leaders face greater pressures and scrutiny than white men. If they are not able to pull their company out of crisis, they may even be blamed and replaced by a more traditional leader.

Why It Matters

Overcoming barriers that face women and minorities is challenging, but evidence suggests that removing these barriers is critical. Creating opportunities for women and minority leaders is an important way to achieve fairness and equality. And beyond fairness, creating opportunities for leadership for women and minorities is important for organizations themselves. Serving in leadership roles can allow women and minorities to bring their unique perspectives in solving important organizational and social problems.

First, companies with diverse leaders are more likely to have strong equity and diversity policies, such as work-life and family-friendly policies, LGBT-friendly policies, policies that support the hiring of people with disabilities and supplier diversity. This means that women and minority leaders are associated with policies that create opportunities for other members of underrepresented groups. Second, companies with diverse leaders are also more likely to be competitive, to have stronger records when it comes to things like product development and innovation. This is largely due to the fact that when all kinds of people with different perspectives come together to solve problems, their differences lead to more creative and innovative solutions. Finally, companies that have diverse leaders are also more likely to pursue best practices when it comes to their impact on society. Companies with women and minority leaders have stronger records on environmental sustainability, community relations, and are more transparent than companies without women and minority leaders.

What Can Be Done?

Since diversity among leaders makes companies fairer, more competitive, and stronger community actors, how can companies effectively remove the barriers that prevent more women and minorities from serving as leaders? Conventional wisdom holds that companies can achieve diversity through efforts like diversity training or mentoring programs. Yet studies show that such efforts have little or no impact on opportunities for women and minorities. So what works?

First, there’s growing evidence that diversity among the board of directors increases the opportunities for women and minority CEOs and provides support for those leaders after they are promoted. A board of directors is a group of people who advise the CEO and executive leadership team on issues related to strategy. They help companies figure out the best ways to build the company. When the board of directors includes influential women and minorities, companies are more likely to appoint women or minority CEOs. And diverse boards provide more support to women and minority leaders after their promotion, which gives those leaders the backing they need to lead effectively.

The second thing companies can do to promote more women and minority leaders is to ensure there are more women and minorities at all levels of the organization, from entry level to management to the executive team. The more women and minorities there are at those different levels, the larger the pool from which to draw when leadership positions need to be filled. This means companies should develop policies to recruit, hire, train, and promote women and minorities from the lowest levels all the way up to the highest levels.

See also: Equal Pay Act; Feminist Movement; Gender Wage Gap; Women and Politics
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WOMEN AND POLITICS

Throughout history, women have mobilized to improve their political, economic, and social rights. Elizabeth Cady Stanton (1815–1902) and Susan B. Anthony (1820–1906) understood that women first needed the right to vote in order to change public policy and gain equality for women. They did not realize, however, that gaining the 19th Amendment to the United States Constitution granting women the right to vote would entail more than 70 years of political activism. Subsequent efforts to win a constitutional ban on gender discrimination failed. The Equal Rights Amendment, first proposed in 1923, fell short by three states when the ratification deadline expired in 1982. The difficulty is that women are incredibly diverse and not easily unified in their specific goals or strategies to achieve progress. Cultural attitudes also change slowly, creating barriers to progress even when there is legal success. The feminist label is controversial, and women divide over a broad agenda ranging from equal pay to reproductive rights. Although substantial progress has been made, women continue to be underrepresented on the Supreme Court, in the executive branch, as members of Congress, governors, state legislators, mayors, and as chief executive officers (CEOs) of major companies (see Table 1). Family leave is unpaid, equal pay is narrowly defined and implemented, and there are more women than men below the poverty line.

Women comprise over half the population, yet less than 20 percent of Congress. Research on women in politics suggests that women elected to office do make a difference. Studies report that women are more likely to support legislation benefiting women, they bring firsthand experience to the debate, and they engage in a more collegial style of leadership (Thomas & Wilcox 2014). The reason there are not more women in elective office, though, is not because they lose elections. When you control for the type of candidate (open seat, incumbent, or challenger), women are able to raise as much money as men, and win elections as often as men. Yet women have more difficulty than men making the decision to run for office (Fox & Lawless 2010). This lack of political ambition is influenced by a variety of factors, including the career choices and preparation that women make, the demands of family, and cultural attitudes that seem to discriminate against women. Women are also often running against incumbents (elected officials running for reelection) who have substantial advantages in name recognition, experience, and financial support. In these elections, the incumbent wins more than 90 percent of the time, regardless of whether the challenger is male or female. Even though women are increasingly entering occupational fields that often lead to careers in politics, like business and law, they are not choosing the political track.
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	U.S. Supreme Court

	
	    9

	
	       3

	
	33   




	U.S. Congress

	
	535

	
	   104

	
	19.4




	U.S. House

	
	435

	
	     84

	
	19.3




	U.S. Senate

	
	100

	
	     20

	
	20   




	Governors

	
	  50

	
	       6

	
	12   




	State legislators

	
	7,383   

	
	1,789

	
	24.2




	Mayors, cities over 30,000

	
	1,392   

	
	   245

	
	17.6




	Mayors, 100 largest cities

	
	100

	
	     16

	
	16   




	CEOs of S&P 500 companies

	
	500

	
	     23

	
	  4.6




	



	Source: Center for American Women and Politics. Eagleton Institute of Politics. Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey (New Brunswick, NJ), http://www.cawp.rutgers.edu and Catalyst, Inc. www.Catalyst.org.






When the early suffragists held the first Women’s Rights Convention at Seneca Falls in 1848, women were not even allowed to attend college or law school. They were barred from numerous professions, including law, medicine, the ministry, and politics. When a woman married, under marriage and property laws collectively referred to as the laws of coverture, she lost her separate legal identity. This meant that she had no legal right to her wages or inheritances, she could not sue or sign a contract, and she did not even have rights to her children in the event of divorce. The story of women in politics in America traces a battle to improve equality for women in education, employment, and in the family.

Slowly, women gained access to higher education through single-sex female educational institutions, then by filling quotas at male-dominated institutions (a small number of seats set aside for female students), and finally with decisions by more and more schools to move from single sex to coeducation. Now women enter college and graduate school in larger numbers than men. Title IX (an amendment to the Education Act of 1972) officially prohibits gender discrimination within any federally funded educational program or activity, including athletics. Still, there are disparities in the financial aid and athletic scholarships awarded to women compared to men (American Association of University Women 2015; Woman’s Sports Foundation 2013).

Increased educational attainment by women created employment opportunities; however, women remain underpaid compared to men. Into the 1960s jobs could be advertised as male only and females could be paid significantly less for the same job as a man. Although the 1963 Equal Pay Act required equal pay for equal work and the 1964 Civil Rights Act banned discrimination in employment based on gender, the laws were narrowly implemented. When the Equal Rights Amendment entered the ratification stage in 1973, women earned fifty-nine cents for every dollar earned by a man. Today, that figure is approximately seventy-seven cents (Pew Research Center 2015).

Many women find that family responsibilities impede employment opportunities. Although the 1978 Pregnancy Discrimination Act required employers to treat pregnancy like any other disability preventing women from being fired in pregnancy, family leave was not adopted until 1993 and remains unpaid. Women (and men) can take up to 12 weeks of leave to take care of a newborn or an ill family member, but many families cannot afford unpaid time off. Family friendly employers, offering flexible scheduling and onsite child care, are increasing but rare. Reproductive rights also play a role, as women seek to plan their families. Women are divided, however, on access to birth control and abortion. Although health care reform covers the cost of birth control with health insurance, the government does not fund abortion and, while legal since Roe v. Wade (1973), very few clinics offer the procedure.

When Lilly Ledbetter approached early retirement in 1998, she found out that she had not received equal pay for equal work throughout her career at Goodyear Tire. When she sued, however, she lost her case. Ultimately the Supreme Court ruled in Ledbetter v. Goodyear Tire and Rubber Co. (2007) that she had 180 days to report discrimination. According to the Court, she had waited too long to file a complaint. In 2009 Congress passed the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act to allow 180 days following each discriminatory paycheck; however, the burden of proof is still placed on the employee. In a culture where employees are discouraged from sharing salary information, it can be difficult to obtain the information needed to pursue a claim.

Women also confront “glass ceilings,” in which they can see their male colleagues advancing in their job opportunities while the women seem to bump their heads against invisible barriers. When women accused Walmart of discriminating against them in salary and promotions, the Supreme Court struck down the request to certify the case as a class action suit. A divided Court argued that Duke v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. (2011), comprised of 1.6 million women, was simply too large and too diverse to consider as a single case.

The right to vote, education rights, employment rights, and reproductive rights have mobilized women into politics in waves throughout history. The difficulty is unifying and sustaining that activism. Some may argue that the continuing gender gap in pay is an exaggeration, that most of the difference can be explained by choices women make about their career paths or their commitment to raising families. Yet even a tiny amount of discrimination can accumulate to a significant difference. Employment is no longer a luxury for most women—it is a necessity. Even middle-class married women struggle to provide a second income, and in the case of single-parent households it is often women who fall below the poverty line (National Women’s Law Center 2015). As women increase their presence in elected office, even more attention will be given to these issues. To get more women to run for political office is the challenge.

See also: Clinton, Hillary; Equal Pay Act; Feminist Movement; Gender Wage Gap; Steinem, Gloria; Women and Minority Leaders; Women’s Suffrage

Further Reading

American Association of University Women. (2015). The unequal fortunes of professional women soccer players. Retrieved June 30, 2015, from http://www.aauw.org/2015/06/23/unequal-fortunes-womens-soccer

Center for American Women and Politics. (2015). Retrieved June 19, 2015, from http://www.cawp.rutgers.edu

Conway, M. M. (2005). Women and public policy: A revolution in progress (3rd ed.). Washington, DC: CQ Press.

Fox, R. L., & Lawless, J. L. (2010). If only they’d ask: Gender, recruitment, and political ambition. Journal of Politics, 72(2), 310–336.

Friedan, B. (1963). The feminine mystique. New York: Norton.

Griffith, E. (1984). In her own right: The life of Elizabeth Cady Stanton. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mansbridge, J. (1986). Why we lost the ERA. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

McGlen, N. E., O’Connor, K., van Assendelft, L., & Gunther-Canada, W. (2011). Women, politics, and American society (5th ed.). Boston: Pearson Education.

National Women’s Law Center. (2015). Data on poverty and income. Retrieved June 19, 2015, from http://www.nwlc.org/our-issues/poverty-%2526-income-support/data-on-poverty-%2526-income

Pew Research Center. (2015). On equal pay day, key facts about the gender pay gap. Retrieved June 19, 2015, from http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/04/14/on-equal-pay-day-everything-you-need-to-know-about-the-gender-pay-gap

Thomas, S., & Wilcox, C. (Eds.). (2014). Women and elective office: Past, present, and future (3rd ed.). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Woman’s Sports Foundation. (2013). Title IX myths and facts. Retrieved June 30, 2015, from http://www.womenssportsfoundation.org/home/advocate/title-ix-and-issues/what-is-title-ix/title-ix-myths-and-facts

Laura van Assendelft

WOMEN’S SUFFRAGE

The women’s suffrage movement developed out of the larger reform effort to abolish slavery and, along with the fight for African American civil rights, represents the largest expansion of democratic rights in the history of the United States. Suffragists fought for voting rights as part of an ongoing broader feminist movement to achieve equality between men and women. For almost a century, individuals and organizations of mainly middle-class women argued over goals and employed a variety of strategies at the state and federal levels. The movement to remove political obstacles to women’s equality by granting women voting rights ended with ratification of the 19th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution in 1920. In the century since then, women have achieved remarkable political and social gains but have not removed all barriers to gender equality or caused a political revolution, as many opponents feared. In politics then and now, women remain divided.

No single event began the women’s suffrage movement. The federal Constitution, ratified in 1783, left voting rights up to the states, which generally limited the vote to property-owning white men. A few states granted some women and free blacks the vote but removed those rights in the first two decades of the new republic. By 1840, however, most states abolished property-holding qualifications and extended voting rights to most white men. What had been unequal for women became more unequal, and more obvious, over time.

At the same time that white male suffrage expanded, industrialization and lack of available land in the Northeast produced a developing middle class and sharper differences in gender roles that spawned a range of reform movements, eventually including women’s suffrage. Compared to their sisters on farms or in factory work, middle-class women’s roles focused on the home. But they had more education and leisure time not only to raise families but also to engage in a variety of religious, charitable, reform, and political movements. Among other causes, they worked for temperance (or limits on alcohol consumption), moral reform, and the abolition of slavery. These active middle-class women, especially those trying to end slavery, slowly recognized the ways that customs and laws restricted women’s sphere. Still, wealthy, southern slave-owning women like the Grimké sisters, Sarah (1792–1873) and Angelina (1805–1879), and poor black former slaves like New Yorker Sojourner Truth (c. 1797–1883), had first-hand knowledge of slavery and recognized the similarities between slaves’ and women’s status. Women’s suffrage always found support beyond its core group of middle-class women, and even among some men.

Elizabeth Cady Stanton (1815–1902) and Lucretia Mott (1793–1880), well-educated white women from middle-class families and active abolitionists, organized the first women’s rights convention in Seneca Falls, New York, in 1848. The hastily gathered meeting opposed norms that held women to higher moral standards than men and prohibited them from praying aloud in church, speaking in public gatherings of men and women, retaining their own property in marriage, divorcing and keeping their children, and earning equal pay and job opportunities. The Seneca Falls resolutions endorsed women’s suffrage only after long debate and support from outspoken black abolitionist Frederick Douglass (c. 1818–1895). National women’s rights conventions that followed also advocated women’s suffrage, but resistance to radical ideas of racial and gender equality continued for many decades.

Many leading white and black abolitionists linked women’s rights to African Americans’ rights throughout the 1850s and 1860s, but after the Civil War (1861–1865), black men’s suffrage took priority over women’s suffrage in three landmark constitutional amendments. The 13th (1865) abolished slavery. The 14th (1868) guaranteed citizenship to all persons born or naturalized in the United States, including freed slaves. But Section 1’s inclusive language disappeared in Section 2, which punished states that restricted the vote of any male over 21 years—the first specific mention of gender in the Constitution. The 15th (1870) ruled that the right to vote could not be denied based on race, but failed to protect that right based on sex.

Suffragists like Susan B. Anthony (1820–1906) and Elizabeth Cady Stanton, who had coupled women’s rights to abolition and black civil rights, felt betrayed by these Reconstruction amendments. They formed the radical National Woman Suffrage Association (NWSA), demanding another federal amendment guaranteeing true universal suffrage. Some NWSA women tried to register and vote, since no amendment explicitly prohibited women from voting. In 1872, a New York judge convicted and fined Susan B. Anthony $100 for voting illegally. She refused to pay it. From 1869 until her death in 1906, Anthony addressed every Congress to push for the federal amendment. At the same time, less radical women led by Lucy Stone (1818–1893) formed the American Women’s Suffrage Association (AWSA), accepted the amendments, and worked for votes for women at the state level. Still, most women ignored or opposed women’s suffrage. Some wealthy, well-educated and powerful women organized antisuffrage groups, adopting some of the same tactics as the suffragists. Antisuffragists feared that votes for women would undermine women’s traditional sources of power and privilege in the home and in politics.

Frustrated with their mutual lack of progress, the competing prosuffrage groups merged in 1890 to form the National American Women’s Suffrage Association (NAWSA). First under the leadership of Stanton and Anthony and later under Carrie Chapman Catt (1859–1947) and Anna Howard Shaw (1847–1919), they argued women’s difference from men rather than their equality. Bringing women’s maternal and moral values to politics would further reforms such as temperance, the Progressive movement’s efforts to clean up corruption, protect consumers, poor working women, and families. They allied with civically active white middle-class women in women’s clubs and college-educated women in settlement houses and the professions. Sometimes they argued that educated middle-class white women deserved the vote more than poor, ignorant, or immigrant men and more than Native American or African American men.

Despite these elitist views, suffragists attracted a powerful coalition, including all-black women’s clubs and church groups who hoped to overturn Jim Crow segregation laws and halt lynching. Immigrant working women who organized into labor unions and sought better working conditions also joined. Though divided by class, women’s suffrage might help them all advance their varied interests. In the first decades of the 20th century, NAWSA attracted almost 2 million women—wealthy patrons, an educated middle class, and organized workers—to petition, lobby, write, speak, and parade in public for women’s rights. NAWSA established powerful lobbying organizations in many states and pressured politicians at all levels. Numerous state campaigns, referenda, and constitutional amendments introduced women’s suffrage; most were defeated. Yet a growing minority of states, mostly in the West and increasingly in the Midwest, allowed women to vote in some elections. The Progressive and Socialist parties, in addition to some politicians in the Republican and Democratic parties, generally supported women’s suffrage, but NAWSA suffragists avoided partisan politics.

In 1913, Alice Paul (1885–1977) and Lucy Burns (1879–1966) organized a NAWSA-sponsored suffrage parade in Washington, DC, on the day before Woodrow Wilson’s (1856–1924) presidential inauguration. It attracted a half million people, a violent response from some onlookers, and sympathetic publicity for the cause. Paul and Burns, both converted to the radical tactics of British suffragists, split from NAWSA to form the militant Congressional Union for Women Suffrage (CUWS) in 1913, and later the National Women’s Party (NWP in 1916). Their efforts concentrated on the federal amendment in Washington, DC. Though Democrat President Wilson voted in 1915 for women’s suffrage in his home state of New Jersey (where the referendum lost), he refused to back a federal amendment. The NWP threatened to punish Wilson and the Democrats at the polls for failing to support the amendment, but Wilson probably owed his narrow reelection win in 1916 to women’s votes. In several of the Western states, women voted for Wilson because of his peace stance: “He kept us out of war” was his campaign slogan.

Just months later, Wilson led the United States into World War I and deepened the divide in the suffrage forces. NAWSA suspended suffrage campaigns during the war. Women contributed labor and funds to the war effort and earned new respect by stepping into jobs vacated by fighting men. The NWP, however, kept pressure on Wilson to make suffrage a necessary war measure. Accusing Wilson of backing democracy abroad but not at home, the NWP picketed his White House. Hundreds were arrested; some were jailed for “obstructing traffic.” Paul and Burns spent months in prison, the workhouse, or insane asylum and led hunger strikes. News reports of their brutal treatment and forced feedings highlighted the women’s commitment to equality and the repressive measures used against them.

Pressured by NAWSA and NWP, Wilson felt confident he could support the federal amendment in 1918. The NWP worked hard to elect prosuffrage men to Congress. After decades of defeats, they finally succeeded in 1919 when, in a special session called by Wilson, both the House and Senate passed the Susan B. Anthony Amendment, prohibiting any citizen from being denied the vote based on sex. Within a year, organized campaigns in 34 states ratified the 19th Amendment. The last state, Tennessee, approved with a one-vote margin.

These last dramatic strategies to win national suffrage tend to overshadow the long history of division, defeat, and gradual success at the state and local levels. Even before 1920, Western territories and states granted degrees of women’s suffrage: Colorado (1893), Utah (1895), Idaho (1896), then Washington (1910) and California (1911). In 1912, Michigan, Kansas, Oregon, and Arizona voted for full women suffrage, Montana and Nevada in 1914, and New York in 1917. Montana sent the first woman to hold federal elective office to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1917, where suffragist Jeannette Rankin (1880–1973) voted for the 19th Amendment. Tallies vary, but by the time the federal amendment went into effect, at least one-third and perhaps two-thirds of states allowed women some voting power.

Almost a century of uphill battles finally accomplished the 19th Amendment’s federal guarantee of women’s vote: “The right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or by any State on account of sex.” The women’s suffrage movement only intermittently united some women across socioeconomic and geographic backgrounds for a common purpose. After its approval, women’s varied interests divided them again. Alice Paul and the NWP immediately began working toward an Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) that would ensure equal rights, not just suffrage, for women in all the United States. Those who opposed suffrage now opposed the ERA. Former allies among women workers balked at the ERA, fearing it would nullify hard-won protections for women in the workplace. Twice the ERA went to the states for ratification—once in the 1920s and once in the 1970s—and twice failed. Carrie Chapman Catt immediately turned NAWSA into the League of Women Voters (LWV), carrying on the nonpartisan but progressive tradition that continues to promote voter participation and lobby against voting restrictions and unequal representation, and other issues at local, state, and federal levels. Maud Wood Park (1871–1955) established the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee as an umbrella organization to coordinate lobbying for a wide range of women’s organizations. Many suffragists remained politically active, but most women lacked experience in the political process which likely inhibited them from voting for further legislation in their favor, such as the Equal Rights Amendment and the Child Labor Amendment (1924).

In the first decades after suffrage, women’s issues were not a legislative priority. The failed experiment of Prohibition, coupled with the economic crash and the Great Depression that followed, posed monumental political problems. Democratic President Franklin Roosevelt (1882–1945) pushed through important New Deal reforms such as Social Security that helped many women and families but continue to leave many of the poorest women unprotected. Women’s political participation at state and local levels may have helped pass modest reforms in child health legislation that led to lower mortality rates.

Legislators could ignore women’s issues because women voted in smaller numbers than men for several decades, though most state records failed to differentiate between male and female voters until the 1950s. Traditional patriarchal gender roles persisted, especially among southern whites and immigrant cultures, and lowered women’s voting until midcentury. The voting gender gap narrowed in the 1960s and 1970s as a “second wave” of feminism again developed alongside a black civil rights movement and raised new awareness of continuing gender inequality. Federal legislation such as the Civil Rights Act of 1964 banned discrimination based on race, religion, and sex, while Title IX (1972) prohibited sex discrimination in educational institutions. Middle-class educated women increasingly voted as their personal and professional lives fostered a belief that political participation could achieve gender equity. In 1966, Betty Friedan (1921–2006) founded the National Organization of Women (NOW) to promote women’s issues in politics. By the 1980 presidential election, women voted in nearly equal numbers to men, but a new gender gap appeared: more white men voted conservative and Republican while more white and minority women voted progressive and Democratic. Still, women disagree over reproductive issues like abortion and birth control and recent legislation continues to limit women’s access and choices. Other women’s issues such as equal pay remain unresolved.

Judging the success of suffrage by numbers of women in office shows that since 1980 women are elected in increasingly greater numbers, with slightly more at the local and state level than at the federal level, yet they remain a distinct minority. By 2015, several women, black and white, had run for president or vice president; none were elected. The Center for American Women in Politics reported that 20 percent of the U.S. Congress were women, the majority of them Democrats. At the state level, about 25 percent of elected officials are women, a 500 percent increase since 1971. The report suggests that even though women tend to outperform men in office, they see themselves as less competitive and less qualified than their male counterparts. Clearly the long fight for women’s suffrage was a major achievement, especially by and for middle-class women, but not yet a cure for gender and class inequality on its own.
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EDUCATION AND THE AMERICAN MIDDLE CLASS

Since the economic crash of 2008, our collective faith in the importance of college for becoming middle class has decreased slightly, as Pew Research Center polling shows that Americans think a stable job is more important to middle-class status than college education (Wang 2012). Still, over 30 percent of Americans believe that a college degree is central to becoming middle class, and this number is higher among African Americans and Hispanics (Wang 2012). Most Americans share the belief that formal education, especially college degree completion, is the key to maintaining or achieving middle-class status (Duncan & Murnane 2011; Wells and Crain 1997). For whites and people of color, men and women—those born in the United States as well as immigrants—the lure of education as a path to mobility has been strong and pervasive (Wells & Crain 1997). Formal schooling serves as both a sign of “making it” and an explanation for ethnic group success. For example, by the 1920s, Jewish immigrants achieved remarkable success in schooling, with high levels of high school completion and disproportionately high attendance at Ivy League colleges (Steinberg 2001). This educational success was heralded as a sign that Jewish immigrants, regardless of their social standing when they came to the United States, had achieved middle-class status. Similar arguments are made more recently about high educational achievement by Asian Americans and Asian immigrants: that educational success is a signal of class mobility and middle-class membership (Lee 1994; Park 2011).

How accurate is this commonly held belief about educational attainment and middle-class success? College graduates consistently earn more than non-college graduates (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2014; Julian 2012; OECD 2014; Ryan & Siebens 2012). In fact, Census Bureau analyses show a $20,000/year earnings gap between people who completed high school and those who completed college (Ryan & Siebens 2012). Income is a strong predictor of lifetime wealth accumulation, so higher levels of education are also associated with higher levels of wealth (Shapiro, Meschede, & Osoro 2013). This relationship holds across race, even though whites tend to accumulate a higher level of wealth than nonwhites at similar levels of educational completion (Shapiro, Meschede, & Osoro 2013). Thus, on key economic indicators, it appears that formal schooling and completing a college degree are connected to middle-class outcomes.

Such evidence leaves unanswered the question of causation: Does schooling lead to middle-class income, occupations and wealth for any student, or are students from middle-class backgrounds more likely to succeed in school? Schooling does not create middle-class outcomes; rather middle-class students are more likely to experience both school success and subsequent occupational, income, and wealth success (Belley & Lochner 2007; Duncan & Murnane 2011; OECD 2014). Contrary to our belief in education as a means of class mobility, students in the United States are unlikely to outperform their parents in schooling, and thus can be said to inherit both their school successes and subsequent class positions (Boudon 1974; OECD 2014).

How do our schools reproduce middle-class students from middle-class parents? Why do we have a system that appears open and conducive to education-based class mobility, yet see intergenerational similarity in school outcomes? School districts and neighborhoods are constituted in race and class-segregated ways, which result in distinct student bodies as well as differences in resources between schools. Teachers and administrators adopt practices that reward middle-class students with challenging classes and strong grades. Finally, middle-class parents directly influence schooling outcomes through activities and informal lessons provided at home.

Neighborhoods/School Districts

U.S. school districts are based on the ideal “neighborhood school,” and school boundaries are often drawn to keep neighborhoods together, so that in most districts in the country we go to school with people we live near, at least until the secondary level of schooling (Goyette 2014; Jargowsky 2014; Lareau 2014). Nationally, over 70 percent of students attend their assigned school, in geographically designated districts, even when enrolled in a district that offers school choice options, such as open enrollment, charters, and application-based magnet schools, etc. (Goyette 2014). Our communities are, on average, class and race homogenous, which means that, on average, we have white schools and black schools and Latino schools and Asian schools (Fischer et al. 2004; Jargowsky 2014). It also means that we have poor schools, rich schools, and middle-class schools (Goyette 2014; Jargowsky 2014). Our schools are largely separate—by race and class—and they differ systematically in access to material resources, curricular opportunities, peer group environments, and parental involvement in the home and the school.

The Coleman Report, released in 1966, has been the definitive work on the role of school resources in shaping student academic achievement. Coleman et al. argued that financial and material resources are not the largest determinant of school success. School resources impact educational outcomes at the extremes: at schools that lack basic infrastructure such as lunchrooms, libraries, adequate building systems and roofs, and sufficient numbers of chairs and textbooks (Coleman et al. 1966; Kozol 1991; Riordan 2003). Most schools are not at that extreme, and the majority of middle-class schools do not experience these resource problems (Riordan 2003). Although our system of funding schools through local property taxes creates uneven funding streams to urban and suburban districts, this inequality does not often take schools to the extremes in resource distribution that are likely to shape schooling outcomes (Riordan 2003; Walters 2001). School resources and characteristics are most likely to matter for poor or disadvantaged students, and less likely to influence the schooling experiences of middle-class and privileged students (Coleman et al. 1996; Walters 2001).

However, schools do shape schooling experiences and outcomes for middle-class students, largely through course offerings and assignment to ability groups.

Within Schools: Curriculum and Tracking for Middle-Class Outcomes

Middle-class status is reproduced by programs and practices within schools, primarily through practices of differentiated education. Ability grouping is the practice of separating students into groups for instruction, presumably based on their cognitive ability (Oakes 1985; Pallas et al. 1994). Such groups vary in formality from relatively fluid reading or math groups in the early elementary years, to more distinct curriculum tracks such as AP, honors, or IB in secondary schooling. Advocates of grouping practices suggest that they allow teachers to provide more appropriate instruction to students at different locations across the spectrum (Hallinan 1994). However, critics suggest that tracking may have troubling outcomes, depending on how students are sorted into groups, and the consequences of tracking practices (Lleras & Rangel 2009; Oakes 1985).

Ability grouping decisions are often made on the basis of some combination of prior academic performance, teacher recommendations, and parent and student preferences (Hallinan 1994; MacLeod 2009; Oakes 2005). Ability grouping is consistently found to “discriminate … on the basis of class, even controlling for achievement and other factors” (Hochschild & Scovronick 2003, 161). In other words, lower income students are more likely to be placed in lower tracks, and middle and upper income students are more likely to be assigned to upper tracks (Hochschild & Scovronick 2003). Lower tracked elementary students, including those in ability groups within one classroom, spend less time on work tasks and more time on behavior and discipline issues (Dreeben & Gamoran 1986; Oakes 2005). Different groups experience differences in the pace of instruction, enthusiasm of the teacher, and are exposed to less curriculum over the course of the year (Dreeben & Gamoran 1986; Gamoran 1992; Oakes 2005; Pallas et al. 1994). Thus a process that sorts middle-class students into higher tracks than working-class students is one that provides a significant educational benefit to middle-class students.

The effects of tracking are progressive and cumulative: they follow students throughout their schooling, shaping the opportunities and constraints they will face throughout their time in school. In secondary schooling, tracking becomes more formalized and rigid, with the division of the curriculum into standard and advanced courses, and the possible addition of specialty advanced courses (Callahan 2005). Prior academic achievement, shaped by ability groups and track placement, constrains course offerings available to students. Highly tracked students are perceived as college bound, and are sorted into the courses they will need in order to pursue this path. That the ability grouping process is class-biased, as well as race-biased in favor of high placement for white students, increases the greater likelihood that middle-class students will have the prerequisites, courses, and scores they need for successful college application (Mayer 2008).

Although the effects of schools in creating middle-class outcomes is notable, family background—what parents and peers do outside of school to help and influence students—does the most to explain how middle-class status is reproduced through schooling.

Home Effects: How Parents and Peers Create Middle-Class Students

The Coleman Report (1966) was the first to clearly show that family and peer influences better explain educational achievement than do school resources. In part, this is due to the basic material resources that middle-class parents can provide for their children: regular access to necessary nutrition, weather-appropriate clothing, and stable housing. The absence of these crucial resources can have significant negative consequences on children’s academic performance, even as school systems try to compensate for these gaps through meal programs, clothing closets, and other assistance (Kozol 1991). Access to books in the home, as well as laptops, tablets, and Wi-Fi also provide middle-class students with a leg up, in terms of comfort with literacy and the ability to consume and produce digital media (Kvasny 2006).

Family background also shapes schooling outcomes through less material mechanisms, including the effective use of cultural and social capital. Cultural capital is class-specific knowledge that schools value, and social capital refers to the interpersonal networks that students and their parents can activate to gain a variety of advantages. People across the economic spectrum have cultural capital and social capital: it is the class-specific nature of the valued cultural and social capital that makes middle-class students comparatively more advantaged (Lareau 2003; Valenzuela 1999).

Pierre Bourdieu introduced the concept “cultural capital” (1986) to describe the kinds of knowledge that are valued in social institutions. In the realm of schooling, cultural capital is the kind of knowledge that schools consider worthwhile and valuable, and it signifies competence with elements of upper-class culture (DiMaggio 1982). Initially Bourdieu drew attention to the importance of familiarity with yachting, ballet, and the great painters, for school success. More recently, access to technology, educational vacations, and structured after-school programs in sports, dance, engineering, and coding all provide middle-class children with opportunities not usually available to working-class kids (Lareau 2003). These experiences enrich students in ways that schools find valuable.

Cultural capital benefits middle-class children in less direct ways as well, in terms of parenting styles and resources that vary by class (Lareau 2000, 2003). Parents convey lessons to their children that they learn from the world of work about how to be successful (Lareau 2000). Working-class children learn to respect and comply with authority figures and that work should be completed during the workday—that after the workday is done, there is time for leisure. These children are discouraged from questioning teacher decisions and are less likely to embrace homework and expansive school projects. Middle-class children learn from their professional parents that the workday is not clearly bounded by start and stop times—but rather the workday continues until the work is done. Middle-class children are taught to be self-directed and autonomous, and to understand that asking questions of authority figures is an important strategy for getting ones’ needs met. Neither of these orientations is wrong, Lareau reminds us, but the lessons middle-class children are learning from the home are lessons that are more valued and rewarded in school, and are more likely to lead to college-bound outcomes.

Students are also influenced by their peer networks. Peers can provide resources for studying and school success (Valenzuela 1999), can influence what level of schooling students aspire to (MacLeod 2009), and can even shape how relevant school is to youth identity (Fordham & Ogbu 1986). Peer networks are an important form of social capital; they are connections that students and their parents can mobilize to bring resources and opportunities to fruition (Coleman et al. 1966). Peer groups tend to be homogenous; students tend to be surrounded by people of similar class and racial background, and this can reinforce their collective aspirations (Sewell & Hauser 1972). For middle-class students, this means that the collective emphasis on college attendance is strong, and that non-college attendance is discordant with group norms (Lareau 2003).

Conclusion

Taken together, these patterns and practices do not ensure that every child from a middle-class background will attain a college degree and move on to continue middle-class status as an adult. However, the structure of our schooling institutions and patterns in our interactions increase the likelihood that middle-class children will become middle-class adults, in part through schooling experiences that prepare them for middle-class occupations and roles.

What makes this class-reproductive process troubling is that it is shrouded in language of earned rewards. We share a belief in the “achievement ideology,” a conception that if we work hard in school, we will be able to experience occupational and income mobility (MacLeod 2009; Wells & Crain 1997; Wells et al. 2009). If hard work leads inexorably to success, then success must be interpreted as a sign of hard work. Those who do not achieve the same level of success did not work as hard, and so do not deserve the same level of success. This ideology legitimates class structure, legitimates class-biased schooling outcomes, and obscures the class-specific schooling processes that contribute to these outcomes. Middle-class students then deserve their schooling successes, and lower-class students are seen as deserving of their lack of success. Subsequent generations of students are encouraged to dream of achieving success in school as a ticket to the middle class, even as that dream is not as likely to be realized.
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Leslie Martin

HOMEOWNERSHIP AND THE MIDDLE CLASS

When the term “American dream” was coined in 1931, it is probably safe to say that prior generations of Americans had always had some conception of what constituted that dream and for a long time that dream included “a home of one’s own.” Whatever purpose that home was supposed to serve—as an investment and form of wealth building, a sign that one had “made it,” a safe and stable environment for children, security in old age, or simply “a roof over one’s head” that, as long as the owner kept up his end of the bargain, could not be taken away—it is likely that Americans have always regarded homeownership as inherently desirable. The great American poet and commentator, Walt Whitman, wrote in 1856, that “a man is not a whole and complete man unless he owns [emphasis in the original] a house and the ground it stands on,” and there is a “universal instinctive desire for landed property, and by the fuller sense of independent manhood which comes from the possession of it.”

President Bill Clinton, announcing his “National Homeownership Strategy” more than a century later in 1995, said: “You want to reinforce family values in America, encourage two-parent households, get people to stay home? Make it easy for people to own their own homes and enjoy the rewards of family life and see their work rewarded.” Mortgage loans made available to veterans after World War II “extended the dream of home ownership to a whole new generation of Americans. For four decades after that, in the greatest period of expansion of middle-class dreams any country has ever seen anywhere in human history, home ownership expanded as incomes rose, jobs increased, the educational level of the American people improved.” Because that dream had begun to “slip away,” he wanted “to restore that dream, to grow the middle class, shrink the underclass [and] promote the mainstream values of work and responsibility, family and community.”

The goal of this strategy, to boost home ownership to 67.5 percent by the year 2000, would take us to an all-time high.… This is the new way home for the American middle class. [Emphasis added.] We have got to raise incomes in this country. We have got to increase security for people who are doing the right thing, and we have got to make people believe that they can have some permanence and stability in their lives even as they deal with all the changing forces that are out there in this global economy. (Clinton 1995)

Similarly, George W. Bush proclaimed in 2003 that his administration would “constantly strive to promote an ownership society in America. We want more people owning their own home. It is in our national interest that more people own their own home. After all, if you own your own home, you have a vital stake in the future of our country.”

Hence, it is undoubtedly safe to say that homeownership has been regarded as part of the “American dream” for more than century and that homeownership has been viewed as a means of upward mobility: in particular, a way for the “working poor” (or at least their children) to enter the middle class. As a consequence, the promotion of homeownership has been considered a legitimate goal of public policy since at least the 1930s. There is also no doubt that during the decades following World War II the homeownership rate surged, ultimately rising to an all-time high level that surpassed President Clinton’s target, and that this period was also characterized by rapid economic growth and rising average incomes, educational attainment, and living standards.

It is also true that there has been some reconsideration lately of the idea that homeownership is an “unquestioned virtue” (Wessel 2010) and “the ultimate fulfillment of the American dream” (White 2010) This questioning roughly coincided with the onset of the so-called Great Recession in 2008, which was preceded by a “mortgage meltdown” and “foreclosure crisis.” With rising unemployment and falling home prices many homeowners found themselves unable (or unwilling) to pay mortgage loans that, in many cases, exceeded the value of their homes. In the aftermath, many new homeowners lost their homes and the homeownership rate declined. It cannot be entirely coincidental that claims of a shrinking middle class and rising income inequality, along with calls for government to enact policies to help the middle class, seem to have accelerated during the years since the onset of the Great Recession. Perhaps this is evidence that what happens in the housing market does not stay in the housing market: it has broader implications for national economic well-being. That in effect is the argument of this entry. For many Americans homeownership can serve as a way of building wealth and improving one’s quality of life; and the benefits for individual households can positively affect their communities as well as the regional and even national economy. In other words, homeownership remains important to the middle class.

Theoretical Importance of Home Ownership

Why was homeownership supposed to be an “unquestioned virtue”? Traditional arguments in favor of homeownership often include the following. It’s good for individuals, particularly as a form of wealth building: an accessible means of accumulating real assets. It’s good for communities and society in general because homeownership provides what economists call “positive externalities” or social benefits.

For individuals homeownership provides security—from rent increases, neglect, evictions, etc. Historically, buying a home in the suburbs allowed families to escape urban problems of crime and blight. Quality of life improved with a safer, more stable environment for children. As owners of a part of it, people feel “invested in” or they become “stakeholders” in their community. In a community of like-minded individuals (with middle-class values) homes are better-maintained—“nobody ever washed a rented car,” as they say. There is less crime and property values are higher.

These individual benefits were supposed to spill over as positive social effects. Higher property values would mean more tax revenue for municipalities and more funding for public services, including schools. More funding allowed for both more and better schools. If the more-stable environment for children made for better students, then higher-quality schools would produce higher-achieving students who were more likely to go to college. It is probably no coincidence that only 6 percent of Americans aged 25 or older had a college degree in 1948 while today 32 percent have a bachelor’s degree or higher. As individuals’ educational attainment rises so does the value of the goods and services they produce for society, the incomes they earn, the taxes they pay and, presumably, the better are the prospects for their children.

Perhaps the most important benefit for individuals is that buying a home is a form of saving. Saving, which represents income not spent on consumption, adds to one’s wealth. Wealth consists of valuable assets: assets have value because they produce income or other benefits in the future; they may be financial assets (money, bank deposits, etc.) or real assets (houses, land, etc.) The value of all one’s assets minus any debts incurred to purchase those assets (liabilities) is one’s net worth.

The most important investment and largest asset for the majority of individuals is undoubtedly their home. If the house was financed with a mortgage loan, each monthly payment reduces the amount of the debt. Therefore, the value of the asset after subtracting the debt—one’s “equity” in the home—has increased, along with net worth. In that sense, each payment on a mortgage (excluding the portion that goes to interest) is equivalent to making a deposit of that amount in a bank account. The balance, one’s wealth and net worth, would rise by that amount. If you deposit a given amount of money each month in a bank account, the balance grows with the interest earned and after, say, 30 years, you would have accumulated a certain sum of money. If you were paying off a mortgage over 30 years, the house would probably be rising in value by at least the rate of inflation, and you would own a real asset with a certain market value. Which is the better investment?

There are costs and benefits associated with each. You would pay income taxes on the interest earned on the bank deposit, but the interest paid on the home mortgage is tax deductible—it reduces your total income tax—although you would have to pay property taxes on the house. The bottom line: it would be possible for a renter to end up with a bank deposit equal to or even greater than the value of the homeowner’s house. In order for a renter to end up with at least the same amount of wealth as a homeowner, the renter would have to save a certain amount of money each month—in addition to paying the rent. Even then, however, the homeowner may be better off because the renter has to continue paying rent, perhaps by drawing down his savings (liquidating financial assets). The homeowner, in contrast, gets his or her housing “free,” except for the cost of insurance, taxes, and maintenance. The homeowner may thus be better off in retirement.

We might reasonably assume that the average renter is unlikely to save as much as the individual in the previous hypothetical example, either because their income is relatively low or because they are not “forced” to save as are homeowners who must pay the mortgage.

If so, a key advantage of home ownership is the accumulation of wealth that the house represents. Hence, extending homeownership among low- to moderate-income and minority households, who have in fact been less likely to own their homes, may be beneficial. Homeownership may or may not be “the way home to the middle class,” but at least it may be a step in the right direction.

It could also be argued that homeownership generates social benefits via its macroeconomic effects. Historically, expanding the rate of homeownership in the United States has been accompanied by rising average incomes, improved living standards, and a better quality of life. Residential construction—the value of houses, apartments, and other dwellings built—adds to our gross domestic product (GDP). GDP, a measure of our national output, is the total value of goods and services produced in the United States and purchased by households, businesses, governments, and buyers in other countries during the year. Since 1947, “private residential fixed investment” (spending by private individuals and businesses on new housing units) has accounted for 4.7 percent of GDP on average; however, during the baby boom years it averaged 5.3 percent.

If GDP grows faster than the population, then the quantity of goods available per person rises. Since the value of goods produced is defined as their sale price, GDP is also a measure of the total income received by the producers of goods. Hence, per capita GDP is also a measure of income per person, and increases in GDP per person over time (also known as “economic growth”) have been reflected in rising average incomes and living standards. In 1950, GDP per person in the United States, adjusted for inflation (in “today’s dollars”), was less than $15,000. Today, it is over $50,000. In other words, national output and income per person have more than tripled during the past half-century. But these dollar values do not truly reflect the change in living standards over this time because the type, variety, quality, and characteristics of goods produced are dramatically different compared to 1950. It could be argued that the economic growth that coincided with rising homeownership, by increasing the buying power of American households, created incentives for the development of numerous consumer goods and services—from television in the 1950s to personal computers in the 1980s to smartphones that incorporated both of those things.

An increase in the rate of homeownership, accompanied by new home construction, could also lead to faster economic growth and rising incomes by stimulating economic activity in other sectors. The postwar boom in residential construction and homeownership occurred largely in suburbs. Extending the periphery of urban areas, and the creation of large metropolitan regions, fed the demand for more and better roads and increased government expenditures on infrastructure. Arguably, the expansion of a network of highways fueled demand for automobiles and stimulated a number of manufacturing industries. Similarly, the increase in the number of owner-occupied single family dwellings (along with the baby boom) raised demand for home appliances, furnishings, equipment, and countless other goods and services. As households located further away from urban business districts, but near highways, we began to see the creation and proliferation of larger retailers such as grocery and department stores, and agglomerations of these in shopping centers. A result of this expansion of the retail sector was a greater variety of goods and services available to households, and lower prices, which helped to raise real incomes and living standards.

Homeownership and Economic Well-Being: The Evidence

In 1940, after a decade of the Great Depression, less than one-half (43.6 percent) of American households lived in homes they owned. The decades following World War II, however, saw a surge in homeownership. By 1980 nearly two-thirds (64.4 percent) of households owned their homes. From then on the homeownership rate increased more slowly, rising to 66.2 percent in 2000, peaking at more than 69 percent in 2004, and falling back to 65 percent in 2014.

How can we explain the surge after 1940? For one, millions of returning veterans, eligible for low interest mortgage loans from the Veterans Administration, demanded homes for their rapidly expanding families during the baby boom years (1946–1964). Strong economic growth and rising incomes during the booming postwar years of the 1950s and 1960s also helped to stimulate demand for houses. It is also probably the case that public policies to promote and subsidize homeownership—for example, the guaranteeing and purchasing by federal government agencies of home mortgage loans made by private lenders—served to increase homeownership.

The rapid growth of homeownership from 1940 to 1980 was also accompanied by historically strong economic growth and a dramatic rise in average living standards, which continued through the end of the 20th century even though the homeownership rate leveled off. Following World War II, in 1947, real per capita GDP (national output per person, “adjusted for inflation,” in 2009 dollars) was less than $14,000. By 1978, only 30 years later, this measure of income per person had doubled to more than $28,000, a growth rate of 2.4 percent per year. (It had not quite doubled again by 2014.) This growth in output per person occurred while the population, fueled by the baby boom, was rising 1.4 percent per year. This implies that our total output of goods and services was growing at a rate of close to 4 percent per year on average over three decades. That is a very strong rate of economic growth compared to the postwar average rate of 3 percent per year, considered to be “normal,” and the less than 2 percent rate of GDP growth that has prevailed since 2008.

Similarly, median family income adjusted for inflation grew rapidly during the postwar years, doubling between 1947 and 1972. Likewise, average family income grew more slowly thereafter, partly as a result of the “stagflation” (high unemployment and inflation) experienced in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Even so, median family income (in 2014 dollars) rose from $55,000 in 1972 to nearly $70,000 in 2000, an increase of 25 percent. Although average family income may have grown more slowly in recent years, the average family is smaller today than it was in 1972, near the end of the baby boom. Moreover, the increase in average family income allowed Americans to enjoy a level of spending on consumer goods that rose from $9,000 per person in 1950 to $29,000 in 2000. Hence, it may indeed be the case, as President Clinton argued, that the expansion of homeownership in the four decades since World War II was also accompanied by “the greatest period of expansion of middle class dreams.”

During that period, the number of owner-occupied housing units rose from 15 million in 1940 to more than 50 million in 1980, a growth rate of more than 3 percent per year, double the rate of growth between 1980 and 2000, when the number of owner-occupied units hit 70 million. Moreover, this rapid growth in the nation’s housing stock seems to have occurred largely in suburbs. In other words, the sharp increase in homeownership coincided with the creation of large “metropolitan” areas consisting of central cities and the surrounding area. In 1940, only 15 percent of the U.S. population lived in suburbs (with 33 percent in the central cities.) By 2000, fully 50 percent of the population lived in suburbs while the share living within the central cities had fallen to 30 percent (Hobbs and Stoops 2002).

The rapid increase in the number of owner-occupied dwellings and the growth of suburbs, which would have raised property values on the periphery of cities, must also have been accompanied by a significant increase in household wealth. Between 1950 and 1980, the market value of real estate owned by households rose from less than $250 billion to nearly $3 trillion, increasing by a factor of 12 (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, various years.) Over the same period, the cost of living as measured by the consumer price index rose by a factor of three. Thus, the increase in household wealth in the form of houses far outpaced the rate of inflation. The same is true for household net worth (the value of real estate and other assets minus the value of home mortgages and other debts): given the number of households, net worth per household in 1980, at $128,000, was five times greater than the 1950 level of $26,000. From 1980 to 2000, the value of household real estate and net worth per household both rose more than inflation, but the margin was much smaller. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that a rising rate of homeownership beginning in the postwar years—and the increase in household wealth it represented—was a major cause of rising living standards and quality of life for millions of Americans.

A quick look at U.S. census data for the counties making up the largest metropolitan areas in the United States reveal, in general, a strong negative correlation between the homeownership rate in a county and the poverty rate, the percentage of a county’s population living in households with incomes below the poverty level. The data in Table 1 cover 428 counties and independent cities in 51 metropolitan areas (with populations in excess of one million). The metro areas were separated into regions used by the Census Bureau in order to look for geographic differences in the relationship between home ownership and several indicators of economic well-being.

The numbers in the table, known as correlation coefficients, are measures of the extent to which two variables tend to move in the same (or opposite) direction. They may take on any value between +1 and −1. As shown in the table, the coefficient for homeownership and the poverty rate in metro areas in the Northeast region (the New England States, New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania) was −0.911. A value of −1.0, known as a “perfect negative correlation,” would mean that when the homeownership rate in a region is above average, the poverty rate would always be below average. Let it suffice to say that as the correlation coefficient approaches −1.0, the greater is the mathematical relationship between the two variables and the more they are negatively correlated. If homeownership is a means of upward mobility and a form of saving that raises household net worth, then we would expect a higher rate of homeownership in a region to coincide with a lower rate of poverty. In nearly all the metropolitan areas, in fact, there is strong negative relationship (defined as a correlation coefficient with an absolute value in excess of 0.5) between the homeownership and poverty rates. In other words, metropolitan counties with higher rates of homeownership tended to have fewer people in poverty.




	Table 1    Homeownership and Poverty




	



	Region

	
	Correlation with homeownership rate




	Per capita income1

	
	Median household income2

	
	Poverty rate3

	 

	Number of municipalities




	



	Northeast4

	
	0.085

	
	0.413

	
	−0.760

	
	67




	New England

	
	0.363

	
	0.643

	
	−0.911

	
	16




	Mid-Atlantic

	
	0.061

	
	0.390

	
	−0.751

	
	51




	South Atlantic5

	
	0.018

	
	0.228

	
	−0.500

	
	121  




	North Central6

	
	0.194

	
	0.501

	
	−0.745

	
	107  




	East N. Central

	
	0.232

	
	0.513

	
	−0.742

	
	64




	West N. Central

	
	0.142

	
	0.485

	
	−0.747

	
	43




	South Central7

	
	0.019

	
	0.301

	
	  0.551

	
	93




	East S. Central

	
	0.184

	
	0.391

	
	−0.601

	
	43




	West S. Central

	
	−0.062  

	
	0.331

	
	−0.572

	
	50




	West8

	
	−0.067  

	
	0.136

	
	−0.582

	
	40




	Mountain

	
	0.367

	
	0.608

	
	−0.793

	
	14




	Pacific

	
	−0.274  

	
	−0.128  

	
	−0.393

	
	26




	All municipalities

	
	−0.051  

	
	0.223

	
	−0.549

	
	428  




	



	1 Money income per person in 2013 dollars.

2 Median household income over the period 2009–2013.

3 Percent of the population below the poverty level, 2009–2013.

4 Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont; Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New York.

5 Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia Maryland, North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia.

6 Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, Wisconsin; Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota.

7 Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, Tennessee; Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas.

8 Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah; California, Oregon, Washington.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.






On the other hand, there is also a more or less strong positive correlation between homeownership and the median household income: the income such that one-half of the households in a county had an income above this level and one-half had an income below it. (Note that a value of 1.0, indicating a “perfect positive correlation,” is analogous to the perfect negative correlation: it means that when the homeownership rate in a county is above average, the median household income is always above average.) Again, based on the assumed benefits of homeownership, a positive relationship between homeownership and household income is expected. While, in general, metropolitan counties with higher rates of homeownership tended to have higher household incomes, the positive correlation was less strong in some regions.

Perhaps contrary to expectations, the data for many metropolitan areas show little if any relationship (as indicated by a correlation coefficient close to zero) between homeownership and per capita (per person) income. That is, higher rates of homeownership were not always associated with higher levels of income per person and, for metropolitan areas on the Pacific Coast, there is negative correlation. In fact, the time period to which the census data correspond (2009–2013) coincides with the appearance of some revisionism in the “homeownership is the American dream” story.

Rutgers economist Eugene White (2010) wrote recently that efforts to promote homeownership prior to the “mortgage meltdown” and Great Recession “pushed many low-income Americans into [an] untenable position”: having to make a fixed monthly payment, which might be relatively large compared to one’s income, on a mortgage that might exceed the value of the house, making it impossible to sell the house or refinance the loan. Hence, while there was historical support for the idea that homeownership was a good thing—associated with higher incomes, stable communities, and “higher levels of happiness and well-being”—it is not optimal for everyone. Young and less educated adults earn lower incomes, in general, but are also more likely to become unemployed, making them also more likely to default on mortgages. But a default carries negative consequences, such as restricted access to credit, that may affect one for years.

Moreover, homeownership can “lock” one into a declining area, since selling a house is costly, thereby reducing one’s mobility and ability to take advantage of economic opportunities. According to another analyst (Florida 2010), “many people in economically distressed communities are trapped in homes they can’t sell, unable to move on to new centers of opportunity.” He argued that cities with high levels of homeownership “had on average considerably lower levels of economic activity and much lower wages and incomes.” In fact, if we take the central cities out of the metropolitan areas and look at only the largest of them (those with populations greater than 500,000), there is a strong negative correlation (−0.430) between homeownership rates and income per person. Within the biggest cities themselves, higher rates of homeownership were associated with lower levels of income per person.

Another commentator (Milken 2014) argued that policies that subsidized homeownership, such as lower mortgage interest rates, the relaxation of conventional lending standards, and reduced down payments, had the effect of raising demand for and driving up the price of homes. This created an expectation among current and would-be homeowners that home values would continue to rise indefinitely, producing large capital gains. As a result, middle-class families “began to think of homes as investments, not just shelter.” The problem is that over the long run, offsetting periods of declining prices have made the historical real rate of growth in home values relatively low compared to, say, corporate stocks. In the unusual “housing bubble” that followed, “many buyers decided that the largest-possible house (with an equally large mortgage) was a better idea [for an investment] than a retirement fund or their children’s education.” Presumably buyers thought that the rise in the future value of their homes would fund their retirements. But if housing prices crash, as they did after 2007, and buyers default on their mortgages (or can only sell at a loss) then they could be left with nothing to show for their investment.

So, is homeownership the way home to the middle class or not? Is it, in general, a good thing and, if so, should public policy promote homeownership? It would seem that it is still generally accepted that homeownership is economically beneficial—even if we say for most but not necessarily all households. A recent study by the Joint Center for Housing Studies at Harvard University (Herbert et al. 2013) concluded that “homeownership continues to be a significant source of household wealth, and remains particularly important for lower-income and minority households.” The study identified “two primary mechanisms by which owning appears to generate wealth.” The first is through the substantial long run appreciation in home prices that buyers who “sustain” ownership can realize, even though a share of these gains could be lost in the short run due to fluctuations in prices. The other mechanism is the forced saving that homeownership necessitates: each mortgage payment reduces the loan balance and increases one’s net worth. Since it is difficult for households to save “absent either a clear goal or an automatic savings mechanism,” renters are unlikely to save comparable sums and, hence, “rarely accumulate any wealth.” Even if owners could potentially fare better financially by renting and investing in other assets, the financial gains are not the only (and perhaps not the most important) benefit of homeownership.

It is important to bear in mind that the desire to own a home is not solely—or even primarily—motivated by financial goals. Homeownership’s appeal lies strongly in associations with having control over one’s living situation, the desire to put down roots in a community, and the sense of efficacy and success that is associated with owning. (Herbert et al. 2013, 49)

Homeownership may entail significant risks for some: young, childless and/or less educated adults, for example, who lose mobility. But the benefits of homeownership may rise relative to the costs as one ages, marries, and/or has children. The primary benefit may be the possession of an asset that will not only provide a service (shelter for oneself) or an income (rent), but can be liquidated for cash or passed on to one’s heirs. The authors of the study (Herbert et al. 2013, 49) conclude: “the fact that homeowning is strongly preferred for a host of other reasons by most individuals as they age provides further support for policies to promote homeownership out of equity concerns to help individuals and families achieve this important goal.” After all, the idea that the nation would succeed, both economically and politically, the more its people believe they have an interest in it—and that having a stake in one’s community comes from owning a piece of it—is an idea as old as the nation’s founding.

See also: What Is Middle Class in America? Examining Income and Occupation; What Happened to the American Dream?; Federal Housing Policy; Financial Deregulation, Housing, and the Great Recession; President Obama and Middle-Class America; Residential Segregation

Further Reading

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. (various years). Financial accounts of the United States, historical annual tables. Table B.101: Balance sheet of households and nonprofit organizations.

Clinton, W. J. (1995, June 5). Remarks on the National Homeownership Strategy. Retrieved from http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=51448

Florida, R. (2010, June 7). Homeownership is overrated. Wall Street Journal.

Herbert, C. E., McCue, D. T., & Sanchez-Moyano, R. (2013, September). Is homeownership still an effective means of building wealth for low-income and minority households? (Was it ever?) Harvard University: Joint Center for Housing Studies.

Hobbs, F., & Stoops, N. (2002, November). Demographic trends in the 20th century. U.S. Census Bureau.

Milken, M. (2014, March 5). How housing policy hurts the middle class. Wall Street Journal.

Wessel, D. (2010, June 17). Rethinking part of the American dream. Wall Street Journal.

White, E. N. (2010, February 11). The poor are better off renting. Wall Street Journal.

David Kiriazis

LABOR UNIONS AND THE CREATION OF THE MIDDLE CLASS

Labor union membership and middle-class prosperity rose and fell in parallel in the 20th century, lending credibility, if not proof, to the view that labor unions played a crucial role in the creation of a prosperous middle class. In the post–World War II decades, labor unions fought successfully to increase labor’s share of the fruits of a rapidly growing economy. Blue-collar workers in the steel, automobile, and other large unionized industries became the newest members of a middle class whose income was rising steadily, coupled to growth in the economy overall. From 1947 to 1973, the productivity of the economy and the earnings of middle-class families both roughly doubled. In the early 1970s, however, changing economic conditions and increasing political opposition toward unions put an end to labor’s golden age. Union membership peaked in 1979 and has since declined steadily. Declining almost in lockstep alongside union membership has been the share of income earned by the middle class, defined as households in the middle 60 percent of the income distribution. Unions were a crucial element of an implicit postwar contract between business and labor that distributed economic growth broadly across society in the mid-20th century (Levy & Temin 2011). The breakdown of that contract has contributed to the stagnation of middle-class incomes that began in the 1970s and continued into the 21st century.

Unions and the Distribution of Earnings

Workers organize themselves into labor unions in order to more effectively pursue their joint interests, such as improvements in wages, benefits, hours, or working conditions. Unionized workers negotiate their employment contracts through collective bargaining with employers, using the threat of a strike or work stoppage as their primary bargaining tool. A primary goal of unions is to increase the earnings of their members. Prior to the 1980s, the predominant view of economists was that labor unions made the distribution of wages less equal by increasing the wages of union members at the expense of the nonunionized. The consensus of existing studies is that unionized workers earn between 10 and 30 percent more than similar nonunionized workers (Lewis 1986). Some economists contended that unions widen earnings inequality by inflating the wages of more highly skilled workers to the detriment of less skilled workers, or by inflating the wages of union members relative to nonunion members. Unions push wages up for their own workers by restricting the employment opportunities in the unionized sector. Excess workers “spill over” into the nonunionized sector, causing the wages of nonunionized workers to fall. Unionization therefore, it was argued, makes the incomes of the working class more unequal by “reducing the opportunities available to the most disadvantaged workers” (Friedman 1962, 124).

Researchers in the 1980s, drawing on newly available microlevel data, countered that unionization had an equalizing effect on wages (Freeman 1980; Freeman & Medoff 1984). Union employment contracts tend to standardize wages both within and across firms, particularly reducing wage inequality among manufacturing workers (Freeman 1980, 1993). Within a unionized firm, unions impose wage scales that equalize the earnings of workers. In addition, the presence of unions tends to standardize wages across different firms in a unionized industry. To the extent that unions are able to increase the earnings of blue-collar manufacturing workers relative to those of typically more highly paid managerial workers, unions make the overall distribution of earnings more equal (Asher & DeFina 1995). Unions also arguably reduce earnings inequality by putting downward pressure on company profits and executive pay. Business leaders recognize that high profits and executive salaries can serve as powerful bargaining chips for unions in contract negotiations.

The effects of unions on the labor market extend beyond unionized firms. The presence of unions shapes the nature of the employment relationship and influences public policy in the economy overall. Nonunionized firms may raise the wages of their employees in order to dampen workers’ motivation to unionize, a phenomenon labeled the “threat effect.” The employment contracts negotiated by unions may shape societal norms regarding the fair levels of pay, establishing the moral framework within which nonunionized workers and firms negotiate their employment contracts (Western & Rosenfeld 2011). The contracts negotiated by unions may be emulated by other firms, serving as benchmarks for wages in the economy at large. A $30 per hour wage for union workers, for example, lends plausibility to a $15 per hour minimum wage for the economy’s lowest earners. Unions can also be a powerful political force in support of middle-class economic concerns (Hacker & Pierson 2010, 139–143). By increasing voter turnout at the lower end of the income distribution, unions move public policy toward more redistributive policies that increase the income share of those at the lower end of the income distribution (Krugman 2007, 69–70).

The Uneven Growth of Unionization

The roots of unionization in the United States extend back to the nation’s earliest days. In the 1780s, urban craft workers formed organizations for mutual support, such as fraternal support for the cost of sickness or burial, and for the promotion of common interests, such as higher wages and shorter hours. As the nation’s cities grew, so did the number of local craft unions. The legality of labor organizations was initially ambiguous, but gained a strong footing in 1842 with the Massachusetts Supreme Court decision Commonwealth v. Hunt, which held that organizing to raise wages was legal. As the nation became more geographically unified in the latter 19th century, unions expanded their reach. The first national trade union, the National Typographical Union, appeared in 1852. By 1880, it is estimated that nearly 170,000 workers, about 2 percent of the nonfarm workforce, belonged to unions.

Between 1880 and 1940, the number of union members in the United States grew from 170,000 to nearly 9 million. Rather than a steady march upward, growth in union membership took place in historically distinct episodes, against a shifting legal and political backdrop. The first major upward surge in union membership occurred between 1883 and 1886, led by the Noble Order of the Knights of Labor (KOL), one of the first labor organizations to include both skilled craft workers and unskilled workers. The KOL supported a variety of social reforms, including the eight-hour day and progressive income taxation. A second wave of unionization took place between 1897 and 1904, led by the Federation of Trade and Labor Unions, which would later become the American Federation of Labor (AFL). In contrast to the KOL, the AFL was mainly a federation of craft unions, supporting the interests of skilled craft workers against the general interest of common laborers. By 1904, almost 12 percent of the workforce was unionized.

Uneven growth in unionization continued in the early decades of the 20th century. Between 1916 and 1921, union membership grew from 10 percent to 17 percent of the workforce. Strong economic growth in the 1920s, however, was not matched by corresponding growth in unionization. Employers forestalled unionization by adopting paternalistic policies that came to be known as “welfare capitalism,” such as higher wages, shorter work weeks, paid vacations, and pensions. Corporate leaders of the 1920s also actively engaged in union busting and campaigned in favor of the open shop (a shop in which no worker was required to join a union). Antiunion efforts on the part of business were aided by a political and social climate that tended to favor business over labor. By 1930, union membership had fallen to only 11 percent of the workforce.

In the 1930s, after the onset of the Great Depression, unions regained and then surpassed their previous presence in the labor force. The rapid growth of unionization in the 1930s took even contemporary labor experts by surprise. Unionization grew as a result of both top-down changes in the legal and political environment and a revived interest in organization on the part of workers. New Deal legislation, in particular, the 1933 National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA) and its successor, the 1935 Wagner Act, significantly expanded legal protection for organized labor. The creation of the Committee for Industrial Organization (CIO) by John L. Lewis in 1935 provided a new channel for the organization of workers in mass production industries. Within the framework of a more favorable legal environment, the drive to organize came largely from the bottom up. In the face of the Great Depression, employers abandoned the welfare capitalist benefits that had maintained the peace between employers and workers in the 1920s (Moriguchi 2005). To fight these changes, workers joined unions in unprecedented numbers. Between 1930 and 1940, the share of workforce belonging to unions more than doubled, rising from 11 to nearly 24 percent.

The “Postwar Contract” and the Creation of the Middle Class

By the 1940s, unions had not only attained unprecedented membership levels, they had also gained an unprecedented level of political influence. In 1944, the president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce stated, “Measured in numbers, political influence, economic weight, or by any other yardstick, labor is a power in our land” (Brody 1993, 158). Against the backdrop of prolabor policies put in place during the New Deal, labor was able to forge a “postwar contract” with business that distributed economic gains broadly in the economy. After a tumultuous period just after the war ended, characterized by strikes and work stoppages, unions and large corporations came to an uneasy peace. The 1947 agreement between the United Auto Workers union and General Motors set the precedent for a new relationship between labor and management. Labeled the “Treaty of Detroit” by Fortune magazine, the agreement linked wage increases to productivity and cost-of-living increases, ensuring that workers would benefit from productivity gains. In return, workers agreed not to contest management’s exclusive right to make production and investment decisions. This new model of industrial relations was emulated throughout the economy by both unionized and nonunionized businesses (Levy & Temin 2011).




	Table 1    Union Membership and the Middle-Class Income Share




	



	Year

	
	Union membership (thousands)

	
	Nonagricultural employment (thousands)

	
	Union density (%)

	
	Middle-class income share (%)




	



	1880

	
	      170

	
	  9,439

	
	  1.8

	
	n.a.




	1890

	
	      822

	
	11,577

	
	  7.1

	
	n.a.




	1900

	
	   1,170

	
	15,906

	
	  7.4

	
	n.a.




	1910

	
	   2,269

	
	23,299

	
	  9.7

	
	n.a.




	1920

	
	   5,034

	
	28,768

	
	17.5

	
	n.a.




	1930

	
	   3,632

	
	33,843

	
	10.7

	
	n.a.




	1940

	
	   8,944

	
	37,980

	
	23.5

	
	n.a.




	1950

	
	15,000

	
	53,235

	
	28.2

	
	51.9




	1960

	
	18,117

	
	60,320

	
	30.0

	
	52.9




	1970

	
	20,751

	
	75,215

	
	27.6

	
	52.7




	1980

	
	22,493

	
	95,939

	
	23.4

	
	52.1




	1990

	
	19,058

	
	115,570  

	
	16.5

	
	49.5




	2000

	
	18,115

	
	134,427  

	
	13.5

	
	46.8




	2010

	
	16,267

	
	136,858  

	
	11.9

	
	46.5




	



	Sources: Union membership (number of employed workers, outside of agriculture, belonging to or represented by a union): 1880–1910, Carter et al. 2006, series Ba4789; 1920–1970, series Ba4783; 1980–1990, series Ba4788. For 2000 and 2010, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, employed wage and salary workers represented by unions (series LUU0203161900) minus agricultural workers represented by unions (series LUU0204801500).




	Nonagricultural employment: 1880, Friedman 2008. 1890–1930, Carter et al. 2006, series Ba471 minus series Ba472; 1940–1990, series Ba481 minus series Ba482. For 2000 and 2010, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, nonagricultural employment (series LNU02035019).




	Union density (percent of nonagricultural workers belonging to or represented by unions): 1880, Friedman 2008; 1890–2010, union membership divided by nonagricultural employment, percent.




	Middle-class income share (percent of income earned by households in the second, third, and fourth quintiles of the income distribution): 1950–1990, Carter et al. 2006, sum of series Be3, Be4, and Be5. For 2000 and 2010, U.S. Census Bureau, Historical Income Tables, Table F-2.






The Treaty of Detroit was a key element of a set of complementary prolabor policies originating in the New Deal that included government support for unions, progressive taxation, and a high minimum wage. Aided by a massive expansion of public schooling and higher education, this set of policies resulted in strong positive trends in both wages and productivity during the post–World War II decades. Table 1 shows the share of unionized workers remaining high through the 1950s and 1960s, while over the same decades, households in the middle of the income distribution took home a stable share, about 52 percent, of the nation’s growing income. It would be mistaken to consider these decades overly idyllic, as the postwar contract did not extend to many less unionized southern states and because racism and sexism were prevalent in unions well into the 1960s and 1970s. That said, the economic record clearly shows that from 1947 well into the 1960s, for a broad swath of mainly white, male, blue-collar workers, wages and productivity increased together at a brisk rate, bringing a new group of Americans solidly into the middle class.

Rising Inequality and the Decline of Unions

Decline in the power of the labor movement began in the 1960s and continued into the 21st century. In absolute numbers, union membership peaked in the late 1970s. Measured as a share of the workforce, the decline in union membership began much earlier, in the early 1950s, when union members constituted more than one-third of the workforce. The decline in union membership was coupled with a corresponding decline in middle-class incomes. The share of income received by the middle 60 percent of households fell from almost 53 percent in 1960 to less than 47 percent in 2010, as income shifted from the middle to the top end of the income distribution. Although the coincidence of declining unionization and a decline in the middle-class income share does not establish causation, the overall political, economic, and social context suggests a shift away from a partnership between labor and business toward a more antagonistic relationship in which workers often came out the losers.

Some scholars attribute the decline in unionization mainly to economic forces. Rising inflation, the oil crisis and stagflation of the 1970s, and increased foreign competition in manufacturing hurt the competitiveness of U.S. manufacturing. In the 1970s, inflation and foreign competition made it very difficult for firms to maintain the trend of steadily growing real wages that characterized the postwar decades. Other scholars emphasize change in the political and social climate as the source of decline in unionization. Already in 1947, the Taft-Hartley Act had weakened some of the prolabor measures put into place in the New Deal era. By the l970s, the postwar contract between labor and management was slowly being replaced by a set of policies known as the Washington Consensus that favored deregulation and increased competition (Levy & Temin, 2011). In the context of a more probusiness political climate, some firms engaged in deliberate union-busting efforts, while others shifted plants to less unionized southern states or overseas to limit union influence. The historical record shows clear evidence of an increase in illegal employer opposition to unions and unfair management practices, beginning in the 1960s and peaking around 1980. Beginning in the 1960s, unions also struggled with internal challenges that reduced their influence and public support. By 1998, prominent union scholar Richard Freeman reached the conclusion that “the social accord that made unions a part of national decision making had broken down” (Freeman 1998, 287).

The Future of Unions and the Middle Class

Will the 21st century see a revival of the unions and middle-class prosperity? Any attempt to predict the future of unions and the middle class will likely be as unsuccessful as the mistaken predictions of the past. At this point in time, some scholars are optimistic about the potential for a revival of unionization, seeing signs of unfulfilled demand for unionization among workers (Hacker & Pierson 2010, 58). The policy measures of the Obama administration have moved the political framework in a direction more favorable to the middle class, and as of 2016, wages at the low end of the distribution are experiencing an uptick after decades of stagnation. Notably, in the fall of 2015, the United Auto Workers unions negotiated union contracts with three major automakers that included the most generous wage increases seen in more than a decade. Some scholars predict that given a more flexible labor force and new modes of social organization facilitated by social media, alternative forms of labor organization will join or replace unions in providing a voice for the interests of workers. The only thing that is certain is that given the complex interplay between political, economic, and social forces, the future of unions and the middle class will not resemble the past.

See also: The Origins of the Middle Class; What Happened to the American Dream?; Democratic Unionism; Lewis, John L., and the United Mineworkers of America; National Labor Relations Act; Radicalism and the Labor Movement
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AFFIRMATIVE ACTION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

The term “affirmative action” refers to efforts in the United States to increase the representation of individual groups in society that are historically underrepresented in employment, educational institutions, and business contracting. In the United States these individuals usually include people of color, women, and people with disabilities. Veterans have also been included. Measures taken under the guise of affirmative action can range from undertaking broad outreach efforts to ensure underrepresented communities are aware of opportunities, to taking demographic characteristics into account in making hiring, admissions, or contracting decisions, to establishing quotas to ensure adequate representation.

One rationale for such efforts is that some form of intervention is required to improve the chances for those economically disadvantaged and otherwise stuck in a cycle of poverty as a result of past or present discrimination. Because opportunities to obtain a better education or job are often competitive, nonbeneficiaries (for example, those who do not gain admission to a university that has a voluntary affirmative action program) may believe that they have been discriminated against. For that reason, the legal status of affirmative action has been under ongoing scrutiny by the courts and has also been subject to state ballot propositions. Although affirmative action in employment, contracting, and admissions to educational institutions are frequently addressed with similar policies, the history and rationale for the three is different enough that this entry will focus only on affirmative action in admissions to institutions of higher education.

The term “affirmative action” was first used in an executive order signed by President Kennedy in 1961 encouraging employers to ensure nondiscrimination. President Nixon’s Executive Order 11246 (signed in 1965) required federal contractors to set goals and timetables to eliminate the underutilization of minorities, where applicable (extended to women in Executive Order 11375 in 1967) (Holzer & Neumark 2006). No executive order (nor statute) has called for affirmative action in admissions to institutions of higher education. Rather, many universities have voluntarily adopted such policies, and then have been challenged by legal suits, leaving it up to the courts to decide whether the measures used are lawful under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, which bans discrimination by entities receiving federal funds. In the case of public institutions, they have come under constitutional scrutiny under the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment. Recently, some ballot initiatives in some states have been passed that proscribe any preferential treatment.

The Supreme Court Paves the Way

The first legal challenge to an admissions policy that voluntarily took race into account occurred when Alan Bakke sued the Regents of the University of California for reserving a specific number of slots for minority candidates at the Davis medical school. He argued that he was passed over in violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Equal Protection Clause. In their 1978 decision, the four more liberal justices found the policy violated neither, while the four more conservative justices found the policy violated Title VI, leaving it unnecessary to rule on its constitutionality. The swing vote was by Justice Powell, who wrote the majority opinion for the Court’s judgment. He wrote that while quotas were clearly impermissible, taking race into account along with other factors did meet constitutional muster because “[t]he atmosphere of ‘speculation, experiment and creation’—so essential to the quality of higher education—is widely believed to be promoted by a diverse student body.” Justice Powell further argued such governmental programs must be found to withstand a test of “strict scrutiny”; that is, they must meet a compelling governmental interest and be narrowly tailored in meeting that interest.

Over the next 25 years, universities continued to use affirmative action in the manner approved by the Court, that is, taking race into account in admissions but normally stopping short of employing numerical quotas. Finally, in the early 2000s, two cases from the University of Michigan reached the Supreme Court. In Gratz v. Bollinger (2003), a six to three majority struck down a system whereby undergraduate applicants were awarded points for various elements that would ensure a diverse student body, including race. In Grutter v. Bollinger (2003), however, the law school’s system of considering each applicant individually, flexibly assessing a range of characteristics including race was upheld. In her opinion for the Court, Justice O’Connor pointed to Justice Powell’s reasoning in Bakke that diversity plays a critical educational role in higher education and thus represents a compelling governmental interest. As applied in this situation, it is narrowly tailored; that is, there is no less restrictive means by which the interest could be satisfied (Naff 2004).

State Reactions and Voter Initiatives

Meanwhile, even before Grutter reaffirmed Bakke’s sanction of the value of diversity in higher education, individual groups in some states were taking matters in their own hands and pushing through voter ballot propositions to outlaw such measures. In 1996, California voters passed an initiative, Proposition 209, that prohibited the granting of preferences based on race or gender in admissions to any state college or university, in state contracting and employment. The universities, particularly the most competitive ones, attempted to compensate for this ban through expanded recruitment efforts and other strategies. However, the gap between the number of underrepresented minority students graduating from the state’s high schools and those represented on UC campuses grew from 18 to 23 percentage points between 1995 and 2009 (University of California 2009).

In 1998, Washington state passed I200, enacting a similar prohibition. Six states enacted successful bans to racial preferences while Colorado voters voted down such a proscription. The Texas state legislature in 1997 responded to an appellate court decision (Hopwood v. Texas 1996) that banned affirmative action at Texas’s colleges and universities. It passed the “10 percent plan” that granted automatic admission to students graduating in the top tenth of their high school class to the state institution of their choice. Governor Bush in Florida created a similar system in 1999 through executive order, known as the One Florida plan, banning affirmative action but granting admission to the top 20 percent of high school graduates to one of the state’s public colleges and universities (National Conference of State Legislatures 2014). The assumption was that such percent plans would be “race neutral” means for ensuring diversity on campuses.

Following the Grutter decision, Michigan voters passed Proposal 2 (2006) to ban affirmative action that had so recently been upheld in its state law school, extending the proscription to employment and contracting as well. That law was challenged in federal court; the 6th Circuit ruled the proposition unconstitutional. However, the Supreme Court, in Schuette v. BAMN (2014) ruled, six to two, that voters had the right to prohibit affirmative action. Justice Kennedy, writing for the plurality, was quick to note that the case was not about the merits of affirmative action, but rather about whether states could choose to bar it.

Legal Challenges Continue

In 2008, a conservative organization called Students for Fair Admissions (SFA) took up the cause. They backed Abigail Fisher and a co-complainant in a suit against the University of Texas, alleging discrimination based on her race (white) in violation of the Equal Protection Clause. When the 5th Circuit Court upheld the university’s admission policy, Fisher appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court, who ordered the 5th Circuit to closely scrutinize how the policy was implemented to ensure it met the requirements of strict scrutiny. When the appellate court did so, however, it upheld the policy again, and in February 2015 Fisher petitioned the Supreme Court to rehear the case (Washington: Judicial Watch 2015). In the final hours of its 2015 term, the Court agreed to take up the case commonly called Fisher 2. Also pending before the justices are SFA-sponsored suits filed against Harvard and the University of North Carolina (Wolf 2015).

In summary, affirmative action in higher education refers to a set of measures that are highly controversial. In their most innocuous form, they include outreach to encourage underrepresented communities to apply to colleges and universities they might not otherwise consider. At the other extreme, admissions officers take race into account in some way. For the moment, if this is done flexibly and for the purpose of ensuring a diverse learning environment, such measures are legal. But while many underrepresented minorities have pointed to affirmative action as their road to the middle class, they have acknowledged the controversy that has led to lawsuits and ballot propositions that are bringing an end to many forms of affirmative action.
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CHARTER SCHOOLS

Since their inception in the early 1990s, charter schools have been among the most contentious education policy reforms in the United States. A charter school is a publicly funded elementary or secondary school that is granted exemption from many local and state regulations in exchange for accountability of results. Charter schools were developed based on the premise that freedom from government regulations would give the schools more flexibility and would lead to more innovation in instruction. Charter schools are commonly viewed as a mode of school choice for students with limited options and as a way to encourage healthy competition with traditional public schools. It was the hope that innovative charter school reforms would be replicated in traditional public schools, leading to widespread benefits and an overall increase in the quality of education in the United States. However, critics argue that charter schools further stratify students by race and ability and take funding from traditional public school students who, as a result, are left worse off.

Charter schools are generally managed by an independent organization under a charter, or legal contract, between the school and the state’s charter school authorizer. In exchange for the freedoms granted to charter schools, they are held accountable to a set of standards set forth by their charter. A school’s charter is normally reviewed every three to five years and can be repealed if its guidelines are not followed or if its accountability standards have not been met (NCES 2015). The laws and regulations regarding charter schools vary greatly by state. Even within a state, charter schools can differ greatly because they are guided by a different set of rules set forth by each school’s unique charter.

In 1991, the state of Minnesota passed the first U.S. law permitting the existence of charter schools (NCES 2015). The state opened the nation’s first charter school the following year. Partly driven by the school choice provision outlined in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002, the number of charter schools operating in the United States has since increased dramatically. With the state of Alabama passing charter school legislation in March 2015, charter school law now exists in 43 states and the District of Columbia (Charter School Law 2015). According to the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, the number of students enrolled in a public charter school grew by 100 percent from the 2007 to 2008 school year to the 2013 to 2014 school year (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools 2015). As of February 2015, there were more than 6,700 public charter schools in the United States and more than 2.9 million students, or nearly 5 percent of all public school students, enrolled in charter schools (Details from the Dashboard 2015).

Advocates of charter schools publicize their benefits using well-known success stories. Perhaps most notably, the achievements of the Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP) were described in Malcom Gladwell’s 2008 best seller, Outliers. The KIPP charter school network, created in 1994 by Mike Feinberg and Dave Levin, includes more than 180 schools operating in 20 states and the District of Columbia. According to KIPP, more than 87 percent of students enrolled in KIPP schools receive free or reduced-price lunch, and 95 percent are African American or Latino. KIPP schools greatly outperform other public schools that serve similar student populations; more than 93 of its middle school students have graduated high school, and more than 82 percent of KIPP graduates have attended college (KIPP Public Charter Schools 2015).

The charter school movement was again popularized with the 2010 Davis Guggenheim documentary, Waiting for Superman. The film highlights the benefits of charter programs and the drawbacks associated with excess demand for coveted spots that are allocated based on a lottery system. The film showcases the successes of several charter schools, including the Harlem Children’s Zone (HCZ) and its president, Geoffrey Canada. HCZ is a charter school program for children in Harlem. It includes parenting programs, a preschool program, and health programs (Harlem Children’s Zone 2015) in addition to its main charter schools. According to a recent fact sheet published by HCZ, 100 percent of the program’s prekindergarteners tested “school ready,” 95 percent of their high school seniors were accepted into college, and more than $20 million was awarded to the program’s most recent first-year college students (Harlem Children’s Zone Fact Sheet 2015).

Although some of the most famous charter school programs like KIPP and HCZ have been very successful, others have not shared in their success. Each year many charter schools are forced to close their doors. According to a recent report, more than 200 public charter schools that were open in 2013 to 2014 did not reopen in 2014 to 2015 (Details from the Dashboard 2015). School closures can be the result of many different issues, but most commonly occur due to low enrollment, financial difficulties, or unsatisfactory academic achievement (Details from the Dashboard 2015). Advocates of the charter school movement argue that these closures are evidence that the charter agreement works. If schools do not meet expectations, they will close. However, critics point to the low academic performance and suggest charter schools are not any more effective than a traditional public school. Critics also argue that charter schools strip traditional public schools of much needed financial resources and skim the highly motivated students leading to increased stratification. Others point to large amounts of donations given to charter programs such as HCZ and claim charter schools are a movement toward the privatization of education in the United States.

Despite a large body of literature, to date the academic research on the aggregate academic impact of charter schools is inconclusive. Some studies suggest students enrolled in charter schools perform better than their traditional public school peers, some suggest they perform similar to those in traditional schools, and others find they perform worse. A 2012 special issue of Economics of Education devoted to charter schools includes two studies that provide some insight into why the empirical evidence has been mixed (Davis & Raymond 2012; Zimmer et al. 2012). The studies attribute the mixed findings to the fact that charter school policies are state, rather than federally, governed and thus vary greatly. The authors also note the analytical approaches used by researchers tend to differ, which can also lead to conflicting results.

Academic experts have also examined the validity of additional claims regarding charter schools. For example, Winters (2012) evaluates the impact of charter schools on students in traditional public schools. His results suggest the presence of charter schools leads to a small positive impact on academic achievement of students who stay in traditional public schools. A study by Stuit and Smith (2012) finds teacher turnover to be higher in charter schools. The authors attribute this result partly to a younger stock of teachers in charter schools, but argue that the comparatively high rate of turnover is mostly driven by the low unionization in charter schools. Preston et al. (2012) find little evidence to suggest charter schools are more innovative than traditional public schools, and some past research supports the notion that charter schools may lead to increased stratification by race (Bifulco & Ladd 2007).

Despite the mixed evidence on their effects, many families who are faced with few alternatives continue to choose charter schools. Charter schools continue to grow and will likely play an important role in the public education system in the United States for the foreseeable future.
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CHÁVEZ, CÉSAR E., AND THE UNITED FARM WORKERS OF AMERICA

César E. Chávez was cofounder and the first president of the United Farm Workers of America (UFW), a union composed primarily of Mexican American and Filipino agricultural workers. Chávez (1927–1993) served as president of the organization until his death. Between 1965 and 1970, Chávez led the farmworkers during the historic grape boycott, which secured union recognition from California table grape growers. The new union received its charter from the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO) in 1972. Under the leadership of Chávez, the union was instrumental in helping many farm laborers earn the accoutrements of middle-class life, including sanitary working conditions, pensions, health insurance, and collective bargaining rights. These were remarkable achievements given the history of farm labor in the United States.

For centuries, agricultural labor in the Americas has been associated with misery, lack of upward mobility, and low life expectancy. A scholarly consensus now exists that slavery and the agricultural commodities produced by enslaved African Americans were critical factors in the success of the U.S. economy in the antebellum period. Crops such as cotton, sugar, rice, indigo, and coffee helped to fuel commercial revolutions on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean. Yet, those who labored on large farms, known as plantations, were unpaid and suffered degrading working conditions. Enslaved farmworkers suffered from severe nutritional deficiencies and were routinely beaten and tortured. Infant mortality on some slave labor camps was as high as 90 percent (Dusinberre 2000, 51–52).

After the abolition of slavery in the United States, farm work continued to be marked by poverty and brutal mistreatment. It was often performed by convict laborers, sharecroppers, migrants, and other low-wage workers whose terms of employment were subjected to the whims of county sheriffs, “riding bosses,” and employers who exercised almost complete control over the lives of their workers. New Deal legislation, including Social Security, laws guaranteeing the right to organize, and unemployment insurance for most industrial and professional workers are seen by most historians as a key to establishing a stable middle class in the United States. However, these legal protections almost completely bypassed agricultural workers (Kennedy 1990).

When farmworkers tried to organize unions to improve wages and working conditions, they were savagely repressed. When agricultural workers went out on strike in California in the 1930s, law enforcement and vigilantes evicted families from company-owned housing, beat strikers, and murdered union organizers—the latter act immortalized in the assassination of “Preacher Casey” in John Steinbeck’s Grapes of Wrath. “We protect our farmers here in Kern County,” an antiunion deputy sheriff explained in the wake of a broken strike of California farmworkers. “They keep the county going.… But the Mexicans are trash. They have no standard of living. We herd them like pigs” (McWilliams 1949, 175).

Born to a family of migrant farmworkers who had lost their land during the Great Depression, César Chávez’s early life in Arizona and California was marked by the strenuous hardships of itinerant farm labor. Common to generations of children who toiled in the fields, Chávez’s education took second place to the necessity of contributing to the family’s meager earnings. Each time the Chávez family moved to harvest the latest in-season crops, it meant switching schools, and César ended his formal education in seventh grade in order to help his family make ends meet. After serving in the U.S. Navy during World War II, Chávez returned home, married Helen Fabela, and moved to San Jose to raise a family of eight children.

After working as a farmworker for several years, Chávez became an organizer with the Community Service Organization (CSO) in 1952. The CSO was formed to grapple with the problems experienced by Mexican Americans in California, including lack of political representation, police brutality, and poor schools among other issues. Along with Dolores Huerta, Chávez used the training he received in the CSO to begin focusing on the problems that plagued farmworkers everywhere: job discrimination, police harassment, difficulties getting loans—and many other challenges. Chávez, Huerta, and other organizers worked with the farmworkers in self-help service centers to solve these dilemmas. Staff at state employment offices—which growers traditionally used to control access to jobs—were stunned when farmworkers began demanding an end to discriminatory hiring practices.

Fred Ross, the founder of CSO, recalled that César Chávez was adept at forming relationships of trust and encouraging people to develop their own leadership abilities: “[T]he Service Center, with Cesar in command, was much more than your routine problem clinic; it was a sovereign restorative of human dignity and a means of drawing the people, whose lifestyle had been one of being pushed around by the authorities without a peep, soon learned to stand their ground, speak out, and get what they came after. In the agony of forcing themselves to do this, they suffered a sea change: they got organized” (Ross 1989, 24). Dorothy Healey, a veteran of the Great Depression–era strikes in California agriculture wrote, “I was very impressed with Cesar Chavez’s grasp of organizing strategy. He started organizing around small fruit to begin with, where there was a semi-permanent work force. That gave the union continuity. These workers didn’t move around to follow the different crops. You didn’t start fresh every time there was a strike” (Healy & Isserman 1990, 52).

From the beginning, César Chávez insisted that the new farmworker movement must adopt Gandhian nonviolence as a way to counter the police and vigilante violence that agricultural unionists faced. The union president studied the success of the civil rights movement and emulated many of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.’s tactics. Indeed, some of the best civil rights organizers from the South moved to California to assist in the grape boycott.

Chávez believed that one of the ways to break through the fear and inertia that often plagued farmworkers was to speak in a moral language that they understood and respected. Thus, he frequently invoked the teachings of the Catholic Church and Pope John XXIII on economic justice and the rights of the world’s agricultural workers to live lives of dignity. God, César Chávez emphasized, was on the side of the poor. “Those who oppose our cause are rich and powerful,” César duly noted, “and they have many allies in high places. We are poor. Our allies are few. But we have something the rich do not own. We have our own bodies and spirits and the justice of our cause as our weapons.… To be a man is to suffer for others. God help us to be men!” (Levy 1975, 286).

The impact that César Chávez and the United Farm Workers had on Mexican Americans and the broader society cannot be underestimated. Facing unremitting opposition, the farmworker movement inspired countless Americans to rededicate their lives to social justice, labor, and human rights issues. Former UFW organizers and their children went on to become elected officials, union leaders, and successful entrepreneurs. To take one of many examples, Maria Elena Durazo and Miguel Contreras, the children of farmworker movement activists, assumed leading positions in the Los Angeles County Federation of Labor in the 1990s. Finally, thousands of former farmworkers began drawing pensions and enrolling in health plans in the 1970s—an unheard of development in earlier generations.
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Paul Ortiz

COMMUNITY COLLEGE

A look at the history of higher education in the United States and the changing dynamics of student access does reveal some expansion of access and equity in terms of increasing amounts of postsecondary education for a broader swath of Americans. The community college has played a major part in expanding access to higher education and in increasing the size of the middle class, especially for traditionally underserved populations, such as the working class and ethnic minorities. However, these traditionally underserved populations still struggle to achieve equality of opportunity in higher education, in the labor market, and more generally in the broader American society (Brint & Karabel 1989; Hochschild & Scovronick 2003; Jillson 2004). The community college has been a limited opportunity and a mixed blessing to many, but it has not been enough to overcome a history of class-based and race-based roadblocks barring the majority of U.S. citizens from entering the middle class and obtaining the American dream (Beach 2011; Brint & Karabel 1989).

In the United States, the full economic value of wage-earning workers was not realized until the early 20th century. Three important social institutions were developed during this time, which helped expand the middle class: labor unions, secondary and postsecondary public schooling, and formal legal equality (Dawley 1991). Labor unions allowed for a growing body of legal rights for laborers, better working conditions, and some measure of free time to develop nonoccupational pursuits, like education. The development of free public high schools and growing access to college allowed unskilled and skilled laborers alike to increasingly send their children to school and learn skills that would increase their value as laborers. And finally, the development of formal legal equality for all American citizens, most dramatically following the civil rights movement, allowed nonwhite and immigrant laborers to more freely unionize, educate themselves and their children, and negotiate their labor in less discriminatory labor markets—although formal legal equality since the 1960s has not translated into full social or economic equality for many Americans.

In 1910, only 5 percent of the 19- to 22-year-old population in the United States were enrolled in an institution of higher education (Beach 2011). Over the 20th century, a more diverse array of white, middle-class, Protestant men were the first to break into exclusive American colleges; then white, middle-class, Protestant women. Later on other white ethnic and religious groups, like reformist Protestant sects, Jews, and Catholics, were allowed access to higher education, but there were often implicit, if not explicit, discriminatory quotas (Karabel 2005). Only belatedly in the second half of the 20th century did the most disadvantaged Americans gain access to some form of higher education, especially the lower classes. Up through the first half of the 20th century, the typical college student was often an upper-class, white man between the ages of 17 and 21.

Prior to the 20th century, college was centered on moral and civic education with a specific focus on training elites for social and political leadership (Beach 2011). By the end of the century, these traditional purposes were gradually replaced with a new end: training all Americans for work. This trend has been labeled the vocationalization of American education (Grubb & Lazerson 2004). Higher education in the United States is now largely a training apparatus for the nation’s capitalist economy. The labor market arbitrates the form and content of mid- to low-skilled occupations and high-skilled professions. Americans view education, particularly postsecondary education and its system of credentials, as an economic “ladder of opportunity” that will yield financial returns and upward social mobility. This belief has been called the “education gospel” (Grubb & Lazerson 2004), which is a mixture of fiction and fact because different types of higher education come with different economic rewards.

The junior college was created by educational reformers who wanted to make the American educational system more rational, efficient, and more accommodating to the growing number of high school graduates who would be looking for a college education and entry into the growing middle class. Due to increased high school enrollments, American junior colleges had impressive growth rates over the course of the 20th century (Beach 2011). In 1910 there were only 25 junior colleges in the United States. In 1970 there were 1,091 community colleges in all 50 states. By the 1990s, around 50 percent of all students started their postsecondary education in a community college, and these schools attract a disproportionate amount of lower class and ethnic minority students.

The junior college, renamed the “community college” by the middle of the 20th century, was designed to be an institution for sorting students who wanted higher education and higher skilled jobs (Beach 2011). It had two major objectives. The first objective was to transfer a select group of prepared undergraduates to the university and, thereby, guide them to a professional career. The second objective was to redirect the majority of junior college students away from the university, while delaying their entry into the labor market, thereby giving them enough skill to be a productive member of the mid- to low-skilled labor market (Brint & Karabel 1989). On the one hand, community colleges allowed the universities to become more restrictive, elite institutions of higher education, directing many away from real higher education. On the other hand, community colleges also offered what appeared to be the democratization of higher education, by giving a broad range of students, those who would have never been able to attend college, the opportunity to at least gain some measure of higher education and some kind of college credential.

Although community colleges offered more students the opportunity of higher education, they also structured the failure of many students by not providing the necessary support services, financial aid, and trained teachers that would ensure their success, not to mention the needed programs to address social and political inequality and discrimination in the broader community (Beach 2011). Also, the so-called higher education that many community college students get, especially the most academically needy, is often nothing more than a second chance at high school or semiskilled vocational training—not a college education. Thus, the community college developed into an underfunded second class institution at the bottom rung of highly selective and discriminatory state systems of higher education.

The community college is an institution offering an opportunity to many in need, but if one looks holistically at the history, missions, and performance of this institution to date, it is not much of an opportunity, and not easily realized by most students. Nationally, the success rate of community colleges has hovered around 30 percent, “success” defined as a student transferring to university, earning an associate’s degree, or completing a vocational certificate.
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J. M. Beach

DEMOCRATIC UNIONISM

Although unionized workers in the United States today earn more and have a higher standard of living than nonunionized workers, unionization rates in the United States have declined steadily from the late 1940s, when unions represented 36 percent of U.S. workers until 2014, when only 11 percent of U.S. workers were unionized. Favorability ratings of labor unions also fell sharply between 2007 and 2010—years of heightened economic crisis—to just 42 percent, an all-time low. There are many factors contributing to this decline, including the postwar pact labor leaders made with American business, the McCarthyist purge from unions of the most progressive activists during the Cold War, and an employers’ offensive dating from the 1970s that includes union busting alongside the offloading, subcontracting, and outsourcing of previously unionized work. Alongside tax cuts for the rich, real wages have stagnated, and consumer debt has hit record proportions.

But unions themselves must bear part of the blame for the present state of labor in the United States. The history of labor in the United States is basically one of a profound reluctance to fight on the part of official union bureaucrats. This reluctance catalyzed, after decades of defeat, the rise of democratic unionism: movements inside or alongside official labor unions whose role is to agitate and build pressure from below on the leaders of the official union. This pressure may galvanize union action, prevent the passage of concessionary contracts, and establish the presence of militants and reformers in the workplace, who can have a lasting effect on rank-and-file consciousness and confidence.

It is a paradox that workers in the United States have not only been faced with the glaring necessity of organizing in unions to protect their interests, but also that their unions have not been strong or reliable advocates of those interests. Representing rank-and-file interests (the interests of workers who are not in union leadership), union democracy groups are in a position to make important criticisms of union officials’ partnerships with management (for example, workplace quality and team programs and joint management-union grievance and safety committees). In this context, reform groups agitating for greater union democracy, accountability, and militancy have aimed to restore the power of unions. Leaders and members of such groups create and circulate coherent accounts of their antagonistic relationship to the company and critical relationship—best captured in the term “loyal opposition”—to the union.

This entry will first explain how business unionism became the norm in the United States; it then will detail democratic unionists’ efforts in the United States since the 1960s to combat the recalcitrance of the unions’ leaders. The 1990s were a peak time for such efforts.

The Problem of Business Unionism

Labor scholars Kim Moody (2007) and Paul Buhle (1999) have called attention to undemocratic and probusiness union organization, which took hold after merger of the AFL and the CIO in 1955. According to Buhle, the roots of this conservatism lay not only in the tendency of union leaders to secure and protect their own bureaucratic privileges, but also in the acceptance of union leaders of the tenets of “American exceptionalism”: the idea that American unions should avoid class struggle and support the postwar, defense-industry-driven social contract that, for a time, produced secure jobs and a high standard of living for a large proportion of American industrial workers. However, in the 1970s and 1980s, that contract fell apart, exposing the limits of worker-employer partnership and cronyism.

The last few decades have witnessed a relentless employer’s offensive characterized by declining standards of living, mass layoffs, and union busting. The ravages of neoliberal priorities—cutting social spending, privatizing public sector work, intensifying global competition, pressuring workers in regimes of lean production, and busting unions—were most potently signified by Ronald Reagan’s busting of the air traffic controllers’ union in 1981. Corporate globalization has further undermined the legitimacy of unions and enabled employers to rationalize exploitation and threaten workers into making damaging concessions.

Union Militancy and Reform in the 1960s and 1970s

However, there are some notable exceptions to this trend—instances of burgeoning democratic unionism. The earliest of these occurred alongside the radical movements of the 1960s and early 1970s. Workers’ action at this time became increasingly independent from official uniondom, including unauthorized “wildcat” strikes and the organization of rank-and-file dissident caucuses. For example, in 1970 postal workers went on a national wildcat strike, risking jail and fines to demand higher wages. Although President Johnson called upon the National Guard to break the strike, the strike ended in a partial victory for the workers. Likewise, a 1970 Teamsters wildcat brought wage increases for the drivers.

Detroit Revolutionary Union Movement

One of the most notable struggles of the late 1960s and early 1970s was that of the Detroit Revolutionary Union Movement (DRUM), which lasted from 1967 to 1974. Militant black autoworkers formed the League of Revolutionary Black Workers at Chrysler in the wake of the urban rebellion in Detroit in 1967 (Georgakas, Surkin, & Marable 2012). The auto industry had begun to hire black workers in growing numbers in the 1960s, but black workers were barely represented among foremen, superintendents, and skilled tradesmen. The company deliberately cultivated institutionalized racism in order that white workers and black workers would remain in racial conflict with one another rather than class solidarity.

In response to these conditions—intensifying exploitation, institutional racism, and UAW detachment from its mass base—black workers like John Watson and James Johnson organized DRUM as a separate organization for black workers. In 1968, black and white workers held a wildcat strike, which resulted in a harsh management crackdown, especially on black workers. DRUM held pickets, boycotts, and protests, culminating in a strike of 3,000 black workers at Dodge Main later in 1968. Although the strike, which won sympathy from other workers, effectively halted production for a brief time, it was also directed to the officers of the UAW local. Specifically, DRUM presented the UAW with demands for greater representation in the union structure.

DRUM also published leaflets and a newspaper, combined labor action with antiracist action in the city and on the campus of Wayne State University, and made a film about their struggle called Finally Got the News (Bird et al. 1990). Combining the cultural strategies of the New Left with traditional class-oriented workplace action, DRUM challenged the Detroit labor movement. Even though the group’s racial separatism in organizing eventually hampered their effectiveness, its understanding of the need for work stoppages and of the significance of race in the regime of American corporate exploitation provide a model for democratic unionists today.

Despite such high points, the emblematic moment of the period from 1955 through the 1980s in American labor was the PATCO strike in 1981. The long boom of the postwar years ended in 1973, when the United States entered a deep recession. Amid the intensification of international competition and falling profits, American corporate executives began a decades-long offensive against workers. Although many antilabor offensives occurred during the Carter administration, under President Ronald Reagan these measures grew sharper teeth. Reagan cut social services and defunded agencies that protected workers’ rights, such as the Occupational Safety and Health Administration.

PATCO and Neoliberal Austerity

In 1981, the air traffic controllers’ union, PATCO, went on strike. The already weakened union movement was struck a killing blow when Reagan permanently fired all of the striking workers and replaced them with permanent new workers—an action not taken since the Great Depression. The result was a very large shift in the balance of power between unions and corporations, workers and management. During the 1980s, the number of strikes fell, as management demanded more and more concessions. A series of failed strikes at Greyhound, Eastern Airlines, and other workplaces created a deepening sense of pessimism about the effectiveness of conventional strikes.

The ratcheting up of exploitation under the regime of neoliberalism pressured labor leaders to become more cautious. More than four decades of concessions and austerity, of speedup and overtime, of outsourcing and subcontracting, of cuts in benefits and pay, all have generated both motivation to fight again and fear of defeat in the 1990s and 2000s.

Late 20th-Century Democratic Union Efforts

Meatpackers and Paperworkers

In Austin, Minnesota, in 1985, meatpackers and members of United Food and Commercial Workers local P-9 struck Hormel in the wake of layoffs and wage cuts. The strike, which was initially sanctioned by the UFCW nationally, increasingly met with resistance from union officials. The UFCW failed to support the strike financially. In 1986, the president of the UFCW ordered P-9 workers to take concessions and return to work, even with the national outpouring of support for the local. Peter Rachleff (1993) names Minnesota governor Rudy Perpich (a Democrat), the National Guard, schools and bankers who supported Hormel, and private union busting firms among the enemies of the P-9 strike. The United Food and Commercial Workers Union leadership and the leadership of the AFL-CIO also were instrumental in crushing P-9 because of the threat the upstart local posed to business unionism as usual.

Similarly, Julius Getman (1998) describes how union officials were complicit in the defeat of a 1987 strike of 1,200 militant, democratic paperworkers against International Paper in Jay, Maine. In this struggle, national union officials undercut the decisions of the local by refusing to build solidarity among other paperworkers at other plants or to build a multiple-plant bargaining unit, failure to cover the strike in the union newsletter, failure to support the strikers’ boycott of International Paper, rejection of the local’s employment of the Corporate Campaign, and failure to support a dues supplement for the strike fund. Local leaders were prohibited from speaking at the national union convention to get support. Finally, national union leaders called off the strike and decertified the local. The workers were left worse off than when they began, despite their best efforts and heroic sacrifice.

Staley Manufacturing

Union officials behaved similarly through the first half of the 1990s. For example, at Staley Manufacturing in Decatur, Illinois, locked out members of the United Paperworkers International Union (UPIU) sought AFL-CIO and UPIU support for their struggle. Dan Lane, a leader in the rank and file of the Staley struggle, traveled during a prolonged hunger strike on his part in 1995 to the AFL-CIO executive council meeting. Activists Steven Ashby and C. J. Hawking’s (2009) moving oral history describes how, despite a surge in militancy and involvement among members, a successful work-to-rule (following job description to letter, slowing production down) campaign, and inspiring acts of civil disobedience, the Staley struggle foundered on conservatism in local factions and national leadership. The AFL-CIO refused to back the local and discredited activist Dan Lane’s hunger strike of more than two months.

In the end, the UPIU forced a vote on a contract 30 months after the beginning of the lockout. The contract was no improvement over the offers the workers had been rejecting, including unlimited subcontracting by the company, 12-hour rotating shifts, mandatory overtime, no amnesty for workers fired for union activity, and a loss of two-thirds of the plant’s jobs. In the end, only one fourth of the locked out workers got their jobs back. The Staley defeat is perhaps the most poignant of the “war zone” (Decatur struggles including Caterpillar and Bridgestone-Firestone) defeats of 1994 and 1995. Workers who had proudly declared themselves warriors against Staley at the beginning of the strike ended up victims of the company and of their international union.

Democratic Unionism at Boeing

Dana Cloud’s (2011) book We ARE the Union details some of the potential and pitfalls of the democratic union movement. In a study of the narratives and activities of three dissident organizations inside the International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers (IAMAW), Cloud argues that they are evidence of the capacity of ordinary people to contest the terms of their work lives. Reform groups agitating for greater union democracy, accountability, and militancy, she argues, are crucial to the fight to restore the power of unions. Leaders and members of such groups create and circulate coherent accounts of their antagonistic relationship to the company and critical relationship—best captured in the term “loyal opposition”—to the union. This stance positions the activists in a series of dilemmas as they found themselves advocating for broader democratic involvement while relegating reform efforts and decision making to only a few people.

In the accounts featured in this book, the dissidents articulate two main criticisms of the union: First, they argue that entrenched leadership of the union cooperates with management in the implementation of team programs and quality management initiatives, turning them effectively into “Boeing managers.” Second, they call attention to such undemocratic practices as election fraud, routine in their union’s life. Exclusions from the regular political process generate the need for reform-oriented groups to develop independent organization to organize and exert pressure on reified institutional structures. As one worker told me, “To get to Boeing, first we had to take on the union.”

The centerpiece of democratic unionists’ efforts was a strike in 1995, when agitation from below helped defeat a concessionary contract endorsed by IAMAW officials. The resulting strike resulted in significant victories for the workers. Worker accounts of this event are moving revelations of their sudden recognition of their own power. The rank-and-file members of the IAMAW went up not only against Boeing, but also against the unaccountable leadership of the union itself. It was a moment of class consciousness, in which workers realized that they had the power to make their own future.

Teamsters for a Democratic Union and the 1997 UPS Strike

Thus, alongside the union defeats of the mid-1990s there arose a countervailing trend. The election of reformer John Sweeney as president of the AFL-CIO in 1995 marked an opening in the fortress of business unionism. Sweeney had been head of the Service Employees International Union (SEIU), which had grown in membership and had encouraged new practices in organizing janitors, health care workers, and office workers. Sweeney’s “New Voices” coalition overturned existing union leadership, indicating the possibility of movement renewal on more progressive grounds. That coalition’s tenure was short-lived.

Another major effort in the 1990s was the formation of Teamsters for a Democratic Union (TDU). With the support of the TDU in 1997, reformer Ron Carey (who himself had risen from the rank and file) would lead the Teamsters in the strike of drivers against UPS for full-time jobs. From July 30 until August 18, 1997, 200,000 UPS drivers in the United States were on strike. There was remarkable solidarity on the picket lines, with less than 5 percent of the workforce crossing the line. UPS lost an estimated 30 million dollars a day in profits. In the end UPS agreed to create 10,000 full-time jobs and to limit their use of subcontracted labor. Both part- and full-time drivers won a significant pay increase. The allegations of and investigation into fund-raising misconduct and improper use of union funds by Carey unfortunately tarnished the credibility of the reformers, and the strike’s gains have eroded over the last decade. The victory at UPS signaled the beginnings of a return to the militant unionism and solidarity that characterized the 1930s sit-down strikes. However, conservative unionists rose again to leadership of the union, and UPS never fulfilled its promise to create all of the full-time jobs that the 1997 contract obligated them to. Even so, the UPS strike and the public’s support for the workers offer some hope and confidence that labor can still fight and win.

Union Democracy at the Turn of the 21st Century

In more recent years, a number of labor actions—from the 2005 and 2008 strikes at Boeing, the Transit Workers’ strike in New York in 2005, the mass protests for immigrant workers’ rights in 2006, the screenwriters’ strike in 2007 to 2008, to the sit-in at Republic Windows and Doors in 2009—indicate a new militancy and budding confidence on the part of rank-and-file workers (if not their unions). In 2009, actions on the part of Philadelphia transit workers, University of Illinois graduate workers, a UW upset at Ford, and election victories by reformers indicated the possibility of an upturn. Most notably, the uprising of public sector workers in Wisconsin in 2011 was evidence for a radicalization in consciousness and confidence among those workers. However, because the Capitol occupation was not sustained, and because the workers did not mobilize their economic power to push the state to defend their interests, the rebellion was defeated. Governor Scott Walker signed antilabor legislation ending the collective bargaining rights of public employees early in the next year.

Postwar business unionism and the Cold War interrupted the potentially revolutionary trajectory of the labor movement so that today rank-and-file democratic unionists must mobilize from below to push staid and even corrupt bureaucracies into action. Although alternatives to unions—for example, immigration rights and workers’ centers—only unions have the power to reverse the decades of losses workers in the United States have faced. Only unions can use the economic leverage of work slowdowns and stoppages to force employers to the bargaining table. Thus, in the context of economic crisis and rising class consciousness, democratic unionists have an ongoing role to play.
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Dana L. Cloud

EDUCATIONAL VOUCHERS

Educational vouchers are a means by which government provides financial assistance to eligible families to offset or completely cover the costs of private school tuition in the elementary and secondary grades. In the case where demand for educational vouchers exceeds the number of available seats, vouchers are typically awarded by lottery. Early voucher programs were targeted toward low-income families, but contemporary programs are more likely to target both low- and middle-income families. Research has shown neutral to positive test score effects associated with voucher usage in the United States (see, for example, Howell, Wolf, Campbell, & Peterson 2002; Rouse 1998). Furthermore, randomized controlled studies have shown significant increases in high school graduation rates for students who are awarded a voucher compared to their counterparts in traditional public schools (Wolf, Kisida, Gutmann, Puma, Eissa, & Rizzo 2013) and large impacts on college enrollment and degree attainment rates for disadvantaged students (Chingos & Peterson 2015). Debates over vouchers have centered on the efficacy of market-based education reforms, equity of access and fairness around usage, potential racial stratification effects, and the fiscal effects of such programs. The research literature has addressed a number of these concerns, but the expansion of existing voucher programs as well as the development of new programs with more generous eligibility criteria has created a new generation of educational vouchers, the effects of which are increasingly relevant for researchers, policy makers, and those interested in the efficacy of public policies targeted toward the American middle class.

Theoretical Foundations

Nobel Prize–winning economist, Milton Friedman (1912–2006) is widely credited as the father of this particular educational reform. In a 1955 article titled “The Role of Government in Education” Friedman outlined the market theory for vouchers. The University of Chicago economist argued that competition among schools would spark innovation and diversity of schooling options. The political theory for educational vouchers, meanwhile, came from Stanford University faculty members, John Chubb and Terry Moe. Their 1990 book, Politics, Markets, & America’s Schools, argued for the adoption of free-market principles in American education as a way to address bureaucratic inefficiency and to prevent special interest groups such as teachers unions from thwarting schools’ missions and stifling student achievement. Finally, University of Chicago sociologist James S. Coleman (1926–1995) provided the social capital theory for educational vouchers. Coleman pointed to Catholic schools as being particularly adept at developing social networks of trust, reciprocity, and cooperation. Thus, educational vouchers may help in the development of social capital by increasing access to private schools.

History and Current Landscape

Educational vouchers have been in operation in the United States for over 25 years. The nation’s first urban voucher program started in 1990 in the midwestern city of Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Although there were only 341 participants in the program’s first year, today that number has swelled to over 26,000. Private school choice programs have also been enacted in numerous other locations across the country. Seven new educational voucher programs were developed in 2013 and 2014 alone, bringing the total number of private school choice programs currently in operation in the United States to 39 (Frendewey, Kump, Martinez, Malin, & Marcavage 2014). Tax credit scholarship programs are closely related to educational vouchers. These programs rely on income tax incentive policies that encourage individuals or corporations to donate to private school scholarship funding organizations. Thirteen states currently have such programs.

Many of the newest educational voucher or tax credit scholarship programs are not limited to a single city or metropolitan area but extend eligibility statewide. For instance, the Indiana Choice Scholarship Program and the Louisiana Scholarship Program began to operate in the 2011–2012 and 2012–2013 school years, respectively. These statewide programs currently enroll 19,809 and 6,775 students, respectively. Many of the newest voucher programs also have income caps that are more generous than previously seen. For the 2014–2015 school year, for instance, the family income limit for student eligibility to participate in the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program was set at 300 percent of the federal poverty level, which is about $72,000 for a family of four. These modifications to voucher program design mean that program participants are increasingly from middle-income backgrounds.

The Legality of Vouchers

Opponents to educational vouchers have cited concerns that vouchers violate the Establishment Clause of the 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution by providing government funds to religious institutions. The U.S. Supreme Court case Zelman v. Simmons-Harris (2002) tested this claim with a case centered on the Pilot Project Scholarship Program in the Cleveland City School District, Ohio. The challenge to the program was rejected in court, however, with the justices reasoning that government aid only reached religious schools indirectly, by way of the choices of individual voucher recipients. Barriers to the expansion of educational voucher programs continue at the state level, however, owing to provisions in many state constitutions known as “Blaine Amendments,” which prohibit the use of state funds in religious schools.

Participant Effects of Vouchers

There have been 13 random assignment studies that examine the achievement effects of school vouchers. Some of those studies overlap in the data analyzed but differ in the specific methodology employed. Nonetheless, 11 of those analyses find positive achievement effects overall or for at least one important student subgroup; just two analyses produce null effects (Table 1).




	Table 1    Test Score Impacts of School Vouchers from Peer-Reviewed, Random Assignment Studies




	



	Site

	
	Study

	
	Findings




	



	Milwaukee, WI

	
	Rouse (1998)

	
	Positive overall




	
	
	Greene, Peterson, & Du (1999)

	
	Positive overall




	New York, NY

	
	Howell, Wolf, Campbell, & Peterson (2002)

	
	Positive for subgroups




	
	
	Barnard, Frangakis, Hill, & Rubin (2003)

	
	Positive for subgroups




	
	
	Krueger & Zhu (2004)

	
	Null results




	
	
	Peterson & Howell (2004)

	
	Positive for subgroups




	
	
	Jin, Barnard, & Rubin (2010)

	
	Positive for subgroups




	
	
	Bitler, Domina, Penner, & Hoynes (2015)

	
	Null results




	Washington, DC

	
	Howell, Wolf, Campbell, & Peterson (2002)

	
	Positive overall




	
	
	Wolf, Kisida, Gutmann, Puma, Eissa, & Rizzo (2013)

	
	Positive for subgroups




	Dayton, OH

	
	Howell, Wolf, Campbell, & Peterson (2002)

	
	Positive for subgroups




	Charlotte, NC

	
	Cowen (2008)

	
	Positive overall




	
	
	Greene (2001)

	
	Positive overall




	





Additionally, a number of experimental studies have examined the attainment effects of educational vouchers. Evidence from voucher programs in Washington, DC, and New York City shows that disadvantaged students who received educational vouchers were more likely to graduate from high school (Wolf et al. 2013), to enroll in college (Chingos & Peterson 2015), and to attain a bachelor’s degree (Chingos & Peterson 2015).

Systemic Effects of Vouchers

Critics of educational voucher programs have raised a number of concerns about the systemic effects of vouchers. Some worry that vouchers may lead to increases in racial stratification if voucher users select schools with demographic characteristics that are similar to their own. Others worry that vouchers divert funds from traditional public schools. Furthermore, vouchers may entice high-achieving and motivated peers to depart their assigned public school, reducing the number of positive role models for those students who are left behind. The competitive effects literature does not find any negative effects on student achievement outcomes as a result of competition from a private school voucher program, however. The 21 published studies on the topic actually point to a rising tide effect—public school achievement has generally held steady or modestly increased after the establishment of a private school voucher program (Egalite 2013).
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FAIR HOUSING ACT

The segregation of African Americans from whites into separate neighborhoods is a relatively recent phenomenon; it started around the early part of the 20th century. Prior to World War I, African Americans and whites of equal professional status (such as teachers or physicians) in northern cities lived alongside each other with relative ease. In the upper strata of society, interracial contacts were frequent, cordial, and intimate (Massey & Denton 1993, 19–24). In the South, African Americans of low social status, such as those who worked as servants for white families, lived near the white families that they served. Even under this system of vastly unequal social status, African Americans and whites were not separated from each other in terms of physical distance of residence.

The Great Migration from 1916 onward brought very large numbers of African Americans outside the South to other parts of the country. Many of them were impoverished. Their large numbers and poverty alarmed white residents who lived in the places where African Americans had moved to. This, in part, led to active discrimination against African Americans in housing, as whites tried to keep them out of their neighborhoods and tried to maintain a separation from them. Housing discrimination was practiced in many forms such as—outright refusal to rent or sell to African Americans (and some other racial or ethnic minorities), threats, intimidation and violence, steering to minority-segregated neighborhoods, racially restrictive housing covenants (that prevented the sale of housing covered under the covenant to particular minorities), and mortgage and insurance underwriting practices that resulted in most of the loans being issued to predominantly or exclusively white neighborhoods. In the South, Jim Crow laws had created segregation in civic life (in the form of segregated water fountains and dining areas); this segregation extended to housing as well. These practices in the North and South became so widespread that by the 1940s, segregation and housing discrimination against racial and ethnic minorities became the norm, and was fully expected by persons of all races in the United States. Phrases such as “the wrong side of the tracks,” “black neighborhood,” “ghetto,” and “projects” (referring to large public housing projects) became commonly understood.

One quantitative study based on ward-level census data identifies the period 1890 to 1940 that saw the emergence of the black ghetto. According to the authors of this study, “1890 to 1940 saw the birth of the ghetto.… Where only one city had a ghetto by our definition in 1890 (Norfolk, Virginia), 55 cities had a ghetto by 1940” (Cutler, Glaeser, & Vigdor 1999, 456).

Even middle-class and well off minorities were not spared from housing discrimination; middle-class minority neighborhoods sprang up in different parts of the country. The widespread use of cars by middle-class families, highway and freeway construction, and the growth of suburbs contributed to the segregation of whites from minorities. Housing discrimination was widely prevalent and had become codified in the practices of real estate and home mortgage professionals. The federal government also engaged in housing discrimination in the form of discriminatory underwriting standards set up by the Federal Housing Administration, segregated and worse quality public housing for minorities, and other programs. The widespread use of restrictive covenants created a multitude of predominantly white neighborhoods in nearly every city and spillover minority-concentrated neighborhoods where minorities were forced to live after being denied access to neighborhoods of their choice.

The deleterious impacts of housing discrimination and segregation were clear to the minorities or people of color that were discriminated against, and also to some whites. There were some moves, mobilization of public opinion, and court cases to fight housing discrimination and a few successes. Housing discrimination was frequently challenged based on the 1866 Civil Rights Act and the 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, but with limited success. In 1948, the U.S. Supreme Court declared that while racially restrictive housing covenants were not illegal, their enforcement is a violation of the law. However, the use of such covenants to exclude minorities from neighborhoods continued to be used well after 1948.

Fair Housing Act

The Fair Housing Act was passed in 1968. This legislation prohibits discrimination by direct providers of housing (landlords and real estate companies) as well as other entities (such as municipalities, banks and other lending institutions, and homeowners’ insurance companies). Discrimination in other housing-related activities such as advertising, zoning practices, and new construction design is also covered. As a result of this legislation, the practices of redlining (denying or limiting home mortgage loans to geographic areas with a large share of minorities, or providing loans to such areas at worse terms than to predominantly white areas) and the writing of racially restrictive covenants into deeds were deemed illegal. The Fair Housing Act of 1968 covered four protected bases—it made illegal discrimination based on race, color, national origin, and religion. Subsequent amendments added familial status (the presence of children under the age of 18), disability, and sex, making it all seven protected bases or groups that are currently covered by this legislation.

The Fair Housing Act of 1968 was a result of many compromises in order to ensure the passage of the bill. The bill was debated vigorously and members of Congress expressed strong feelings both against and for the legislation. Those who opposed the bill called it “obnoxious,” “discrimination in reverse,” and a law that would be “robbing all Americans of their basic rights of private property.” Supporters of the bill described it as “morally right,” “economically sound,” “socially responsible,” and “legally and constitutionally correct.” Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, the Fair Housing Act, was passed by Congress seven days after the assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr. The gravity of the moment contributed to its passage by a wide margin.

Among the many compromises was the issue of which types of housing would be covered under the new law. Senators Walter Mondale and Edward Brooke had introduced an amendment that would have covered about 90 percent of all housing in the nation. But they set that aside in favor of Senator Dirksen’s amendment that covered only about 80 percent of all housing. One of the most consequential compromises was the failure to provide adequate funds for the enforcement of the new law. Senator Mondale argued that not providing the funding amounted to a repeal of the law.

Disparate Impacts

If housing providers have a uniform policy, but the impact of that policy is more adverse for members of a protected group (any one of the seven groups protected under the Fair Housing Act, such as a particular religious group), then that policy can be viewed as discrimination against that group provided some other conditions are met. In a legal case, if the defendant fails to establish that there is a business necessity for that policy, then courts will hold that the policy in question is discriminatory under the law. If the defendant succeeds in establishing a business necessity, then the plaintiff would have to show that a less discriminatory alternative is available that meets the same purpose (that is, the same business necessity is met) in order for the court to find that the policy is discriminatory; however, if the plaintiff fails to show that a less discriminatory alternative is available, then the policy is permissible under the law.

U.S. courts have interpreted the Fair Housing Act to view such policies or actions having a differential impact as unlawful discrimination, even if these actions embody equal treatment by the housing provider. An example of a real case will illustrate this idea well: A case that was settled in 2011 with Bank of America for a record $335 million involved allegations that its Countrywide unit had engaged in disparate impact discrimination. Countrywide had no official policy telling loan officers to discriminate against racial or ethnic minorities, but it gave loan officers discretion to steer well-qualified buyers (of any race) into less favorable loans. This policy was, on the face of it, neutral, and was not aimed against a racial or ethnic minority group. Investigations revealed, however, that this authority was used largely on loan applications from African Americans and Latinos. Hence, although Countrywide had one uniform policy (of giving discretion), that policy had disparate impacts on certain protected groups. Under the law, if the defendant can show that there is a legitimate business reason to pursue the policy in question, then (subject to some qualifications) it is not a violation of the law. In this case, Bank of America did not show this, and chose to settle the case (without admitting wrongdoing).

In June 2015, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a decision that held that the Fair Housing Act allows for disparate impact claims. Writing for the majority in the Court, Justice Kennedy wrote that recognizing disparate impact liability plays a crucial role in uncovering discriminatory intent by allowing plaintiffs to challenge disguised prejudices.

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH)

Section 808(e)(5) of the Fair Housing Act requires that HUD programs and activities be administered in a manner affirmatively to further the policies of the Fair Housing Act. The act leaves it to the secretary to define the precise scope of the AFFH obligation for HUD’s program participants. HUD published a new rule on AFFH in July 2015. This new rule will compel HUD’s grantees, including cities, counties, states, and public housing authorities to take steps to reverse segregation and pursue other policies in favor of fair housing. This new rule has the potential to transform local planning, and could result in better access to opportunity for members of all protected classes.

Current Enforcement

In 2014, approximately 27,500 fair housing complaints were received under the federal Fair Housing Act. This is a minuscule share of an estimated 4 million instances of housing discrimination that occur each year.

The National Fair Housing Alliance (NFHA) has calculated that racial discrimination in housing is most often reported in the most racially and ethnically segregated metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) in the United States.

Housing discrimination complaints based on disability have remained the largest share of all complaints for the past several years. Race and national origin based complaints also form a significant share of the total.

Although most complaints under the Fair Housing Act are filed by individuals who feel that they have been discriminated against, the act allows the secretary of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to file what are known as “secretary-initiated complaints.” HUD files such complaints when there is evidence that a discriminatory housing practice has occurred or is about to occur. HUD may also file a secretary-initiated complaint when it has received an individual complaint, but believes there may be additional victims of the discriminatory act or wants to obtain broader relief in the public interest. In fiscal year 2014, HUD reported 33 secretary-initiated complaints.

In May 2015, HUD and Associated Bank entered into a historic $200 million settlement to resolve allegations that the Wisconsin-based bank had engaged in redlining by denying home mortgage loans to loan applicants in African American and Hispanic neighborhoods; redlining is illegal under the Fair Housing Act. This settlement was the result of a HUD secretary-initiated complaint.

Future

There is support for amending the Fair Housing Act to include sexual orientation minorities (and broadly gay, lesbian, transgender, queer, and bisexual persons) as a protected group. It is argued that if the Fair Housing Act had been passed today, this group would have been included as a result of the much greater awareness today about sexual orientation minorities and their right to equal treatment. There is also a move to include source of income (specifically, HUD’s housing choice voucher) as a protected category so that it would become illegal for a landlord to not accept a housing voucher as rent (or partial rent). HUD’s new AFFH rule, which clarifies the Fair Housing Act, provides a planning tool for states, cities, counties, and other recipients of HUD’s grants to assess and address barriers to fair housing (including racial integration) in their areas. HUD also plans to issue a new rule clarifying what types of harassment (including sexual harassment) by housing providers are unlawful under the Fair Housing Act. This law remains a much-needed means of redress for individuals or families who face discrimination in housing based on their race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status, or disability. The June 2015 U.S. Supreme Court decision acknowledged the “Fair Housing Act’s continuing role in moving the Nation toward a more integrated society.” This might be the most important future significance of this law.
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FEDERAL HOUSING POLICY

Housing policy is of crucial importance in lifting families out of poverty, improving the quality of life, and promoting economic growth. This entry takes a glance at federal housing policy in the United States and briefly discusses three important housing programs.

Housing Policy Overview

Housing is one the largest consumer expenditures in the United States. Historically, residential housing investment and consumption spending on housing services have averaged a combined 17 to 18 percent of GDP. Housing is also the expenditure that is most directly affected by public policy. U.S. Code §12702 states: “The objective of national housing policy shall be to reaffirm the long-established national commitment to decent, safe, and sanitary housing for every American by strengthening a nationwide partnership of public and private institutions.…” The objective can be articulated as following:


	Increasing the supply of housing by stimulating new construction, maintenance, and improvement of the existing stock (Green & Malpezzi 2003, 85) to provide adequate supply of ownership and rental housing that is affordable to people of all income levels, races, ages, and is suitable for their various needs (Katz et al. 2003).

	Improving the quality of the housing stock of dwellings (Clapham 2010, 379), and ensuring a minimum level of housing quality (Green & Malpezzi 2003, 85).

	Promoting racial and economic diversity (Katz et al. 2003), and reducing racial and economic segregation (Green & Malpezzi 2003, 85).



A tax incentive for homeowners and investors is the most important policy instrument. Tax policies can affect homeowners through the deductibility of mortgage interest payments from taxable income, deduction of property tax on owner-occupied residences, exclusion of capital gains from the sale of principal residences, etc. The federal tax code also provides incentives for investing in housing through the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC), exclusion of interest on mortgage revenue bonds, etc.

The housing program also affects housing through a variety of direct subsidies: (1) housing policy can support the construction and operation of government-owned housing through a public housing program; (2) housing policy can assist low-income families in finding and paying for privately owned housing. For example, Section 221(d)(3) provides interest-rate subsidies to nonprofit and cooperative developers of low- and moderate-income rental housing. Housing vouchers offer a housing allowance to eligible low-income tenants.

The government uses a wide variety of housing programs to achieve its housing policy goal. The following section focuses on three important housing programs—public housing, vouchers, and LIHTC—and discusses their effects on the housing market.

Three Important Housing Programs

Public Housing

Enacted in 1937, the public housing program was the first major federal rental program. The program subsidized the construction, operation, and maintenance of publicly owned multifamily rental housing properties. The properties are rented to eligible low-income families, the elderly, and persons with disabilities at highly subsidized rates. The federal government created and funded the program, but the properties are owned and operated by local public housing authorities (PHAs) under contract with the federal government.

Public housing comes in all sizes and types, from scattered single-family houses to high-rise apartments for elderly families. In 2013, there were approximately 1.15 million households living in public housing units; 48 percent of the tenants were black, 23 percent were Hispanic, and the average annual household income was $13,724 (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD] 2013a).

Even though the public housing program is effective in lifting low-income families out of poverty, it has been controversial for reasons such as: (1) public housing depresses neighboring property values; (2) many public housing properties are distressed (in very poor condition); and (3) the quality of life of the public housing tenants tends to be low. Since the Nixon and Carter administrations, government has been focusing more on other programs. In 1993, Congress launched the HOPE VI program to demolish and redevelop distressed public housing.

Housing Vouchers

Created in the 1970s, housing voucher programs, originally known as the Section 8 Existing Housing Program, is currently the largest housing allowance program. Eligible low-income families, the elderly, and disabled tenants may search for their own housing, including single-family homes, townhouses, and apartments. The participants are free to choose any housing that meets the requirements of the program and are not limited to units located in subsidized housing projects. The current housing voucher program allows eligible families to pay 30 percent of their income for rental costs, and the federal government pays the rest up to a payment standard for the metropolitan area.

Housing choice vouchers are administered locally by PHAs. The PHAs receive federal funds from the HUD to administer the voucher program.

The objective of the voucher program is to enable “very low-income families to choose and lease or purchase safe, decent, and affordable privately owned rental housing” (HUD 2015), and policy makers believe that vouchers may provide opportunities for voucher recipients to leave public housing projects and move to better neighborhoods, and thus “deconcentrate” the poor (HUD 2000). However, housing vouchers serving as a way of deconcentrating poverty has remained controversial.

LIHTC

Established as part of the Tax Reform Act of 1986, the LIHTC program provides tax incentives to encourage investors to invest in low-income rental housing. It allows investors to claim tax credits on their federal income tax returns annually over a 10-year period. The LIHTC has helped fund the new construction, acquisition, and rehabilitation of more than 2.6 million housing units between 1987 and 2013 (HUD 2013b).

The credits assigned to each state housing credit agency are allocated by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) on the basis of a per-resident formula. Investors invest in qualified properties that have received state allocation, thus reducing the debt burden of the project owner. The owner agrees to rent a specific number of units to qualified low-income tenants at specified rents. Unlike all other major housing programs, the LIHTC is administered not only by HUD but also by the IRS.

The LIHTC was viewed as the nation’s largest and most successful affordable rental housing production program. However, it has been criticized for its complexity, inefficiency, and affordability beyond year 2015 (Schwartz 2015, 149–153).
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FINANCIAL DEREGULATION, HOUSING, AND THE GREAT RECESSION

From January 2008 through June 2009, economic activity in the United States declined by the largest amount of any comparable period since the Great Depression of the 1930s. Although the declines were not nearly as large as those in the early 1930s, they were large enough for the recent period to be labeled “the Great Recession.” In addition to the size of the decline being unusually large, growth of the economy since June 2009 had been the slowest period of expansion since the end of World War II. This was the twelfth recession since the end of World War II as identified by the National Bureau of Economic Research, or NBER (2010). Every recession results from a different cause, and the 2008 to 2009 recession resulted primarily from what former Federal Reserve Bank Governor Edward Gramlich (2007) labeled the subprime mortgage boom and bust. Booms and busts do not happen on their own, however, so every boom has some initiating factor or factors. For the subprime mortgage boom, a key factor appears to have been a strong belief in the self-regulating nature of free markets and the stifling impact of government regulation that culminated in the adoption of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley (GLB) financial deregulation legislation of 1999. This legislation was supported primarily by Republicans in Congress, but also had strong support from Robert Rubin, an investment banker, and Lawrence Summers, an economics professor, who both served as Treasury secretaries under President Clinton. The Dodd-Frank Act of 2010 was enacted to impose new financial regulations in areas that contributed to the financial crisis and the Great Recession.

The GLB deregulation bill allowed government-insured commercial banks, which had been closely regulated by the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933 (Farley 2015, Chap. 4, 241), to merge with and closely integrate operations with investment banks and other unregulated financial enterprises. Although significant financial innovation had been underway since at least the 1970s, the 1999 legislation unleashed an avalanche of new financial innovations with very high risks attached to them. Excellent histories of the subprime boom and bust and the financial innovations that supported the boom are provided by the National Commission (2011) and Viral V. Acharya and Matthew Richardson (2009; see, in particular, Chap. 18). In brief, the housing bubble was supported by a shift in the mortgage market from high-quality mortgages issued by regulated commercial banks to low-quality or subprime mortgages issued by little-regulated mortgage branches of investment banks or unregulated mortgage brokers. As Sheila Bair (2012, p. 48), former director of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation notes, the Federal Reserve had authority from 1994 forward to regulate all mortgage loans, but under market-oriented chair Alan Greenspan, it had chosen not to do so. By the time such regulations were finally approved in August 2008, after Greenspan’s departure as chair of the Fed, the damage had been done.

As described by Alan Blinder (2013, Chaps. 2 and 3), for example, subprime mortgages were predominantly adjustable-rate mortgages with prepayment penalties, issued with high origination fees at artificially low “teaser” rates, with scheduled resets to much higher interest rates after two or three years, and with little or no down payment required, and often with little documentation required to demonstrate a realistic ability to make the mortgage payments after rates reset and mortgage payments jumped. As long as housing prices continued to rise, as they had quite consistently done after major declines during the Great Depression, borrowers could be expected to refinance at a new round of high origination fees to avoid the reset on their mortgage rate and enjoy another two or three years at a new low “teaser” mortgage rate. If the borrower was unable to make payments and defaulted on the loan, there was a reasonable chance the home could be resold to a new buyer, perhaps even at a profit, as long as home prices continued to rise. Investment banks eagerly bought up these subprime mortgages and used the revenue stream from the mortgages to issue securities backed by the mortgages, with these mortgage-backed securities sold at commission to a wide array of long-term investors such as pension funds, insurance companies, and investment and commercial banks who were looking for higher yields than those paid on U.S. Treasury bonds. Remarkably, investment banks were able to get credit ratings agencies to rate most of these securities as AAA, placing them in the same risk category as Treasury bonds. Similar mortgage-backed securities had been issued for several decades by Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae, two federally chartered private corporations, on the basis of conventional or prime rather than subprime mortgages. Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac both failed during the financial crisis and were taken over by the government, but they failed due to their bond-funded investments in subprime, mortgage-backed securities issued by private investment banks, rather than in the mortgage-backed securities Fannie and Freddie issued and insured based on prime mortgages.

The fees mortgage brokers charged up-front for subprime mortgages and commissions investment banks earned on mortgaged-backed securities provided strong incentives for them to entice homeowners and new home buyers to take out large loans that the homeowner might ultimately be unable to repay. Particularly for unsophisticated borrowers, these loans appeared very attractive; money to buy a home or a “cash-out” refinance that converted home equity into funds to buy a car, take a vacation, pay medical bills, retire credit card debt, and to pay the high origination fees to mortgage brokers that made this all possible. This attractive appearance was based on the artificially low “teaser” rates that made the mortgage seem affordable, with little disclosure of the almost certain reset to a much higher interest rate and mortgage payment after two or three years. This ready supply of mortgage credit led to significant purchase activity in the home market, which caused a dramatic rise in home prices as both mortgage debt and home prices accelerated rapidly.

Real home prices (adjusted for inflation) had increased by only about 10 percent from 1990 to 1997 but soared by 85 percent between 1997 and 2006, and crashed back to their 1997 level by 2012 (Blinder 2013, 32). Based on data from the Federal Reserve Financial Accounts, the ratio of mortgage debt to home market values stayed roughly constant at about 40 percent from 1997 through 2006 as homeowners increased their mortgage debt as quickly as home prices increased. However, as home prices crashed after 2006, the ratio of mortgage debt to market values increased from 40 percent to about 63 percent between 2006 and 2009 as mortgage debt remained fairly constant but prices fell. This left many homeowners “under water” in that they owned more on their mortgages than their homes were worth and eliminated substantial wealth for long-term homeowners who had succumbed to the lure of cash-out, refinance mortgages. Somewhat luckier were newer home buyers, who had never accumulated equity in their homes and were able to liquidate their mortgage debt through default at a loss to banks and other mortgage-backed security holders, but defaults led to dramatic declines in credit scores and ability to borrow in the future for those who defaulted on their mortgages.

The resulting surge in mortgage defaults and foreclosures led to a number of major bankruptcies or government-supported restructuring of mortgage-related financial institutions usually by having them absorbed into even larger financial institutions. In addition to the bankruptcy of Lehman Brothers on September 15, 2008, the government orchestrated restructurings for Bear Stearns, Washington Mutual, and Countrywide Mortgage, and placed AIG, Fannie Mae, and Freddie Mac under federal control in lieu of bankruptcy (Bair 2012; Blinder 2013, Table 6.1). With approval of Congress, the Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) of 2008 also allowed up to 700 billion dollars of direct loans to the financial sector. In addition, the Federal Reserve provided over 4 trillion dollars in assistance to the financial sector, first through large-scale loans to banks and other institutions and then through massive purchases of Treasury bonds, mortgage-backed securities, and bonds issued by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac (Blinder 2013, Chap. 14; Federal Reserve 2015b). The massive stimulus from the Fed in the form of large-scale asset purchases or quantitative easing was undertaken after the collapse of Lehman Brothers. About the same time, the Federal Open Market Committee lowered its federal funds target rate on overnight loans of reserves between banks to 0.25 percentage points in December 2008 from 5.25 percentage points where it had stood as recently as early September 2007.

The bursting of the housing bubble and resulting chaos in the financial sector following the collapse of Lehman Brothers hit the U.S. economy hard. Although the housing crisis started earlier, overall economy activity reached its cyclical peak in December 2007 and its cyclical trough in June 2009, making it the longest of the 12 post–World War II recessions as identified by NBER (2010). Blinder (2013, Chap. 1) provides a good overview of the severity of the resulting recession and in particular the massive decline in employment. To update Blinder’s data, payroll employment declined by 8.7 million jobs between December 2007 and December 2009 and did not surpass its 2007 level again until over six years later in April 2014 (FRED 2015). In July 2015, employment was only 3.7 million jobs above where it had been at the end of 2007 for net job growth of only about 500 thousand or 0.3 percent per year over this seven and a half year period. Typically, recovery in housing investment is a primary factor contributing to recovery in the overall economy, but in this recovery the housing sector has virtually been “missing in action.” Gross real residential investment, as measured in the GDP accounts, reached a peak in 2005 second quarter and fell by 33.5 percentage points of this level by the fourth quarter of 2007 and by another 22.2 percent of this level by the second quarter of 2009 for a total decline of 55.7 percent. Only 14.7 percentage points of this 55.7 percent point decline had been recovered by the second quarter of 2015. New housing starts bottomed out at an annual rate of under 500 thousand units in April 2009 for the lowest level for this series dating back to its start in 1959 (Blinder 2013, 35). Part of the decline and slow recovery in housing was a natural response to overbuilding during the bubble, but slow job growth, high ratios of outstanding mortgages to income and to market values, low credit scores for those who defaulted on earlier mortgages, and dramatically tightened lending standards have all kept the housing recovery below what it would have been. In the second quarter of 2015, real GDP stood only 8.4 percent above where it stood seven and a half years earlier at its prior peak in the fourth quarter of 2007 (FRED 2015).

Wounds to the economy from the housing crisis are healing slowly, and its scars are likely to remain for years to come. Millions of people lost jobs during the recession with these jobs recovered only after a number of years had passed; homeowners across the board saw wealth in equity of their homes plummet as housing prices fell, and millions lost their homes to foreclosure; fiscal stimulus under presidents Bush and Obama and plummeting revenues as incomes fell during the recession led to roughly a doubling of the ratio of federal government debt to GDP in the United States. The Fed’s aggressive low interest rate policy has presented a significant challenge to pension funds in meeting future obligations; the Fed’s massive securities purchases leave it looking for a way to unwind its greatly expanded portfolio and subject to significant potential capital losses as it raises interest rates which will lower the market value of securities in its portfolio; and Euro currency zone, which saw its financial sector weakened by its own housing bubble, as collateral damage from the U.S. mortgage crisis and from its sovereign debt crisis, has still not seen its real GDP recover to its prerecession level.

In an attempt to prevent a similar financial crisis in the future, the Dodd-Frank Act of 2010 was enacted to reverse some of the financial deregulation that had occurred earlier. A key question will be whether Dodd-Frank has hit the right balance, or whether it has gone too far or not far enough in regulating activities of financial institutions. Here the jury is still out as the adjustment process from one set of rules to a new set of rules often requires a challenging adjustment process for the institutions involved. Another factor that makes it too early to judge the success of Dodd-Frank is that some of the regulations implementing the act are still being drafted and implemented by federal regulatory bodies (Tarullo 2014). In the international arena, a major tightening of financial regulations has also been undertaken by the Basel Committee of the Bank for International Settlements, a voluntary international organization that helps coordinate international banking regulations. Specifically, the Basel III agreement has recommended dramatic increases in bank and financial institution capital and liquidity requirements, and these are being adopted and implemented by major countries throughout the world (Federal Reserve 2015a). These new regulations are expected to result in a much safer and hopefully more efficient financial system that will prevent or at least mitigate the magnitude of any future financial crisis.

See also: Financial Derivatives; Homelessness; Great Recession in the United States; Predatory Lending; Regulatory State

Further Reading

Acharya, V. V., & Richardson, M. (Eds.). (2009). Restoring financial stability. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Bair, S. (2012). Bull by the horns. New York: Simon & Schuster Paperbacks.

Blinder, A. S. (2013). After the music stopped. New York: Penguin Books.

Farley, R. E. (2015). Wall Street wars. New York: Regan Arts.

Federal Reserve Board of Governors. (2015a). Basel regulatory framework. Retrieved from http://www.federalreserve.gov/bankinforeg/basel/default.htm

Federal Reserve Board of Governors. (2015b). Credit and liquidity programs and the balance sheet. Retrieved from http://www.federalreserve.gov/monetarypolicy/bst.htm

FRED (Federal Reserve Economic Data). (2015). Retrieved August 10, 2015, from https://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2

Gramlich, E. M. (2007). Subprime mortgages: America’s latest boom and bust. Washington, DC: Urban Institute Press.

National Bureau of Economic Research. (2010). US business cycle expansions and contractions. Retrieved December 7, 2016, from http://www.nber.org/cycles/cyclesmain.html

National Commission on the Causes of the Finance and Economic Crisis in the United States. (2011). The financial crisis inquiry report. New York: Public Affairs.

Tarullo, D. K. (2014). Dodd-Frank implementation. Federal Reserve Board of Governors. Retrieved from http://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/testimony/tarullo20140206a.htm

David B. Crary

GI BILL

During World War II, American industry experienced a boom from producing war machinery (planes, arms, cars, and trucks). The building of this capacity gave the country a tremendous competitive advantage after the war, given the destruction of factories in Europe (Galbraith 1994). Women worked in American factories during the war. Returning GIs took back many of these manual labor production jobs, but the economy was not prepared to absorb all of them. This led to an economic recession, as had been the case after World War I, a condition that contributed to the Great Depression in the decades preceding World War II.

The federal government created the GI Bill of Rights (Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, 1944) during World War II. Among the many benefits guaranteed to veterans, the act provided subsidized house loans and grants for college enrollment. Passed at the time U.S. troops were invading Europe, the GI Bill provided unemployment insurance and student financial aid to subsidize the cost of college: “Under the act, approximately 2,300,000 attended colleges and universities, 3,500,000 received school training, and 3,400,000 received on-the-job training. The number of degrees awarded by U.S. colleges and universities more than doubled between 1940 and 1950, and the percentage of Americans with bachelor degrees, or advanced degrees, rose from 4.6 percent in 1945 to 25 percent a half-century later” (Executive Order 9981 1948). This massive investment in federal student aid staved off unemployment and set in motion a pattern of growing public investment in education and training programs that continued for the next 35 years. The GI Bill provided portable grants that students could take with them wherever they were admitted, whether it was a technical trade school or a campus offering four-year degrees.

A generation of adult men had the opportunity to attain technical certification, college diplomas, and/or graduate and professional degrees, fueling earnings and economic growth (Bound & Turner 2002; Friedman 2005). The research on the original GI Bill demonstrates a substantial economic impact resulting from the improved education of labor. There was tremendous growth in personal income for factory workers and professionals in the decades following World War II, including a narrowing of income inequality, a pattern evident in Europe during this period as well (Cornia & Kiiski 2001).

The financing pattern established after World War II relied on the economic logic of public investment for the common good as reflected in human capital theory. There is strong empirical evidence that the GI Bill played a role in the burgeoning number of white males who became professionals in the 1950s (Bound & Turner 2002). Although the GI Bill continued in various forms for decades, it no longer had substantial impact on growth of the middle class after the initial stimulus. For many years of the Vietnam War, going to and staying in college became an accepted way to avoid the draft, although this ended in 1969 when a lottery was put into place. By that time, the federal government’s need-based grant programs were ensuring collegiate educational opportunities for low-income students.

One legacy of the GI Bill was that it became a catalyst for a period of sustained public investment in grant aid that helped generations of low-income students enter the middle class. The Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1965 introduced generally available need-based grants. The HEA 1972 reauthorization provided the first portable grant aid based on financial need, enabling students to attend technical programs, including proprietary schools, as well as public colleges. Following the implementation of Pell, there was a period of racial equity in college enrollment (St. John 2003). Economists, however, were critical of Pell grants because of the large number of new students who enrolled in two-year, nonacademic programs (Manski & Wise 1983).

A second legacy of the GI Bill is that it created a foundation for racial desegregation in the United States. The GI Bill had also provided loans to facilitate home purchasing by returning veterans regardless of race, another stimulus for uplift and desegregation. Fair housing laws and school desegregation followed. After World War II, President Harry S. Truman signed Executive Order 9981: Desegregation of the Armed Forces (1948). Whites, African Americans, and other racial groups participated in the war effort and earned GI benefits, providing a force for desegregation of higher education even before the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision on Brown v. Board of Education in 1954.

Unfortunately, both legacies are now at risk. Since 1980, declining federal and state investment in need-based grant aid as a percentage of college costs has paralleled increased economic segregation in higher education and a decline of the middle class. The GI Bill demonstrated that public investment in student financial aid could promote economic uplift while expanding educational opportunity. After the 1980s, the public investment in need-based grants declined, student debt rose, and the economic well-being of the working and professional classes was undermined. Economists have argued that the income redistribution to the wealthy and the decline of the middle class are the result of changes in tax policy and cuts in student aid (Fogel 2000; Friedman 2005; Piketty 2014).
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LEWIS, JOHN L., AND THE UNITED MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA

John L. Lewis (1880–1969), the son of Welsh immigrants, was a major leader of the American labor movement. Lewis was born on February 12, 1880, in Lucas County, Iowa. Not much is known about Lewis’s younger years although it is believed that he and his family moved frequently. After a young adulthood consisting of various exploratory experiences, Lewis eventually became involved in, and ultimately led, the United Mine Workers, a large and influential labor union, beginning in about 1919.

A labor union is an organization formed to represent workers for the purpose of improving their wages and working conditions. When certified by law as the exclusive representative of a majority of workers of a particular employer in precisely defined job classifications, the union has the right and the legal obligation to represent those workers. That employer, in turn, has the legal obligation to negotiate (though it is not legally required to agree) with the union.

The United Mine Workers (UMW) is a union representing the interests of miners, and especially coal miners. The UMW was formed in 1890 in Columbus, Ohio. There were several reasons that the union was formed. Two of the most important were the desire of miners to receive fair wages in “real” money—coal mine owners often paid their miners in “scrip,” pieces of paper that could be used like money only in stores that the owners operated—and miners’ safety concerns. Mines are very dangerous workplaces and to this day sometimes collapse, often with deadly results. Most of the founding miners of the UMW were from Ohio, Pennsylvania, Indiana, and Illinois.

Coal is an important commodity in the United States, but in the first half of the 20th century it was especially important, particularly as a source of heating fuel for everyday Americans. Because of the importance of coal in the first half of the 20th century any interruption in its production was considered a most serious matter. Lewis understood the importance of coal and of the miners who dug it out of the ground. He wanted to improve coal miners’ wages and working conditions and, in order to accomplish those objectives, was willing to call a “strike” of the miners to interrupt coal production, thereby pressuring the coal mine owners to make those improvements. A strike is when workers stop working. Workers in the United States, and in most industrial democracies in the world, have the right to peacefully “strike” in order to try to improve their wages and working conditions. Although the right to strike was not established until 1935 as a matter of federal law in the United States, many unions had nevertheless engaged in strikes before then. The danger in calling a strike, from the union’s point of view, was that the owners might simply fire striking workers and replace them with new workers who did not support the union. The owners might also seek a court injunction forbidding the strike. (An injunction is an order by a court telling someone under the court’s control to do something or to stop doing something until a lawsuit can resolve a dispute.) If workers or unions violate court injunctions ordering the end or temporary suspension of a strike, they can be subject to large fines or even imprisonment.

Lewis was a very aggressive labor union leader and was willing to call strikes even when courts or other government officials ordered him not to. Because of this aggressiveness Lewis was a controversial figure. Many people supporting unions saw him as a fiery advocate promoting the interests of everyday workers. Others saw Lewis as irresponsible and as a person who would put the interests of a sometimes narrow group of workers above the broader interests of the general public. Regardless who was right about these claims it was clear that he was a very powerful leader. At times conflict between government officials became so intense that federal troops were ordered into the mines. One of Lewis’s most famous confrontations with the government occurred in 1919, when he was technically not yet head of the UMW (he was “acting” president). At that time coal miners had been working under a “collective bargaining agreement” that was effective during the period when the United States was involved in World War I. A collective bargaining agreement is a contract spelling out the rights and duties of a union and an employer in a particular workplace. Under the terms of the World War I collective bargaining agreement applicable to many workplaces, the United Mine Workers agreed not to strike. After World War I ended, however, miners became very dissatisfied with their wages and working conditions and authorized their union, the United Mine Workers, to call a strike in coal fields throughout the United States. Because of the projected impact on the American economy, officials, including President Woodrow Wilson, called on Lewis not to begin a strike. Despite these pleas Lewis called the strike, but eventually suspended it under tremendous pressure from the government.

In the fall of 1933, Lewis, who had won several tactical victories for the UMW, expressed publicly that he wanted to build a broader and more powerful organization of labor unions. The interunion organization at that time, the American Federation of Labor (AFL), had been criticized for not vigorously enough advancing the cause of unskilled manufacturing workers, who were increasing at the time by the millions. Lewis, as president of the UMW, decided to split with the AFL, in November of 1935, and to lead a new coalition of unions, the Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO). The CIO had as its mission the unionization of all workers (“to organize the unorganized”), but especially unskilled manufacturing workers. The mission was very successful. Union membership increased from about 8.5 percent of the workforce in 1935, when the CIO began organizing, to 28.6 percent of nonagricultural workers by 1939. This organizing juggernaut has earned for its architect, John L. Lewis, a place in history as perhaps the greatest of America’s labor leaders.
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Michael C. Duff

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT

The National Labor Relations Act of 1935, 29 U.S.C. §§151-69 (NLRA), is a federal statute that sets rules governing relations between employers, unions, and individual employees in labor relations matters. It applies to most industries in the private sector. It is usually interpreted in the first instance by the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB), a federal agency. Most but not all NLRB decisions may be appealed to federal courts. The NLRA has had a lasting impact on the U.S. labor movement and thus has had a significant impact on the economy and the shape of the working and middle class.

The first reported labor case in the United States was Commonwealth v. Pullis, 3 Commons & Gilmore 59 (Mayor’s Court 1806), which found that a strike for higher wages was an illegal criminal conspiracy. Through the mid-19th century, union activity was repeatedly held to be a form of criminal conspiracy. Although Commonwealth v. Hunt, 45 Mass. (4 Metc.) 111 (1842), held that merely forming a union and refusing to work for employers who hired nonunion workers was not criminal, courts in the 19th century found most activities by unions illegal. By the later 19th and early 20th centuries, courts began using civil, instead of criminal, conspiracy theories. Courts still found strikes and boycotts to be illegal. For example, Vegelahn v. Gunter, 167 Mass. 92 (1896), upheld a broad injunction against a peaceful labor picket designed to discourage potential employees from working with an employer. In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, employers won thousands of injunctions against union activity.

Still, unions were growing. The rising industrial sector often featured long working hours, low pay, and dangerous conditions. The American Federation of Labor (AFL) formed in 1886 as an umbrella group for various craft unions, and by the end of 1904, over 2 million workers in the United States were union members. Employers frequently and often violently opposed union organization.

The law was a key arena of conflict. Employers used “yellow dog” contracts (agreements that employees would not join unions). Unions successfully backed laws barring such contracts, only to see such laws struck down in court. See, for example, Coppage v. Kansas, 236 U.S. 1 (1915) (state law barring yellow dog contracts was unconstitutional). Employers also began creating “company unions”—employee organizations ostensibly designed to deal with workplace issues that were actually entirely controlled by the employer.

Courts especially disapproved of “secondary” activity—meaning union acts aimed at influencing parties who were not the employer with whom the union has its “primary” dispute. Such actions included urging consumer boycotts of companies that were customers or suppliers of primary employers. Courts frequently granted injunctions against such secondary boycotts. See, for example, Matthews v. Shankland, 56 N.Y.S. 123 (Sup. Ct. 1898). Often, courts used antitrust laws to enjoin secondary activity. For example, in Loewe v. Lawlor, 208 U.S. 274 (1908), a union and its members were held liable under the Sherman Antitrust Act of 1890 for urging consumers not to buy products from stores that sold hats made by the primary employer.

Labor tried to combat this through the Clayton Antitrust Act of 1914. Section 6 of that act provided that “the labor of a human being is not a commodity or article of commerce,” and that antitrust laws did not bar unions “from lawfully carrying out the legitimate objects thereof.” Section 20 barred injunctions in cases involving disputes between employers and employees involving employment. But then Duplex Printing Press Co. v. Deering, 254 U.S. 443 (1921), found an antitrust violation and allowed an injunction in a case involving a boycott aimed at secondary employees and a secondary employer.

Because of continuing hostility from courts and employers, and also perhaps due to a backlash against some radical strikes in 1919 (e.g., the Seattle general strike), labor struggled in the 1920s. On the other hand, some courts began to hold that peaceful primary strikes over wage and hour issues were legal. Also, in 1926, the Railway Labor Act was enacted, providing some basic labor rights to employees in the railway industry (today that act also covers the airline industry).

With the onset of the Great Depression and Franklin Roosevelt ascending to the presidency, the legal landscape for unions began to change. The Norris-LaGuardia Act of 1932 barred courts from issuing injunctions in at least most peaceful labor disputes (including specifically overturning much of Duplex Printing). It also made yellow dog contracts unenforceable. Employers could still legally fire union supporters, but this act helped resolve the antitrust issue. In Apex Hosiery Co. v. Leader, 310 U.S. 469 (1940), and United States v. Hutcheson, 312 U.S. 219 (1941), the Supreme Court found an implicit “labor exemption” from antitrust laws based on the Clayton Antitrust Act and the Norris-LaGuardia Act.

The NLRA, or Wagner Act of 1935, was passed at the height of the Great Depression, amid significant labor unrest. In 1932, there were 840 strikes; in 1937, there were 2,200. In 1934, approximately 1,500,000 workers struck at some point. Some strikes were led by radicals, and many were met by significant violence from employers.

The NLRA had four main goals: labor peace and stability, encouraging collective bargaining, providing a neutral playing field for unions and employers to resolve disputes, and bringing the law into conformity with the reality of unions as they existed.

Section 7 of the Wagner Act provided some of the most important rights of employees: “the right to self-organization, to form, join, or assist labor organizations, to bargain collectively through representatives of their own choosing, and to engage in other concerted activities for the purposes of collective bargaining or other mutual aid or protection.” Section 8, which is now Section 8(a) of the NLRA, made illegal certain acts by employers, known as unfair labor practices (ULPs). For example, Section 8(1), now Section 8(a)(1), made it a ULP for employers to interfere with, restrain, or coerce employees in the exercise of their rights under Section 7. Thus, it was now illegal to fire an employee for supporting a union. Other employer ULPs included a ban on company unions and a duty to bargain with the union in good faith.

Section 9 covered representation elections and created the “majority, exclusive representative” model. Under this model, a union may only be recognized as a representative if a majority of the relevant employees supports the union. Also, if the union is a representative, it is the exclusive representative for the entire group of employees in matters concerning wages, hours, and working conditions.

The Wagner Act also created the NLRB. Its main functions are to oversee union representation issues and to investigate and adjudicate ULP claims in the first instance. It has five board members, appointed by the president; a general counsel; and currently over 30 regional offices.

The Wagner Act was upheld as constitutional in NLRB v. Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp., 301 U.S. 1 (1937), as a proper exercise of Congress’s power under the Commerce Clause.

Union membership increased greatly after the Depression and through World War II. In 1933, fewer than 2,700,000 workers were in unions; in 1937, the total was over 7,000,000; and by 1945, it was more than 14,300,000. Also, in 1938, a new labor group split from the AFL: the Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO), which organized more unskilled workers. In the 1950s, the AFL and CIO merged into the AFL-CIO. By 1954, more than 17,000,000 workers were in unions, which was almost 35 percent of the nonagricultural workforce.

Meanwhile, in 1947, the Labor-Management Relations Act (Taft-Hartley) added union ULPs and other rules designed to curb the power of the growing labor movement. Employer ULPs were now recodified in NLRA Section 8(a), and Section 8(b) featured new union ULPs. Some of the new union ULPs were similar to employer ULPs: for example, Section 8(b)(1) barred union coercion of employees, and 8(b)(3) imposed a duty on unions to bargain in good faith. But Taft-Hartley also added Section 8(b)(4), which made most secondary activities illegal. This act also added Section 14(b), which created the “right-to-work” option, allowing individual states to choose to outlaw union security clauses in collective bargaining agreements. Such clauses require employees to pay at least that portion of union dues that goes to activities related to collective bargaining; the justification for such clauses is that unions are required to fairly represent all employees it represents. Currently, half the states in the United States have chosen that option.

The final major amendment was the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act (Landrum-Griffin Act) of 1959. This act mostly focused on the rights of individual union members vis-à-vis their unions; its purpose was to ensure more union democracy and combat union corruption. It also added further restrictions on secondary activities and limited the use of organizational picketing under Section 8(b)(7).

In 1974, the NLRA was amended to extend jurisdiction to hospitals, with a few special rules for that industry: most importantly, Section 8(g) requires a 10-day notice before such employees are legally allowed to strike.

In recent decades, union density in the private sector has declined significantly. In 2015, union density in the private sector (measured by membership) was under 7 percent. Although numerous factors have played a role in this decline (notably, the waning of manufacturing industries in the United States and off-shoring of production), many have argued that certain labor law rules have hurt unions. Some of these rules are explicitly in the NLRA: for example, the “right-to-work” option, and the exclusion of supervisors from NLRA coverage. Some have come from court and/or NLRB interpretation of the NLRA: for example, the ability of employers to “permanently replace” striking workers (meaning that a striker can lose her job if a replacement worker remains in place after a strike ends); and the very limited remedies for NLRA violations. For example, an employee fired for union activities is entitled only to reinstatement (often years after the fact), and back pay (minus whatever the employee made or reasonably could have made after being fired); and the main remedy for an employer refusing to bargain in good faith is merely an order that the employer start bargaining in good faith.

Under the NLRA, unions have, historically, contributed to the middle class. In 2012, the Economic Policy Institute estimated the union wage premium was 13.6 percent. Also, unionized workers were 28.2 percent more likely to be covered by employer-provided health insurance and 53.9 percent more likely to have employer-provided pensions.

The decline of unions in recent decades has coincided with a significant increase in income inequality, and downward pressure on the middle class. One study found that declines in unionization rates explained a significant amount of the rise in income inequality (Western & Rosenfeld 2011).

In any event, the NLRA has proven very difficult to amend. Although the NLRB has shifted some of its interpretations of the law, depending on the politics of the incumbent president, changes to the actual text of the law, at least in the short to medium term, seem unlikely.
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Joseph Slater

NUSSBAUM, KAREN, AND THE WORKING WOMEN’S MOVEMENT

Life-long activist and labor leader, Karen Nussbaum has devoted her career to the condition of women workers and supporting both union and nonunion workers in the fight for economic justice. She was a cofounder of 9to5 and its union affiliate, District 925, organizations that challenged sex discrimination and sought to improve the conditions of women clerical workers. In campaigns that spoke to the needs of women, she focused on women in clerical employment, who had been excluded from or underrepresented in labor unions, and helped them enter the labor movement. The daughter of Annette Brenner and Mike (Myron) Nussbaum, Karen became one of the most important leaders of the working women’s movement of the 1970s.

The 1970s was a decade of enormous growth in the number of women working. Yet, despite the need for women workers, low pay, sex discrimination, sexual harassment, and job segregation in female occupations characterized women’s labor force participation. The typical woman working in the 1970s and 1980s was a clerical employee. Women made up 80 percent of workers in clerical occupations, with women making up 99.1 percent of secretaries in 1980. (Maclean 1999, 55). Gender stereotypes of women as temporary and secondary wage earners, job segregation, and lack of opportunity guaranteed that women earned insufficient wages to support a family (Rotella 1981, 106; SEIU District 925 Collection, Box 8, Folder 39).

By the early 1970s, female office workers began to organize associations that questioned their pay and working conditions. Up to that point, most unions had downplayed the importance of organizing sectors with a predominantly female workforce; even progressive unions abandoned any attempt to organize in the service and clerical sectors, believing that women working in offices and in other pink-collar jobs were not interested in or capable of organizing and leading their own unions.

In 1973, Ellen Cassedy and Karen Nussbaum, two clerical workers at Harvard, formed 9to5, a pioneering organization for women office workers. Growing out of the newsletter, 9to5 News, first published in Boston in December 1972, 9to5’s goal was to improve the lives and conditions of clerical workers through workplace organizing and collective action, turning to unions when possible. The organization 9to5 raised women’s awareness of their unfair treatment, not only in the workplace but in politics and, eventually, in the home. Working women, many of whom felt that the contemporary women’s movement was only focused on the middle class, came to support 9to5. It addressed working women’s immediate issues, both in the workplace and the home. By 1977, 9to5 became a national organization; and, in 1979, 11 groups took the next step and affiliated to form Working Women: National Association of Office Workers.

Although scoring some impressive victories, including expanded promotional opportunities, job postings, back pay, and clearer grievance procedures, Nussbaum, along with other 9to5 leaders, believed they needed to create a union. Up to that point, 9to5 had only episodic power and lacked the ability to compel collective bargaining. In its turn toward labor organizing, 9to5 encountered resistance from some national unions. With a long history of women’s membership, the Service Employees International Union chartered District 925 in 1981. Chapters nationwide had as their goal to organize office workers and answer the charge that unions were only blue-collar and male.

With Karen Nussbaum as its executive director until 1993, District 925 helped clerical workers in higher education, banking, publishing, and insurance achieve contracts that increased pay and helped assert the value of clerical work. District 925 built a 10,000-person membership base through progressive one-on-one organizing tactics; it also helped spur tremendous growth in office worker membership in other SEIU locals. By the mid-1980s, as labor unions faced growing opposition from well-organized employers who forced substantial concessions, women’s issues and the issues of minority workers were often swept aside. In women-led District 925, however, the concerns of women remained the core of its agenda, excluding women-specific issues from concessionary bargaining. The Boston-based 9to5 continued to exist as a sister organization to District 925, helping identifying union targets, educating clerical workers about their rights, and fostering women leaders. Where unionization was not feasible, 9to5 served as a base for consciousness-raising (Moody 1988, 280).

After leading 9to5 for two decades, Nussbaum left the organization but continued to work for the benefits of women and their communities in many fields. In 1993, President Bill Clinton appointed Nussbaum director of the Women’s Bureau of the U.S. Department of Labor. About the appointment, Nussbaum stated, “My goal was to bring as much organizing into the work that I was doing and use this different vantage point … to use government to leverage power for working women and on the issue that would help working women get mobilized.” In 1996, Nussbaum became the head of the Working Women’s Department of the AFL-CIO, which was later phased out in 2001. At that point, with women constituting a large plurality of union membership, there was less need for a women’s department. Nussbaum continued to work with the AFL-CIO, serving at one point as an assistant to President John Sweeney. She cofounded and served as executive director of Working America, a community affiliate of the AFL-CIO that helps give nonunion workers input into the policies, goals, and legislative efforts of the AFL-CIO. She helped the organization reach 1.5 million members in its first three years (Nussbaum 2006, SEIU Legacy Project Interview) Over the course of her thirty-year career, Karen Nussbaum proved that there was no contradiction between supporting women’s rights and improving the lives of working women everywhere.
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Elizabeth Faue and Amanda Walter

PUBLIC AND SUBSIDIZED HOUSING

Public and subsidized housing refers to a system of federal financial assistance that helps low-income families in the United States pay rent and access affordable housing in publicly subsidized apartment buildings or in privately owned apartments and other subsidized housing. Historically, the primary form of support was through public housing building complexes, built with federal funding and operated by state and local housing agencies. The Housing Act of 1937 created the first national system of public housing facilities (Stoloff 2004) that aimed to “provide financial assistance to the States and political subdivisions thereof for the elimination of unsafe and insanitary housing conditions, for the eradication of slums, for the provision of decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings for families of low income, and for the reduction of unemployment and the stimulation of business activity” (50 Stat. 888 1929–1937, 888). (“The term ‘slum’ means any area where dwellings predominate which, by reason of dilapidation, overcrowding, faulty arrangements or design, lack of ventilation, light or sanitation facilities, or any combination of these factors, are detrimental to safety, health, or morals” (50 Stat. 888 1929–1937, 888).) Over time, housing assistance evolved to also include subsidized rents for privately owned apartments or other housing.

Currently, the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) authorizes and funds roughly 3,300 public housing agencies (PHA) to own and manage the public housing developments. (Some PHAs may transfer ownership or management to private organizations.) The federal government spent in 2013 about $4 billion on the public housing operating fund, which local public housing authorities (PHAs) use to maintain public housing units under their jurisdiction. It also spent about $18 billion on tenant-based rental assistance, such as the housing choice voucher (HCV) program, also known as “Section 8” and $245 million on project-based rental assistance (that is, funding for families to live in privately owned housing projects) (Office of Management and Budget 2015, Table 12.3).

About 2.3 million people in the United States lived in traditional public housing units in 2013 and about 5.4 million participated in the housing choice voucher program (HUD PD&R 2014). There is wide variation across states and territories in the percent of the population living in public or subsidized housing. In 2013, Puerto Rico, the District of Columbia, New York, Alabama, and Rhode Island ranked highest in public housing use (with shares between 3.6 and 1.5 percent), while the District of Columbia, New York, Massachusetts, Louisiana, Connecticut, and Rhode Island ranked highest in housing choice voucher use (HUD PD&R 2014; U.S. Census Bureau 2010).

PHAs have long waiting lists. Nationally, those living in public housing in 2013 had waited an average of 13.43 months before they received assistance while housing choice voucher participants had waited 22.8 months (HUD PD&R 2014). Residents of public housing in 2013 had lived in public housing for an average of nine years, and housing choice voucher participants had utilized the program for an average of 7.7 years (HUD PD&R 2014). (The total tenant payment (TTP) to the PHA for public housing is determined by the family’s gross income after deductions are made for dependents, disabilities, medical expenses, and other considerations. The TTP is the largest of four potential amounts: 30 percent of their income excluding deductions, 10 percent of their income, the portion of their welfare assistance designated to meet their housing costs, or a standard minimum amount (e.g., $25) set by the PHA (24 CFR § 5.628; 24 CFR § 5.630). The minimum rent can be waived for households that receive an exemption based on demonstrated financial hardship (24 CFR § 5.630).)

There are three income groups of relevance for eligibility—low-income, very low-income, and extremely low-income families—defined based on earning a maximum of 80, 50, and 30 percent, respectively, of the median family income (MFI) of residents in the jurisdiction of the local PHA. Income limits are calculated relative to family size (HUD PD&R 2015). Although PHAs can vary in their income limits, federal law prohibits admission into public housing if a family’s income exceeds 80 percent of the local median family income (24 CFR § 960). Out of all families admitted to HA’s public housing each year, at least 40 percent must be in the extremely low-income group (24 CFR § 960), while 75 percent of families admitted into tenant-based programs (such as the HCV program) must be in the extremely low income group (24 CFR § 982). The average incomes for public housing and housing choice voucher tenants in 2013 were $13,724 and $13,138, respectively (HUD PD&R 2014). Whether an applicant or a family member has a criminal record may also affect their eligibility to receive housing assistance or to stay in public housing once a tenant (Legal Action Center 2009). (The PHA is required to prohibit admission to applicants who have been evicted from federally assisted housing for drug-related criminal activity within the last three years, unless the family member who committed the offense has completed PHA-approved drug rehabilitation program or is no longer part of the household (24 CFR § 982.533; 24 CFR § 960.204). PHAs are also not allowed to provide public housing or tenant-based assistance to individuals who are under a lifetime requirement for a state sex offender registry, although they have discretion over other standards for denial based on criminal activity and alcohol abuse (24 CFR § 982.533; 24 CFR § 960.204).)

Furthermore, tenants may be evicted for the drug-related criminal behavior of their guests, even if the behavior was unknown to the tenant (Department of Housing and Urban Development v. Rucker 2002). Public housing residents may remain in the program as long as they remain within eligible income limits and comply with their lease agreement.

There are many different potential metrics to measure the success of public housing. Despite the breadth of the Housing Act’s original goals, during the first decades assistance did not reach the poorest, as preference was given to employed families or retired couples. Moreover, the newly built public housing units failed to rehouse most of those displaced by slum clearance (Vale & Freemark 2012). While in the 1950s, the average residents in public housing only matched today’s low-income category, by 1960, they fit into the very low-income category, and by the 1990s, they fit into the extremely low-income category, as a result of deliberate policy changes to broaden the reach of such assistance (Vale & Freemark 2012).

As the inclusion of the extremely poor was broadened, public housing started to decrease in quality. This led to public concern, such as President Nixon decrying that the programs “have been turning the Federal Government into a nationwide slumlord” (Nixon 1973). In an effort to improve the quality of low-income housing, the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 created Section 8 housing so that tenants could move into privately owned housing with vouchers that provide government subsidies for rent payments. Other efforts incorporate public housing into the private market through tools like Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC), which began in 1986 and encourage the renovation and construction of low-income housing (HUD 2015a; Vale & Freemark 2012). The HOPE VI program was another such effort, which began in the 1990s to demolish, rehabilitate, and build public housing with the goal to improve conditions and deconcentrate poverty through mixed-income housing (HUD 2015b). Even as specific policies change, these goals continue in public housing policy today.

Despite the stigma that surrounds public housing (McCormick, Joseph, & Chaskin 2012), a recent study (Ross, Shlay, & Picon 2012) found that low-income renters with vouchers or living in public housing have higher satisfaction with their housing units than otherwise similar renters without assistance. Those with housing assistance, however, are less satisfied with their neighborhoods than unassisted low-income renters. This suggests that housing assistance may increase the quality of renters’ homes but not the quality of their neighborhoods above what they might otherwise afford. Indeed, qualitative research suggests that those with vouchers face many barriers, such as discrimination and lack of transportation, when they try to relocate to low-poverty neighborhoods (Popkin & Cunningham 2000).

Middle-class homeowners living close to public housing areas are concerned about high levels of crime spilling over and affecting their safety (Dumke 2011) and their home values (Nguyen 2005). A review of the literature found that negative effects of public housing on home values occur but are small (Nguyen 2005). Well-designed and managed housing, particularly when located in less disadvantaged neighborhoods, seems unlikely to reduce property values, and developments that rehabilitate housing units consistently increase property values. A number of studies find that public housing has more crime than surrounding areas. Studies focused on large, urban public housing projects in the 1970s and 1980s found that some public housing had crime problems (Holzman 1996). Roncek, Bell, and Francik (1981) found Cleveland city blocks with public housing to have higher levels of crime than blocks without public housing. Through surveys of residents of public housing developments in Baltimore and Los Angeles, Brill and Associates (1977a, 1977b) found much higher victimization rates among public housing residents than is reported in national victimization studies. Specifically, over half of households reported being the victim of a crime in the year before and about a third reported repeated victimization.

Subsequent research by the National Institute of Justice found that public housing developments have higher rates of drug and violent offenses than nearby areas without public housing that are demographically similar (Dunworth & Saiger 1994). A recent study found robberies to be generally more frequent in areas with larger and more geographically concentrated public housing developments (Haberman, Groff, & Taylor 2013). In Los Angeles, Griffiths and Tita (2009) found high levels of homicide in public housing, but discovered that it did not draw offenders from the surrounding areas or lead to violence in surrounding areas. Finally, a study of victimization found that black women in public housing were more likely to be assaulted than similar counterparts in the same area who do not live in public housing (Holzman, Hyatt, & Dempster 2001).

Other studies have had contrasting results. Dunworth and Saiger (1994) found that public housing developments had less property crime than nearby areas, which they speculate may be the result of public housing residents not being attractive targets to thieves or not reporting property crime to the police. In a study of police data for areas of St. Louis entirely or partially composed of public housing, Farley (1982) found that the crime rates of the areas with large public housing developments were very close to the average for the city. Crime rates were also close to those expected for a similar area without public housing. A recent study of relocated public housing in Chicago and Atlanta found overall decreases in crime in the two cities and in the neighborhoods in which public housing was demolished. The neighborhoods that received a larger number of relocated households experienced crime decreases as well, although they were slower (Popkin et al. 2012). An analysis of the opening of public housing developments in Denver between 1992 and 1995 found no resulting increase in crime (Santiago, Galster, & Pettit 2003). Haberman et al.’s (2013) robbery study found that some public housing communities were faced with more robberies in the surrounding communities.

Multiple studies emphasize the wide variation in crime among public housing developments. In Los Angeles, for example, Dunworth and Saiger (1994) found a 15 times gap between the development with the highest rate of serious offenses and the lowest. Farley (1982) found that, of the areas of St. Louis with relatively small public housing developments, one had consistently higher levels of crime than the city overall while another did not differ from the city average. Holzman et al. (2001) found that certain types of building designs could make a key difference in increasing the safety of residents of public housing developments.

Overall, the results from studies of crime and public or subsidized housing are mixed, which is likely related to important methodological challenges. Public housing developments have unique characteristics that prevent the identification of an ideal control group (i.e., areas that have as high rates of poor, young, and minority residents as housing units that are as crowded) (Dunworth & Saiger 1994). It is also difficult to determine whether the conditions of public housing itself are causally related to crime, or whether the association between public housing and crime is spurious, the result of selection, such as housing authorities disproportionately placing public housing developments into already crime-prone neighborhoods. Other methodological concerns include possible underreporting and over- or underpolicing of public housing areas (Fagan et al. 1998; Holzman & Piper 1998). Due to changes in public housing over the decades, studies cannot be easily compared over time.

Another major concern has been racial segregation in public housing developments—a cause for multiple court cases, some of which spurred important changes in the format and administration of the housing programs. In Gautreaux v. Chicago Housing Authority (1969a), the federal district court held that the CHA’s discriminatory policies were in violation of federal law (which guarantees equal rights (42 U.S.C.S. § 1981)), by racially segregating public housing residents by building developments and placing the majority of the (mostly black) applicants in black neighborhoods while restricting the number of black tenants who could live in the few developments located in white neighborhoods. HUD was also found to have violated the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the 5th Amendment by assisting the CHA’s discriminatory program (Gautreaux v. Romney 1971). The remedy authorized by the courts involved the relocation of families throughout the Chicago metro area through housing vouchers and the development of new, less concentrated public housing in white neighborhoods (Gautreaux v. Chicago Housing Authority 1969b; Hills v. Gautreaux 1976; HUD PD&R 2013).

The Gautreaux remedy has a notable legacy (Polikoff 2007; Popkin et al. 2000). First, it provided the opportunity for social science research into the effects of residential mobility among low-income families and laid the foundation for further funding of experimental housing relocation programs. An important example is the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) program, which in the mid- to late-1990s enabled thousands of low-income families in public housing in five U.S. cities to move with a housing voucher to more affluent neighborhoods (Graif 2015b; Ludwig et al. 2012). Second, it spurred other legal tests of discrimination in public housing through the years. The most recent case to reach the Supreme Court is Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs v. the Inclusive Communities Project (2015). In this case, Texas low-income housing tax credit policies were the subject of a suit under the Fair Housing Act of 1968. The Inclusive Communities Project argued that, although they had not intended to discriminate, the location of more affordable housing in disadvantaged, racially segregated areas than in white suburbs resulted in a discriminatory impact. The Court held that the Fair Housing Act is not limited to cases of discriminatory intent, but also applies to cases where policies have unintentional disparate impacts on protected groups and that perpetuate segregation.

The future of public housing may be shaped by such pressures and considerations. If the current trends in federal funding and new rulings are an indication, public housing may be further deconcentrated geographically, mixed income, and privatized. Some scholars estimate that there may be no traditional public housing developments in the future as they are increasingly replaced by housing choice vouchers (Vale & Freemark 2012). Indeed, in July of 2015 The New York Times predicted “The End of Federally Financed Ghettos.”a However, it remains to be seen if vouchers can make a considerable difference in deconcentrating poverty. Low-income families may encounter barriers in accessing or remaining in middle-class or affluent neighborhoods that go beyond rent costs, such as prohibitive child care costs, and isolation from jobs, or exclusionary local zoning rules (Graif 2015a; Massey & Denton 1987).

A recent promising development soon after the recent Supreme Court decision was HUD issuing of new rules under the provision of the Fair Housing Act that requires state and local governments to “affirmatively further” fair housing goals. Motivated by research that shows that a geographic area “in which a child grows up all too often remains a strong predictor of that child’s life course,” HUD specified the act’s goals as requiring efforts to “address significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity” (24 CFR § 5.152). To facilitate such efforts, HUD committed to provide data to the state and local governments on patterns of residential segregation and concentrated poverty. Overcoming the many individual, social, and structural barriers to neighborhood mobility that exclude poor families from middle-class neighborhoods and limit their opportunities in life (Arcaya et al. 2015; Sharkey 2013) will require a lot more than housing assistance and disseminating data. Yet, building a body of knowledge and increasing public awareness is a fundamental next step.
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RADICALISM AND THE LABOR MOVEMENT

The relationship between the American middle class and the labor movement is woven together with the history of the radical sector within labor. Here I will detail the intertwining histories of radical labor and the development of the American “middle class” considered as a social group, and political actor, rather than as a definition of economics or sociology.

The middle class as we know it in the United States and political radicalism were born together in the 19th century. Both can trace their roots to the movement to abolish slavery, especially among white northerners (African American abolitionism is the basis for black radicalism as well). Although there were workers involved in abolitionism, many of the activists came from an emerging middle class of merchants, shopkeepers, inventors, clergy, and eventually the women of this class. Thus the history of radicalism is in the United States deeply rooted in middle-class social reform. Beginning with the radical abolitionists of the 1830s, continuing through the Progressive Era, the New Deal, and even into the 1960s, radicalism in the United States has had a distinctly middle-class character. By using the term “middle class,” I am referring to an emerging social group composed not only of the traditional petit bourgeois of shopkeepers, but an emerging professional class of teachers, clergy, more well-paid white-collar workers, and very importantly the wives of the men of this class.

The labor movement has never been large enough, nor has it wielded enough power, to accomplish broad social goals on its own. Furthermore a significant part of the trade union movement did not desire broad social change. Indeed the trajectory mapped out by Samuel Gompers, the founder and leader of the American Federation of Labor, was primarily interested in the gains to be achieved through narrow collective bargaining. Thus it was the “radicals” within the labor movement who saw the trade unions as a component of a larger movement for social justice and equality.

Finally this coalition was not only significant for the development of the labor movement; it was also significant for the development of the middle class as a distinct social group in the United States. This social group, positioned between the corporations and the increasingly dependent poor, saw limiting the power of the former, and alleviating the suffering of the latter as central to their social (and indeed, religious) identity.

By the end of the 19th century it had become clear to Americans across the board that the massive post–Civil War industrial transformation had created many new social and political problems. There was unprecedented concentration of wealth at the top. There was increasing poverty at the bottom. And those who had previously felt themselves at the center of American society felt marginalized and disempowered. Among small farmers this discontent emerged as populism, and among the urban middle class it became progressivism.

The labor movement was also coming up against the brick wall of business/government cooperation. Although collective bargaining was functioning for some very highly skilled AFL unions, by the 1880s this was an ever smaller proportion of the working class. Most workers, largely immigrants, were working in the large factories that characterized the industrial economy. Here the AFL model of organizing did not work. Labor radicalism, which emerged in such industries as mining, was inspired by socialists, IWWs, and other radicals. The same was true during the 1930s, and in the expansion of white-collar unions in the post–World War II. The role of these radicals within the trade unions as organizers and as leaders has been the subject of much of the labor history writing over the past two decades. What has not been noticed as clearly is that these radicals were influential on the middle class as well.

The shared perspectives of labor radicals and the middle-class reformers were initially based in a common concern for the degradation of the working class by the grinding of industrialization. In the 19th century this was often expressed through the support for the Temperance movement. By the latter part of the 19th century Temperance was not simply a defining issue for the emergence of the middle class. Temperance (and this should be distinguished from the later prohibition movement) was at the center of a constellation of values that characterized the middle class. Critical of both the top and the bottom of the social structure for their lack of responsibility and self-restraint, Temperance exemplified the ideal of middle-class character. While at first Temperance advocates blamed “drink” for the condition of the working class, many came to see the industrial system itself as degrading the working class and rather being caused by drink, began to see drinking as caused by exploitation.

The shared framework of Temperance in defining the relationship between labor and the middle class can be seen in the careers of Terence Powderly, the Grand Master Workman of the Knights of Labor during that organization’s heyday and Frances Willard, the leader of the Women’s Christian Temperance Union (WCTU). Powderly was a quite different labor leader than Samuel Gompers of the AFL who focused on the power of collective bargaining, and through either opportunism or principle shared the anti-immigrant, racist prejudices of much of the membership. Powderly saw the Knights as representing traditions of working-class respectability and republicanism. Along with including many Union Army veterans, the Knights welcomed African Americans and women into their ranks. As part of this Powderly supported Temperance efforts. At the same time Frances Willard coming from a Protestant evangelical tradition to lead the Women’s Christian Temperance Union, was a sympathizer to the Knights and later an avowed socialist.

The connection between the middle class and the emerging radical labor movement by the turn of the 20th century was multifaceted. Coming from perspectives similar to those of Frances Willard, women came to use their assigned social roles as “mothers” to claim a responsibility for the “weak” or “needy.” From this seemingly “conservative” position came such projects as Hull House in Chicago, and the Settlement House movement in general.

As the “labor question” came to be at the center of American politics, middle-class reformers found themselves on the side of militant labor in the numerous strikes that occurred. Most notable here was the role of the Women’s Trade Union League, made up of women of the comfortable classes, who would show up in furs and finery to the garment workers’ picket lines during the “uprising of the 20,000” in 1909. In New York and other large urban centers middle-class reformers such as ministers, journalists, teachers, and the women of this class in general came to define themselves inasmuch as they were sympathetic to labor. Indeed it was the connection between these left-turning middle-class reformers and the emergence of labor radicalism within the trade unions that led to the strength of the Socialist Party in the years prior to World War I.

As the war approached statist Progressives aligned themselves with Wilson and supported U.S. entrance into World War I. The left among Socialists, IWWs, and reformers opposed the war and the labor middle class went into abeyance. As the 1920s opened the middle class faced divided self-definition. On the one hand the reform tradition, based in the Republican Party, conceived of a society run by educated experts who would manage social conflict for the benefit of all. At the same time the expansion of the consumer society represented by Ford’s automobiles to radio and the movies began a process whereby the self-definition of the middle class became increasingly based in their relationship to the consumer market.

This was not, in its initial phase, to last long. By the mid-1920s the farm crises were a harbinger of the greater crisis that was to strike the United States by the end of the decade. The stock market crash and the beginning of the Great Depression set a context for a new stage of labor militancy, and a renewal of the alliance between the labor movement—especially its radical wing—and the middle class.

The explosion of labor organization began in the late 1920s and reached a crescendo in the strike wave of the mid-1930s, including the general strikes in San Francisco and Minneapolis in 1934, and the sit-down strike at General Motors in 1936, among others. The passage of the National Labor Relations Act, which for the first time legitimized collective bargaining in federal law, was a culmination of a prolabor sea change in the attitudes of the American people. As historians have explored recently, the role of radicals, especially Communists in these struggles, was extensive. The radical perspective was that the labor movement could be a center for a range of democratic social reforms focused on developing a government-sponsored social safety net. During World War II the labor movement and the left defined all forms of discrimination and bigotry as representing Nazi ideology—this impacted on issues of racism and anti-Semitism, and included advocacy of the acceptance of immigrants, and by the 1940s even meant raising issues of sexism and homophobia. (This was not universal even with the left, but there were important expressions nonetheless.)

Part of the formulation of the “democratic” nature of the labor movement advanced by the radicals was that there was a place for middle-class allies. There were three aspects of this: first, artists and writers, drawing on the socially critical tradition in art and literature, threw themselves into descriptions of the lives and experiences of working people; second, the efforts at organizing unions in the industrial sector were matched by similar efforts among white-collar workers. This was a period where teachers and public workers were first organized. It did not completely come to fruition until after World War II, but the unions among what had previously been considered middle-class occupations were rooted in this labor-based conception of society. Third, and often related to the previous two, was that the children of the generation of immigrant workers of the 1920s and 1930s were often at the center of organizing in the industrial sector. However, as the New Deal expanded, these children of immigrants often moved into white-collar occupations.

At the center of this relationship between radical labor and the radical sections of the middle class was the Communist Party. In the organizing drives of the 1930s and the founding of the CIO, the Communists had proved themselves excellent organizers and in a number of major unions were able to retain elected leadership. At the same time the Popular Front message of expanding democracy, ending Jim Crow, and expanding social welfare appealed to important sections of the middle class especially in urban centers with powerful labor unions such as New York, Chicago, and San Francisco.

Finally, the relationship between the radical left in the labor movement of the 1930s and 1940s was developed further with the post–World War II upward mobility generated by the GI Bill that supported veterans—the vast majority of whom had grown up working class—in buying houses in the expanding suburbs and attending college. (Many of these benefits were not available to African American veterans.) Those who had grown up in families connected to radical labor brought these ideas into the middle class. There were two important expressions of this: the expansion of union organization among professional groups, especially teachers and other public sector workers. In New York City, the founders of the American Federation of Teachers referred to themselves as the “children of the ILGWU” according to one UFT founder; the second expression was the rise of the radical student movement during the 1960s. Although there has been much historical and sociological discussion of the 1960s as a period of social movement expression, it is clear that the connections between the Old Left and New Left were always quite strong, even if denied at the time.

The radical wing of the labor movement during the 1930s and 1940s raised broad social demands that became incorporated in the liberal state-supported policies of the post–World War II period. This does not mean that the social and political elites of the 1950s and 1960s adopted these policies as their own. Indeed, much of the upheavals associated with demands for civil rights were about extending and deepening limited policies adopted after World War II. Nonetheless, many of these policies were supported by both major political parties until the 1980s, when to some extent both parties abandoned them. Here I would include an acceptance of the expansion of government responsibility for general social welfare such as public housing and public health, and acceptance of the legitimacy of trade unions. It is sometimes difficult to remember that even President Nixon supported the creation of a national health care system. His proposals would be completely opposed by members of his own party today.

If one can define a middle-class “class consciousness” of this period, it would be characterized by a generalized “liberalism.” This liberalism included many of the ideas promoted by the left in the previous generation: civil rights, labor rights, and social welfare. In the process of the struggles of the 1960s (often defined as directed toward making liberalism stand up for its own principles) this resulted in demands to extend civil rights to previously unrecognized groups such as women, LGBT people, and the disabled, among others.

See also: Chávez, César E., and the United Farm Workers of America; Democratic Unionism; Lewis, John L., and the United Mine Workers of America; National Labor Relations Act; Nussbaum, Karen, and the Working Women’s Movement; Randolph, A. Philip, and the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters; Right-to-Work Legislation

Further Reading

Addams, J. (1910). Twenty years at Hull House. New York: Macmillan & Co.

Bordin, R. (1981). Woman and temperance: The quest for power and liberty, 1873–1900. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Boyle, K. (1995). The UAW and the heyday of American liberalism, 1945–1968. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Deming, M. (1997). The culture front: The laboring of American culture in the twentieth century. New York: Verso Press.

Greene, J. (1999). Pure and simple politics: American Federation of Labor and political activism, 1881–1917. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kessler-Harris, A. (2001). In pursuit of equity: Women, men, and the quest for economic citizenship in 20th-century America. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Montgomery, D. (1987). Fall of the house of labor: The workplace, the state, and American labor activism, 1865–1925. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Opler, D. J. (2007). For all white-collar workers: The possibilities of radicalism in New York City’s department store unions, 1934–1953. Columbus: Ohio State University Press.

Rosswurm, S. (1992). CIO’s left-led unions. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Wiebe, R. (1967). The search for order, 1877–1920. New York: Hill and Wang.

Zonderman, D. (2011). Uneasy allies: Working for labor reform in nineteenth-century Boston. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press.

Paul C. Mishler

RANDOLPH, A. PHILIP, AND THE BROTHERHOOD OF SLEEPING CAR PORTERS

Asa Philip Randolph (1889–1979) was born on April 15, 1889, in Crescent City, Florida. He was an influential African American labor unionist and civil rights activist who dedicated his life to ensuring economic equality for working-class Americans. He founded the first ever national black trade union, Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters, cofounded and edited the political newspaper, The Messenger, and organized for the March on Washington movement to demand equal employment opportunities during World War II that foreshadowed the 1963 March on Washington.

Raised in the Jim Crow South, Randolph was acutely aware of the racial hierarchy that assigned African Americans to second-class citizenship. The son of an African Methodist Episcopal (AME) minister, Randolph’s early upbringing in the AME Church and childhood lessons on African American history critically informed his subsequent race and class consciousness. His mother and father nurtured his intellectual curiosity and instilled in him a sense of racial pride and passion for independence, perseverance, and self-assertion that would later come to define his approach to social activism.

He graduated from Cookman Institute in 1907 and migrated to Harlem in 1911. Like many African Americans who left the South in the first decades of the 20th century in the face of racial oppression and lynching, Randolph left Jacksonville in search of brighter economic and social horizons. Yet, he soon came to realize that even in the rapidly industrializing North, most of the employment open to African Americans resembled the personal service and menial labor jobs he left behind in the South. The concentration of newly migrated African Americans in Harlem helped build a vibrant black community that helped to foster the intellectual ferment at the heart of the Harlem Renaissance and nurtured Randolph’s burgeoning political and social activism. In Harlem Randolph found himself immersed in the racial and political radicalism of the city. He engaged both older black intellectuals like W. E. B. Du Bois and James Weldon Johnson and New Negro radicals like Cyril Briggs, Frank Crosswaith, and Richard B. Moore intrigued by socialist critiques of capitalism. In fact, Randolph came to view socialism—a response to the capitalist enterprise of industrialization that sprang up during the 19th century—as a viable solution for African American advancement in the postwar years.

Randolph’s understanding of the underlying racial discrimination of American capitalism and his insistence that labor organization was the most effective remedy for black workers led a group of Pullman porters to approach him for help in forming a union in 1925. These men worked as personal service attendants on luxurious Pullman Palace Cars—railroad cars with sleeping births introduced by George Pullman in the 1860s—and worked long hours ensuring the comfort and care of white passengers on the train. They were expected to be available both day and night, performing any and all services from cleaning and preparing sleeping cars before passengers arrived and after they departed to shinning passengers’ shoes while in transit. For their efforts, the Pullman Company paid porters a meager monthly salary; company officials presumed that tips from satisfied passengers would sufficiently supplement the porters’ income.

Previously Randolph had dismissed the idea of “black unionism,” as a tactic that only served to “fracture class unity and undermining union power (126).” After learning of the porters’ plight, he came to see their case as an opportunity to illustrate what he saw as the link between his class critiques of American capitalism and the unique discrimination black workers faced in the labor market. For Randolph, the porters’ case clearly illustrated the complicated interplay between race and class and required a labor organization that understood and worked to address the twin challenges of race and class oppression that black workers faced.

For 12 years (1925–1937), Randolph and the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters pursued a collectively bargained contract with the Pullman Company. Putting their case before federal mediators, the American Federation of Labor, African Americans, and the general public, Randolph and the Porters argued that the Pullman company’s policies violated both the 1926 Railway Labor Act and the 1933 National Industrial Recovery Act; they illustrated that Pullman did not conduct its business with white engineers and conductors in this manner and insisted that race was the sole factor the company’s stubborn refusal to negotiate a labor agreement with the all-black porters’ union. It was the 1934 amendment of the Railway Labor Act that ultimately cleared the way for the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters to be formally recognized as an official union.

Randolph continued to work to advance African Americans’ economic interests and civil rights. In 1941, he threatened to lead a wartime demonstration to protest employment discrimination in war industry jobs; he organized opposition to racial segregation in the United States Armed Forces; and he worked with other civil rights activists in pushing the federal government to pass national civil rights legislation. When he died on May 16, 1979, A. Philip Randolph had dedicated nearly 70 years of his life to the cause of economic and social justice for African Americans.
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REDLINING

The spirit of redlining, though not as overt or explicit as was the practice two or three decades ago, persists today. For decades mortgage lenders denied fair access to credit to residents of low-income and minority neighborhoods. In more recent years so-called reverse redlining, where these same neighborhoods have been targeted for predatory loans, has inflicted similar costs on those communities including lower property values, economic stagnation, and poorer quality of life. Such practices spread to middle-class communities, particularly among people of color. The recent foreclosure and financial crisis brought significant scrutiny and criticism of these practices, as Congress and federal financial regulatory agencies, along with many state and local officials, have responded with increased regulation and legal action. But there are indications that more traditional redlining practices are reemerging.

Race and Redlining

Redlining is the practice of financial institutions, particularly mortgage lenders, of systematically denying credit to certain neighborhoods or providing credit to those areas on unfavorable terms for reasons unrelated to the risk or creditworthiness of area residents. The name comes from the act of literally drawing a red line on maps to delineate areas where credit was not to be made available or was to be made available on more stringent terms. Historically, the practice was most common in minority neighborhoods where access to fair credit on equitable terms has often been difficult to come by for area residents. These policies and practices have limited opportunities for homeownership, business development, and, consequently, access to America’s middle class.

Historical Response

The federal government has stepped in multiple times over the last 50 years in efforts to ameliorate racially discriminatory behavior in the housing finance industry. The Fair Housing Act was passed in 1968 prohibiting discrimination in the sale or rental of housing and in virtually all services associated with the provision of housing (e.g., mortgage lending, appraisals, property insurance) on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, and national origin. Handicap and familial status were added in 1988.

The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) was passed in 1975. Amended several times, currently HMDA requires most mortgage lenders to publicly disclose the following information for all mortgage applications: census tract location of the home; dollar amount of loan; race, gender, and income of applicants; whether or not the loan was approved; type of loan (e.g., conventional or government insured); and purpose of the loan (e.g., home purchase, home improvement). The Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (Dodd-Frank), passed in 2010, added additional disclosures including the length of the loan, total points and fees, the length of any teaser or introductory interest rates, and the applicant’s age and credit score.

The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA), passed in 1977, obligates most federally regulated depository institutions, primarily banks and savings and loans, to help meet the credit needs of the local communities in which they are chartered. The law and its regulations explicitly require lenders to be responsive to the credit needs of low- and moderate-income neighborhoods. Basically, this is a federal ban on redlining. Poor levels of compliance by a financial institution can severely limit the business opportunities and activities regulators permit institutions to undertake.

Race and the Run-Up to the Housing Crisis

Lending to traditionally redlined communities has increased in recent decades, and it appears at least part of this progress is attributable to public policy and local activism by fair housing and fair lending advocacy groups. But since the mid-1990s, part of the gap has also been closed with subprime loans—higher cost loans for borrowers with blemishes on their credit records. Subprime loans are not inherently predatory. They allow many families—who would not otherwise qualify—to responsibly access homeownership. But accompanying the rise in subprime loans has been a rise in predatory lending.

Predatory lending comes in many forms including charging much higher interest rates than justified by the risk posed by borrowers, variable rate mortgages in which initial payments are low but quickly become unaffordable, high prepayment penalties, and many other exploitative practices. Frequently, borrowers were victims of fraudulent practices that led to many families losing their homes to foreclosure. The victims of predatory lending are often the same households and neighborhoods that had long been redlined (Stiglitz 2010; Taibbi 2014).

When subprime lending peaked in 2006, researchers with the Federal Reserve Board found that 53.7 percent of black borrowers, 46.6 percent of Hispanics, but just 17.7 percent of whites received high-priced loans. And 46.6 percent of borrowers in minority neighborhoods received high-priced loans compared to 21.7 percent in white areas (Avery et al. 2007, 39). From then, the practice spread quickly. Further evidence of the role of race was provided by the Wells Fargo Bank loan officers who referred to subprime loans as “ghetto loans” for “mud people,” comments and practices for which the bank later reached a $175 million settlement for fair lending violations (Relman 2013, 117).

These predatory practices contributed significantly to the recent foreclosure and financial crises and, consequently, became the subject of heated policy debates and new restrictions on some lending policies and practices. The primary response was Dodd-Frank. The act greatly expands federal regulatory authority over financial firms and requires regulators to monitor and address risks that threaten the financial system generally. And for the first time, the oversight is not limited to banks, but also other financial institutions that are engaged in housing finance including mortgage brokers, insurance companies, and investment firms. The act also created the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, a new federal consumer protection agency tasked with rulemaking, monitoring of financial markets, research, and processing consumer complaints (Sweet et al. 2010).

The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) has accompanied Congress’s regulatory changes with a series of lawsuits that have been settled with major financial institutions and other mortgage providers. The settlements total in the tens of billions of dollars for affected borrowers and communities as well as penalties paid to law enforcement agencies and nonprofit housing advocacy groups. They include a $13 billion settlement with JPMorgan Chase for defrauding investors; a $175 million settlement with Wells Fargo for discriminatory and predatory lending; a $25 billion agreement among DOJ, 49 state attorneys general, and the five largest mortgage servicers (Bank of America, JPMorgan Chase, Wells Fargo, Citigroup, and Ally Financial) for illegal foreclosure procedures; and $7 billion with Citigroup for fraudulent mortgage securities transactions (Squires 2014).

Conclusion

Homeownership in America is associated with many positive externalities including safer neighborhoods, higher educational achievement, lower unemployment, and better health, among others. Access to homeownership has been the most common means by which families in the United States have accumulated wealth and reached the middle class.

Predatory and subprime lending has become far less prevalent since the end of the mortgage crisis, in part, due to greater regulation imposed by Dodd-Frank and tighter capital markets. But the consequences of redlining are beginning to reappear as credit has again become disproportionately inaccessible to people of color. According to HMDA reports for 2012, African Americans applying for conventional home purchase loans were denied three times more frequently (39.6 percent) as non-Hispanic whites (13.2 percent), while 24.6 percent of Hispanic applications were denied. As the United States moves toward becoming a majority-minority nation, the persistent reality of redlining and housing discrimination, and how the nation chooses to respond to these practices, will significantly shape the opportunity structure facing racial and ethnic minorities, and the future of America’s middle class in general.
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RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION

Racial residential segregation in the United States is defined by the concentration of races in residential areas and is visible at the block, neighborhood, and city levels. These patterns of segregation arose due to a variety of structural forces through the persistence of both individual and institutional level racism. Some theories suggest that segregation at a residential level reflects individuals’ natural tendency to live close to others in one’s own racial group. However, social science research points instead to the role of structural forces such as real estate practices, public policies, and private sector trends in the evolution of racially concentrated spaces. The effects of residential segregation are widespread and include concentrated poverty within inner cities, heightened suburbanization, and the unequal distributions of resources between the two. Residential segregation results in unequal access to opportunities, such as education, jobs, health care, and transportation, as well as disproportionate exposure to environmental hazards, and decreased chances at social mobility. Although residential segregation has taken time to evolve over the last century, the patterns are still persistent today.

The rise of housing segregation can be attributed in part to a combination of strategies employed by real estate agencies, private sector groups, and the U.S. government. In 1933 President Roosevelt took office and initiated the New Deal in the wake of the Great Depression. The New Deal included a focus on housing, with measures to create public housing, the Federal Housing Administration (FHA), and the Homeowners’ Loan Corporation (HOLC). Public housing projects were built to provide subsidized rental options for low-income families, and these projects were built mostly in poor neighborhoods. Over the next decades, public housing promoted both racial and economic residential segregation by isolating low-income families, the vast majority of whom were racial minorities, in poor and segregated neighborhoods.

Established in 1934, the FHA served to boost homeownership in the wake of the Great Depression, which had caused high rates of forced sales and foreclosures of homes. The role of the FHA was to initiate housing development, thus creating new job opportunities, and to regulate mortgage terms and interest rates (HUD.gov). The formation of the FHA resulted in home buying becoming more accessible for people who otherwise would have been unable to afford it. However, this accessibility was not equally distributed, and loans were often allocated based on racial requirements, with the vast majority of loans going to whites only. After World War II this governmental subsidization of homeownership for whites continued with what became known as the GI Bill of 1944, in which returning veterans were given access to homeownership loans, used largely in the newly booming suburbs. Many suburban developers outright refused to sell homes to racial minorities, and due to discriminatory practices in the real estate market and the distribution of these government benefits, these loans were rarely accessible to racial minorities.

These racially discriminatory real estate practices include redlining and blockbusting, both of which promoted white flight, suburbanization, and the placement of public housing projects in inner-city neighborhoods. Redlining is a practice that got its name very literally from the red colored lines tracing neighborhoods and residential areas on maps created by both private lenders and the HOLC. The outlining process was a color-coded system that identified neighborhoods by their level of potential loan risk. The risks were qualified by race and income, with predominantly black and low-income neighborhoods being identified as the highest-ranking risk by the color red. These redlined districts were passed over for mortgage loan opportunities. This resulted in disinvestment in poor, minority neighborhoods, with far-reaching ramifications. The fear-based tactic of blockbusting, also referred to as panic selling, is another example of combining individual and institutionalized racism to perpetuate segregation. In an attempt to further condition the fear of blackness into white communities, real estate agents would meet with white homeowners to express the danger of an impending influx of black neighbors. The desired effect was to invoke an urgency to move out of the neighborhood and sell in a flash, prompting homeowners to sell their homes at a dramatically reduced price. In turn, those same homes would be advertised to black homebuyers at higher than market prices. The sales would be possible even so, as black families who were in the position to buy homes were faced with very limited opportunities because of the discriminatory market.

As suburbanization increased in the United States, the exodus of white residents continued to trend out of city limits and into the suburbs, a process known as “white flight.” Suburbanization occurred rapidly over the decades of the 1950s and 1960s as affordable land at the peripheries of cities was abundant to develop. Land availability matched with previously described mortgage accessibility sustained the population of the suburbs. Important to this geographical shift was the option to commute to hold jobs in the city while living in suburbs by way of highway systems. These roadways were partially subsidized by government spending, illustrating yet another systemic push for suburbanization (Jackson 1985). The government invested in suburban development while simultaneously disinvesting in urban neighborhoods. Additionally, as white and middle-class black families moved from urban areas, the revenues from taxes left with them. This move contributed to the devaluation of property, and the defunding of public systems such as education and transportation. The segregated racial makeup and clear division between suburban and urban dwellings left a demographic of disproportionately black and low-income families in city settings resulting in a concentration of poverty. Thus, the United States now has both racial and economic residential segregation. Over time, people from neighborhoods dealing with these effects have experienced less social and economic mobility than those of more affluence.

The constriction of life chances within poor urban areas in the United States can derive from a lack of educational opportunities, limited health care options, and too few jobs. Without access to these resources very few choices exist that offer mobility, assisting in a generational cycle of poverty. Research shows that residents in racially segregated neighborhoods are more likely to be exposed to environmental hazards that can have detrimental impacts on health (Bullard 2001). The lack of work available is the combined result of deindustrialization taking jobs away from cities, racist hiring practices, and lack of educational opportunity and job training (Wilson 1996). Education, often used to exemplify equal opportunity in the United States, is in fact one of the most unequal public services. Because much of the funding for local public schools is derived from property taxes, wealthier neighborhoods have better resourced schools than less wealthy neighborhoods. Thus, racial residential segregation and concentrated poverty result in a perpetuation of unequal resource distribution with wealthier, and typically whiter schools enjoying more resources than schools in poor neighborhoods with high concentrations of residents who are racial minorities.

The 1968 Fair Housing Act prohibited discrimination in housing, yet research shows that discriminatory housing practices persist to this day. There are a variety of policies that have been implemented over the years to address the problem of residential segregation, but with little widespread success, as the United States still has alarmingly high rates of segregation. Some of these policies include federal and state housing mobility programs to give families living in public housing opportunities to move to more resourced neighborhoods. Other strategies are place-based initiatives that seek to improve the resources available in segregated, underresourced neighborhoods. Some efforts to mitigate the effects of residential segregation include desegregation strategies for schools, through initiatives such as busing and school choice. Yet, residential segregation continues to be a key feature of the structure of the United States, impacting the opportunities available to you based on where you live (Massey & Denton 1993).

See also: Fair Housing Act; Federal Housing Policy; Predatory Lending; Public and Subsidized Housing; Racism; Redlining; Restrictive Covenants; Urban Redevelopment
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Anna D. Grohens and Melody L. Boyd

RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS

Restrictive covenants are legally enforceable restrictions imposed on the use or occupancy of property regardless of the owner. Restrictions may affect a single tract of land or an entire subdivision. The purpose of restrictive covenants is to preserve or enhance property values by controlling property development and change in a particular neighborhood. A land developer, after subdividing property for residential development into lots, blocks, and streets, will impose certain limitations on the use of the lots in the neighborhood. These limitations may include a provision against building single-family dwellings with no detached garages as well as specifying that homes must be at least a particular distance from the street and from the side and back lot lines. A person who purchases a lot in a neighborhood with restrictive covenants is required by law to honor the restrictions. When the purchaser resells the lot to a buyer, the new owner will take the property subject to the restrictive covenants. If a person violates or attempts to violate one or more of the covenants, a resident who owns property in the neighborhood may attempt to sue to enforce the restrictions. Courts generally interpret restrictive covenants to allow a landowner to use his or her land for any purpose that is not specifically prohibited by the restrictive covenants or by the local government.

Middle-class families have long had an ambivalent attitude toward restrictive covenants. On the one hand, middle-class families appreciate the use of covenants to maintain the residential character of their neighborhoods and preserve and enhance property values (McKenzie 1994). Neighborhoods with restrictive covenants tend to be highly valued and sought after for families searching for homes in high-quality neighborhoods with access to quality schools, public parks, and other cultural amenities. On the other hand, the use and enforcement of restrictive covenants has sparked intense conflict among middle-class residents as some have opposed restrictions on their private property while others have fought to enforce restrictions. Much conflict has occurred in recent years over the use of restrictive covenants promulgated by homeowners’ associations to prevent homeowners from installing solar panels and elevating homes to prevent flooding (Caffrey 2010). In addition, litigation occurs quite frequently over cases of multiple or ambiguous restrictive covenants, and the courts have generally sided with and enforced the least restrictive covenant.

Racially restrictive covenants refer to contractual agreements that prohibit the purchase, lease, or occupation of a piece of property by a particular group of peoples, usually Jews, African Americans, or other minority groups. During the early 20th century, land developers and real estate elites began using racially restrictive covenants to stimulate consumer demand for racially exclusive neighborhoods, and, in effect, promulgate and reinforce the belief that the value of housing is dependent on the race of the occupants. Racially restrictive covenants helped nurture emerging racial prejudices and stereotypes that associated black residence with declining property values, deteriorating neighborhoods, and other negative consequences. The impetus behind the creation of restrictive covenants was the idea that racial separation of residences was necessary to maintain profitable housing sales and neighborhood stability.

Before the 1920s, many cities used racial zoning laws to create and maintain racially segregated settlement spaces. Local governments pass and enforce zoning laws to regulate and control particular uses of land such as residential, commercial, and industrial land use. Zoning laws may also regulate building height, lot coverage (density), and similar characteristics, or some combination of these.

During the early part of the 20th century, local zoning laws also prescribed where particular ethnic and racial groups could and could not live in a city. In 1917, the U.S. Supreme Court unanimously struck down a Louisville, Kentucky, racial zoning ordinance ruling that enforcement of the racial exclusion and restriction by governments was unconstitutional (Buchanan v. Warley).

In response, real estate industry elites and home builders as well as locally elected officials began to intensely promote racially restrictive covenants to segregate various racial groups. As real estate interests and proponents of racial segregation recognized, private actors could apply restrictive covenants to enforce segregated living spaces in a way that was beyond public scrutiny or legal challenge by the courts. Over the next 30 years, real estate industry codes of ethics prohibited real estate agents from selling homes in white neighborhoods to racial minorities. By this time, it was unethical for real estate firms and land developers not to restrict certain ethnic and racial groups, especially blacks, to specific areas of the city through the use and enforcement of racially restrictive covenants. Although there has been no systematic study of the prevalence of restrictive covenants on the local level, scholars have estimated that racially restrictive covenants were in place in more than half of all new subdivisions built in the United States until 1948, when the U.S. Supreme Court declared them unenforceable (Gotham 2014; Jones-Correa 2000; Majumdar 2006).

Today, restrictive covenants are ubiquitous and found on residential developments throughout the United States. Although explicit racial restrictions are no longer written and enforced, other restrictions include maintaining property in a reasonable state of repair; requiring permission to repaint a home a different color; time allowing exterior holiday decorations to display; restricting the types and number of pets; having an in-home business; tree-cutting and landscaping rules, including grass height; fencing that can be used and the maximum height allowed; parking RVs, boats, and cars on the nondriveway part of the property; prohibiting installation of solar panels, enclosed patios, and swimming pools; and maintaining a home’s minimum size, height, architectural style, and color scheme. These and other restrictions seek to control the way the property and neighborhood appear and are maintained. Although the specific restrictions of various covenants have changed over the years, the basic purpose of maintaining property values has remained the same. Despite their changing content, restrictive covenants are formulated and enforced to dictate appropriate and inappropriate uses of property and to control the activities of property owners in a neighborhood.

See also: Fair Housing Act; Federal Housing Policy; Predatory Lending; Public and Subsidized Housing; Racism; Redlining; Residential Segregation; Urban Redevelopment
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Kevin Fox Gotham

RIGHT-TO-WORK LEGISLATION

State laws called “right to work” are among the most contentious public policy issues in the United States, and have figured prominently in elections for much of the past half century. At issue is whether or not workers can be required by contract to belong to labor unions that engage in collective bargaining with a business or government enterprise. Passage of this law at the state level often pits labor unions, whose dues and membership are at risk, against representatives of businesses who argue that the absence of right to work will weaken the environment for economic development in a region. It is important to understand the legal genesis of this issue, and the issues surrounding it, as right-to-work laws remain an important policy debate in the United States.

Background

The National Labor Relations Act of 1935 (also known as the Wagner Act) allowed negotiated contracts between unions and businesses to require all represented workers join the union and pay union dues. In 1947, the Taft-Hartley Act lifted this requirement and allowed states to restrict union contracts from mandating universal union membership within a union-represented establishment. This allowed employees to avoid union membership and avoid paying union dues. The affirming vote of states to permit this union opt-out has become known as “right-to-work” legislation.

Prior to the Taft-Hartley Act, several states preemptively passed right-to-work laws. Although these were not enforceable, they did outline the very deep antiunion animosity in many places. The early adopting states were heavily concentrated in the South and Southwest, and in the Great Plains. These were places that were not then heavily industrialized nor possessed of large transportation sectors. Further, there appeared some cultural antipathy toward the labor movement in the South in particular (Black & Black 1989). Since the Taft-Hartley Act, 24 states have passed right-to-work legislation, with the two most recent adopters in the heavily unionized manufacturing states of Indiana and Michigan (see Figure 1).

What Are the Effects of Right-to-Work Laws?

The quarrelsome debate over right to work has focused on three key questions that matter to union and nonunion workers alike. The first is whether the passage of right to work has led to a weakening of union representation and a loss of union membership. The second question is whether this has, in turn, led to lower wages for workers due to the loss of union representation. Finally, researchers have asked whether or not the passage of the legislation has attracted business to right-to-work states.

Not surprisingly, a large body of research has been performed regarding these three issues. In one area there is broad agreement. It appears clear from the body of existing research that right-to-work legislation reduces measures of private sector unionization and union-related activities such as organizing (Moore 1985). Unions criticize this effect, suggesting that nonunion workers in right-to-work states act as “free riders,” enjoying the labor market benefits of active unions without supporting the effort with unions’ dues. Since the peak of unionization in the immediate aftermath of World War II, union membership has declined in the United States from more than a third of all workers to roughly 10 percent of workers. Moreover, only half of all union members are in private sector jobs, the remainder working in government. The research consensus is that this decline is at least partially due to state right-to-work laws.

[image: image]

Figure 1  Right-to-Work Legislation in the American States

The remaining questions of interest—whether right to work alters wages and levels of employment—remain areas of sharp disagreement within the research literature. Although there have been a number of technical studies on right to work, the enduring problem remains isolating the effects of right to work from other factors that contribute to changes in salaries and employment.

Adding to the difficulties of understanding the effect of right to work is that the actual data of what has happened in wages and employment is clear, but their interpretation is not. Since 1947 average wages in right-to-work states are lower and employment growth is higher than in non-right-to-work states. These universally accepted facts do not allow the conclusion that right to work is the cause of these effects.

Southern states were the first to adopt right-to-work legislation, in some cases adopting the laws prior to federal authorization in the Taft-Hartley Act. In 1947 southern states were poorer, with a higher share of unskilled workers, and suffered shortages of transportation and other infrastructure. Moreover, it was not until the 1950s that African American citizens of southern states began to enjoy equal rights with other citizens. Since the 1950s, southern states have seen growth in transportation infrastructure, a much fuller enfranchisement of citizens, better educational outcomes, more uniform electrical and water service, and the invention of air conditioning. All these factors contributed to the growth of the region, allowing for more in-migration from other states.

Clearly factors beyond right to work have boosted the economic prospects of the southern states, where employment has grown remarkably over the past half century. At the same time, wages in southern states, which are still more rural, and still have lower levels of educational attainment, are lower. Thus wages are lower. Researchers have used two approaches to tease out the effects of right to work.

Studying right-to-work versus non-right-to-work effects led Holmes (1998) to conclude that a full suite of business friendly legislation, not merely right to work, was responsible for manufacturing employment growth in right-to-work states. This work was important because he matched counties that bordered each other in right-to-work and non-right-to-work states to make his assessment.

Two other researchers (Hicks 2012; Stevans 2009) attempted to isolate the effects of right to work using statistical models that attempt to create a natural experiment between right-to-work and non-right-to-work states. Both researchers find little effect of right to work in these models. A later study using the same approach (Hicks & LaFaive 2013) found that right-to-work laws generated little effects from 1947 through 1970. After 1970, right-to-work states experienced significant growth in employment due to the legislation. A derivative study (Hicks & LaFaive 2013) found that this employment growth slowed after 1990, but was still significant after 1990.

With roughly half of U.S. states remaining non-right to work, it is certain that the debate of the role of unions and the economic effects of right to work will remain an important fixture in the American political scene for some time. Although it is clear that right-to-work status reduces union participation in those states where the law is passed, the effect of right to work on wages and employment remains an area of ongoing research without scholarly consensus.

See also: Chávez, César E., and the United Farm Workers of America; Lewis, John L., and the United Mine Workers of America; National Labor Relations Act; Nussbaum, Karen, and the Working Women’s Movement; Radicalism and the Labor Movement; Randolph, A. Philip, and the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters
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Michael J. Hicks

SPECIAL EDUCATION

The American dream includes membership in the middle class. Individuals within this social class include white-collar professionals and skilled craftspeople. Qualifications for these employment positions require one to successfully graduate from high school and complete postsecondary education or training, which is often challenging for individuals with disabilities. The academic success of students with disabilities depends on instruction and services designed to meet their unique learning needs, which is most effectively attained through special education. Therefore, special education may be the gateway to the middle class for many children with disabilities.

Until the mid-20th century, educating students with disabilities was not a priority in the United States. In fact, children with disabilities were often isolated from society and eventually committed to hospitals and institutions. During the 1940s, parents began to challenge the exclusion of students with disabilities. Parents united to advocate for the rights of full citizenship for their children with disabilities and to dismiss long-standing public misconceptions. Many of these parent-originated organizations are still active voices for individuals with disabilities today, such as United Cerebral Palsy, founded in 1949, and the National Association for Retarded Citizens, founded in 1950, and now known as the ARC (Hardman, Drew, & Egan 2014).

During the 1960s, the federal government became involved in the education of students with disabilities. President John F. Kennedy created the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped in the Office of Education. This has transformed into today’s Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services in the U.S. Department of Education. Funding was provided to university programs for the preparation of special education teachers. Additionally, public schools received funding to meet the educational needs of students with disabilities (Hardman, Drew, & Egan 2014).

The U.S. Supreme Court case of Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas in 1954 declared education a right, not a privilege, and stated separate education was not an equal education. Racial segregation in public schools was declared unconstitutional, and this ruling was applied to children with disabilities who were being forced into separate schools. It wasn’t until the 1970s that the federal courts began reviewing cases involving students with disabilities. In 1971, Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania established that Pennsylvania schools must provide a free public education to all school-age children with intellectual disabilities. This case set the precedent for a free education for all students with disabilities who are determined eligible. In 1972, Mills v. Board of Education of the District of Columbia established the precedent that excluding students with disabilities from a free public education was a violation of the due process and equal protection clauses of the 14th Amendment of the Constitution. These federal court cases were influential as Congress passed the first federal legislation in 1975 mandating special education for all school-age children with disabilities, Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act. Notable revisions include the inclusion of free and appropriate educational services for children with disabilities from birth to school age in 1986. Additionally, this law was renamed in 1990 to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). This renaming reflects the use of “person-first” language and endorses the use of the term “disabilities” rather than handicapped. The most recent reauthorization of IDEA was in 2004.

In order to receive special education services through IDEA, a child must be identified as having one of the federally identified disabilities. These disability categories are autism, deaf-blindness, deafness, emotional disturbance, hearing impairment, mental retardation (intellectual disability), multiple disabilities, orthopedic impairment, other health impairment, specific learning disability, speech or language impairment, traumatic brain injury, and visual impairment (http://idea.ed.gov). Children ages 3 to 9 may be identified as experiencing a developmental delay. Students with disabilities must also demonstrate a need for specialized instruction. This need is often represented by poor performance in school and a significant gap in achievement between the child and typically developing peers.

Thirteen percent of children in the United States between the ages of 3 and 21 are being served through IDEA (U.S. Department of Education 2012). There are five major provisions of IDEA. First, students with disabilities are entitled to a free and appropriate public education (FAPE) that is designed to meet their individual needs. Second, a student’s needs are determined based on nondiscriminatory and multidisciplinary assessments. The third provision involves parental safeguards and involvement. Parental safeguards include consent for evaluation, consent to education environment, educational assessment at public expense if parents disagree with school assessment and recommendation, the right to review all education records, and a request for a due process hearing as needed. The fourth provision is the Individual Education Program (IEP). The IEP is the written plan for delivering the specialized instruction and services needed for the student to achieve academic benefit. For children birth through age 3, there is an Individualized Family Support Program, which plans for services and interventions to support the child and family. Finally, all students with disabilities are entitled to an education in the least restrictive environment (LRE). Students with disabilities must be educated with students without disabilities to the maximum extent appropriate. IDEA outlines a continuum of environments ranging from full-time general education to a segregated environment that may include services within the home. Approximately 94 percent of students with disabilities spend at least part of their school day in the general education classroom. Approximately 60 percent of all students with disabilities spend 80 percent or more of their time in the general education classroom. This is a substantial increase from 1989 when only 31.7 percent of students with disabilities spent 80 percent or more of their time in the general education classroom (U.S. Department of Education 2013). This represents the current strong support for inclusive education.

As so many students with disabilities are receiving their education within the general education classroom, the landscape of teaching is changing. General education teachers are now responsible for the academic achievement of students with disabilities within the general education curriculum. Special education teachers are expected to write IEPs that are reflective of the standards-based general education curriculum. General education and special education teachers are coteaching to serve all students. To meet the needs of diverse classrooms, all teachers must be flexible in their instructional practices and cannot rely on a “one size fits all” method of teaching. Through the use of Universal Design for Learning, differentiated instruction, and Response to Intervention, students with and without identified disabilities are being instructed based on their unique learning characteristics and are held to the same academic standards as their typically developing peers, to ensure that all students are college and career ready after high school graduation. Thus, individuals with disabilities are provided the opportunity to be a member of the American middle class.

See also: Charter Schools; Educational Vouchers; STEM Education
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Tricia K. Strickland

STEM EDUCATION

STEM Education refers to the integrated instruction of Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics in public education. It is a topic of interest to educators, scientists, politicians, and the general public, and it is often characterized as a way to address perceived shortfalls in U.S. students’ performance on international assessments of science and mathematics knowledge. Improvements in STEM Education are also seen as a way to encourage larger numbers of American students to pursue STEM fields at the university level, addressing a predicted shortage of workers skilled in these fields. Although efforts in STEM Education show mixed results at this time, there is evidence to suggest that STEM has become more closely integrated in public education through a number of creative and innovative approaches. The future direction of STEM Education is difficult to predict. The STEM fields, as well as ideas as to how best prepare students to work in these areas, are subject to rapid change.

History of STEM Education

The acronym STEM was used by the National Science Foundation in the 1990s to refer to the four separate fields identified in the term. Education in those fields is a different, but closely linked topic, one that has been of continuing concern in the United States over the past half century, beginning with the launch of the then U.S.S.R.’s Sputnik satellite. In a response whose language will seem familiar to many today, President Dwight Eisenhower stated, “The Soviet Union now has—in the combined category of scientists and engineers—a greater number than the United States. And it is producing graduates in these fields at a much faster rate” (Eisenhower 1957). The following year saw the creation of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), the “space race,” and a rapidly growing interest in producing more scientists and engineers. Continuing emphasis was seen in the Reagan administration’s National Commission on Excellence in Education’s publishing of A Nation at Risk (NCEE 1984), Project 2061 (AAAS 1994), which developed the notion of scientific literacy, and the development of National Science Education Standards in 1995 (NRC 1995).

However, after years of reports, initiatives, and well-funded programs, there is a growing concern over the United States’ ability to maintain a leading position in the STEM fields and much of this concern is linked to problems in STEM Education. Results from both international (Program for International Student Assessment [PISA] and Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study [TIMSS]) and national (National Assessment of Educational Progress [NAEP]) tests place American students at average or below average levels in science and mathematics. In 2007 the National Academies published Rising Above the Gathering Storm: Energizing and Employing America for a Brighter Economic Future (NAS 2007), warning readers that weaknesses in STEM Education and a resultant shortage of STEM-ready workers posed a threat to the nation’s future well-being.

A result of these concerns has been a greatly elevated interest in STEM Education. Several government agencies have begun to play an important role in this area with a 2011 National Science and Technology Council (NSTC 2011) report finding over 252 “investments” in STEM Education, over 13 federal agencies totaling $3.4 billion.

The Silent E and the Next Generation Science Standards

A number of writers have called attention to the problem of the “silent E” in STEM Education (Meadows 2012). This refers to the lack of consideration of the field of Engineering in many STEM efforts. This belief is supported by the absence of this field in state science standards of learning and its nonappearance in the recent Common Core standards. This issue has been directly addressed in the recent Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS 2013), whose development was based on a framework created by the National Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences. As stated in Appendix I of the standards, “The Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) represent a commitment to integrate engineering design into the structure of science education by raising engineering design to the same level as scientific inquiry when teaching science disciplines at all levels, from kindergarten to grade 12.”

An Evolving Concept

In addition to the national efforts just described, there have been a number of more local projects, led by individual schools or school districts or public institutions, to broaden the nature of STEM Education. A partial list of these program, identified by the associated acronym, would include:


	STEAM—Inclusion of the Arts

	GEMS—Girls in Engineering, Mathematics, and Science

	STREAM—Inclusion of Reading (Literacy)

	eSTEM—Environmental STEM



Although it may be argued that these programs “dilute” the nature of STEM, it is also possible that they indicate a much broader acceptance and incorporation of the ideas behind STEM Education.

Influence of STEM Education

The impact of STEM Education is difficult to assess at this time. The national and international tests discussed previously are not conducted on an annual basis, and in some cases several years may elapse between tests. There is also a problem in that these tests examine Mathematics and Science separately rather than as an integrated subject and that, until recently, there were no tests of Technology and Engineering. A reasonable question would be to ask that, if a key feature of STEM Education is addressing the integration of the four fields, what might we learn from testing each field separately. One test that might provide a better measure of progress in STEM Education is the Technology and Literacy Assessment (TELA) developed as part of NAEP testing (NCE 2014). This test was delivered for the first time in 2014, and results are not yet available.

There are a number of problems related to assessing the impact of STEM Education on the nature of the workforce. In addition to problems in just defining the STEM workforce described earlier, it is unlikely that we will be able to say much about the influence of STEM Education for some time. Students who may have benefited from STEM Education may still be several years away from entering the workforce. It is also important to understand the rapid changes that are taking place within the STEM fields. It is very difficult to determine how increasingly powerful computers and developments in such areas as robotics, artificial intelligence, and virtual reality will change the nature of work in the near future.

See also: Charter Schools; Community College; Digital Divide; Educational Vouchers
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George Meadows

UNIONS IN THE ENTERTAINMENT INDUSTRY

The word most frequently associated with the movie industry is “glamour,” but for thousands of movie people, both in front of and behind the cameras, the words “hard work” and “long hours” are more accurate.

From the beginning of film as an industry at the turn of the 20th century, moviemakers have struggled with the balance between what part of the movies is art and what part commerce. Since the French Lumière brothers, Louis and Auguste, inspired by Thomas Edison’s single-viewer Kinetoscope, figured out a way to project an image on a screen, and the idea of profits entered the picture, that debate has been at the center of what became known as the movie business.

Edison constructed the first motion picture studio, nicknamed the Black Maria, in West Orange, New Jersey, in the mid-1890s. The early “actualities”—filmstrips recording simple, everyday actions shown on Edison’s Kinetoscope—soon evolved into narrative film with Edwin S. Porter’s 1903 Life of an American Fireman and The Great Train Robbery.

After Edison consolidated his rivals into The Motion Picture Patents Co. and did his best to drive out his remaining competitors, a roughly concurrent move west shaped what would become Hollywood. Aside from the attractions of an almost limitless landscape and consistently agreeable weather these early movie moguls also escaped from the growing labor union movement back east.

Harrison Gray Otis, then the powerful publisher of the Los Angeles Times, was himself vociferously antiunion, promising a union-free environment for those producers encouraged by large tracts of land for studios, back lots, and ranches where hundreds of westerns were made starring cowboys already on the scene.

The audiences for early movies were the growing number of immigrants and the expanding middle class, supported by the Industrial Revolution and the novelty of cheap and innovative entertainment. Immigrants didn’t need to speak English to understand the pantomime-inspired storytelling of early films. Those who didn’t have the money, or the wardrobe, for more “highbrow” diversions such as the symphony, opera, and Broadway plays, depended on the rapidly changing bill of fare at the increasing number of movie theaters available in urban centers.

By the early 1930s, however, the scene had begun the change. The coming of sound in the late 1920s revolutionized the industry. The silent era had produced movie stars and feature-length films as well as short subjects, complex stories, and elaborate production values. At first foisted off as just a novelty, audiences embraced “talkies,” and every bit of the production of motion pictures had to be rethought.

With the changes in production, the studios began to reorganize their workforce. Inspired by Henry Ford’s assembly-line success, studio heads such as Irving Thalberg at MGM organized productions into units, whereby every craft and every skill worked together on one task until it was finished, then moved on to the next production. There were as many units as studios had personnel to fill them, and output grew, in some places to over 60 movies a year per studio.

The country was also facing the Great Depression. The catastrophic stock market crash of October 29, 1929, led to years of deprivation and almost 25 percent unemployment, with an estimated 11 million people looking for jobs that no longer existed. In 1933, the studios took the opportunity to attempt across-the-board layoffs that would plunge a record number of movie workers, including actors, directors, and writers, as well as working crew, into the chaos of joblessness.

The attempt backfired. Fed up with long hours and frequently hazardous working conditions, writers, directors, and actors organized in the mid-1930s, and the studios were eventually forced to recognize the Screen Writers Guild (now the WGA/Writers Guild of America), Screen Directors Guild (now DGA/Directors Guild of America), and Screen Actors Guild (now SAG/AFTRA, a merger of the Screen Actors Guild and the American Federation of Television and Radio Artists).

After a tumultuous history, working crews were organized under the umbrella of the International Alliance of Theatrical Stage Employees (IATSE). There are also associated unions—the International Brotherhood of Teamsters (IBT) has its own local unions that represent drivers, and the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW) also has representation of parts of crews on some types of productions.

What all these unions represent, therefore, are the interests of almost all of those individuals involved in the production of filmed entertainment, both motion pictures and television.

What audiences see, then, when they watch movies and television, news programs and reality shows, is the product of the members of entertainment labor unions. From stars such as Angelina Jolie and Tom Cruise, Jerry Seinfeld and Juliana Margulies, to sound mixers, camera crews, wardrobe designers, hair and makeup artists, publicists, prop masters and the like, entertainment labor unions have brought forth higher wages and benefits, better and safer working conditions, and reliable pensions. Although it is difficult to imagine hardships facing movie stars, the big names both in front and behind the camera are only the very top few in unions that represent thousands in the same job descriptions.

Workdays are long, and although the goal is usually 10 to 12 hours, more often the day stretches to 14 to 16 hours and sometimes even longer. Movie companies frequently shoot outside in the most extreme weather. Audiences see performers standing in the rain and don’t realize that real rain doesn’t magically appear when needed on camera, and that actors and crew members are more likely standing under showerheads hanging from pipes above them, drenching them for hours on end. Summer on camera can be shot in the coldest part of winter, and desert heat is certainly real enough.

Contracts between the entertainment unions and producers form the backbone of the movie industry. The trade association that represents producers is the Alliance of Motion Picture and Television Producers (AMPTP). They are the collective bargaining unit considered management and negotiate contracts on behalf of over 350 motion picture and television producers. And there are stacks of contracts, around 80 of them. Which one is used depends mostly on the nature of the project, where it shoots, and what its budget level is.

The labor side of the equation is more varied, with SAG-AFTRA, the DGA, WGA, Teamsters, and the IA among those facing the wall of AMPTP lawyers.

There is a further division between what the industry refers to as “above the line” and “below the line.” For budget purposes, personnel are divided into directors, actors, writers, and producers, referred to as above the line, and working crew into below the line. Moviemaking is a collaborative process, however, and the distinction is strictly a financial, rather than creative, distinction.

It’s a large and very diverse workforce, each with its own particular needs, but with certain issues that all can agree on.

For the most part, contracts are negotiated every three years, and there are similar areas of contention in every cycle. For the producers, their main objective is to keep costs down and increase profits. For the unions, there is a continued quest for better wages, safer working conditions, better health benefits, and increases in pension payments. There are also those reuse payments known as residuals, which pay movie creators for sale of their projects to foreign markets and replay on television. However, technology has created somewhat of a slippery slope when it comes to defining “television.” Is it form or content? Is television the actual program or the delivery system? In the rapidly changing world of technology, a “screen” can be in a theater, a living room, on a computer, or in the palm of one’s hand, sometimes more than one simultaneously. In that regard, agreeing on what constitute reuse payments can get uncomfortably complex.

In addition, the origin of programming has gone from the brick and mortar studios to streaming services and beyond. And even though those streaming service “studios” still use the same production techniques actors and crews on the latest blockbuster might use, the delivery system is historically unorthodox. If “movies” aren’t shown in theaters or on traditional television, how do we define them?

In terms of working conditions, long hours are a constant concern. Contracts stipulate that after a certain number of hours, usually six after the workday begins, a meal needs to be served to the crew. The end of the day is usually six hours after that meal ends. The debate then becomes whether to end the shooting day or bear the extra cost of additional overtime. It also depends on for how long a production has a particular location reserved and whether or not it can get back to that same place when and if needed. But fatigue can leave film crews unsafe behind the wheel on their way home from a long day. Crews also often find themselves in dangerous locations, with the weather and natural obstacles presenting unique problems that must be solved in the moment.

There are so many variables in production, that it takes a thorough knowledge of the intricacies of the specific contract to make the best decision, or at least a better decision from among the choices.

The determination of “scale,” or the minimum payment stipulated for a particular craft, is also decided with the three-year negotiation, with increases usually granted on a yearly basis.

Increases in employer contributions to health care plans and pension accounts also routinely appear on the agenda when contract time comes around. These benefits to working families have afforded a reasonably strong middle-class position to actors, directors, writers, and crew members who are not among the few at the very top.

At a time when private sector unions are facing difficult times, entertainment industry unions are holding up well, given a challenging environment.

And when the movie industry campaigns against piracy, it’s not just the theft of intellectual property that is at stake—it is the work opportunities, health insurance and pension plans of the working crews, as a portion of the producers’ profits fund these crucial elements of middle-class working families, and are reinvested in future productions that create the crews’ jobs.
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Katherine Orloff

UPPER MIDDLE CLASS, EMERGENCE OF (1870–1940)

Alexis de Tocqueville and other European visitors to mid-19th-century America found a country blessed by the absence of a feudal inheritance, a titled mobility, or a sizeable white lower class. To them this land-based agrarian and craft-based middle class made the northern United States a uniquely middle-class society. With urbanization, industrialization, and bureaucratization a new white-collar middle class emerged in the mid-19th century.

Stuart Blumin’s landmark The Emergence of the Middle Class: Social Experience in the American City, 1760–1900 (1989) provides a comprehensive historical analysis of the origins of this “new” middle class. His analysis effectively ends in the 1870s, as the term “middle class” was coming into usage, reflecting an established self-conscious group based on nonmanual work. Families of small proprietors and professionals adopted similar family strategies, political attitudes, and social conventions. Glancing toward the future, Blumin suggested that just as a distinct middle class took form, new developments threatened to divide it. Clerical and sales jobs tripled in the 1880s and 1890s, creating a large force of modestly paid white-collar workers. The increasing demand for educational credentials threatened to block the path from clerical and sales work into higher paid white-collar jobs, thus bifurcating rewards, opportunities, and identities within the white-collar world.

This entry confirms Blumin’s prediction that significant class formation, or at least re-formation, occurred within the middle class between the 1870s and World War II. The evolution of white-collar work, particularly the creation of an identifiable group of higher paid managers and professionals, provided the economic basis for a new identifiable social group. Usually labeled the “upper middle class,” it increasingly separated from the clerical and sales “lower middle class,” and the land-based “old” middle class, while remaining distinctive from the upper class.

An identifiable upper middle class first emerged in the Eastern and Midwestern metropolises, the centers of corporate growth and of professional development. Given that upper- middle-class families’ social position and iconography was shaped by the father/husband’s occupation, the entry concentrates on them. It does not analyze the role played by professional women (often single) nor the private sphere, the domain of the archetypal middle-class woman.

Although class borders are always blurred, sufficiently distinct patterns of residence, ethno-religious identity, social organizations, cultural tastes, and family strategies developed among the families of professionals and managers to signify the emergence of an important new social group.

If the rapid growth of white-collar work and of the professions had created the middle class in the middle 1800s, by the late 1800s and early 1900s differentiation within corporations and professions was creating an upper middle class. Being part of it increasingly required advanced academic credentials, following lifetime careers in a shared hierarchy, reading the same journals, and joining the same organizations.

Middle managers first appeared in the railroads in the 1860s and 1870s. For instance, in 1880 the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad employed over 15,000, of whom only 23 were top executives and 168 middle executives (Zunz 1990, 40–49). Most executives were high school graduates when only 3 percent achieved that credential. Most executives in technical positions were not college graduates but were professionalizing their field and through new organizations such as the American Society of Mechanical Engineers. Many executives in nontechnical positions graduated from college. After 1880 a college education was increasingly necessary for all CB&Q executives. In 1880 the top executives made between $4,000 and $15,000 and middle executives $1,500 to $4,000 when the average pay for all employees was about $400.

Other industries soon adopted the railroads’ organizational practices. One result was the physical separation of manual and nonmanual workers and then separations among white-collar employees by function and rank. Skyscrapers permitted physical separations among white collar workers that mirrored the line and staff charts (Zunz 1990, 40–49).

Corporate middle management increasingly professionalized as specialists, following the model of engineers. For instance, accountants, largely imported from England and Scotland, created the American Association of Public Accountants in 1897. Printers’ Ink began publishing in 1888 as a magazine for marketing and advertising executives. The old mercantile world in which all white-collar workers mixed and young male clerks could rise to top positions was being replaced by a more stratified white-collar world divided by educational credentials. Similar trends emerged in the civil service with increasing numbers doing only routinized work and a growing gulf in education, status, and salary between middle managers and other white-collar workers (Zunz 1990, 40–49).

While management professionalized, the traditional professions sought to tighten their controls. Doctors were the most successful, increasing their credentials and salaries while keeping the level of new entrants well below the rate of population growth. Feuds among medical sects were settled and the growing prestige of science and successes in public health increased doctors’ legitimacy. By the 1930s, the legal establishment also gained firm control.

New professions proliferated. For instance, chemists increased from under 1,000 in 1870 to about 9,000 in 1900 and 57,000 in 1940. Between 1870 and 1900 the number of architects multiplied five times, veterinarians eight times, and dentists four times. Engineers grew from 38,000 in 1900 to 297,000 in 1940.

As middle management in business and government professionalized and the new and old professions solidified, a far larger cadre of lower white-collar workers was being recruited. Thus by the 1930s a largely salaried professional and managerial class with national connections and common professional styles had developed that lacked the wealth and power of the upper class but had considerably more prestige, income, and autonomy than the growing corps of white-collar workers.

Growing numbers of managerial and professional jobs did not necessarily create a social class. But increasing metropolitan residential segregation. changing ethno-religious identities, the emergence of adolescence and the high school, and the growth of colleges would shape common social awareness and family strategies.

The “middling classes” of the early 19th century had been defined partly by the separation of home and work, which led to increasing the residential distance among classes. In the late 19th and early 20th century, streetcars and railroads shattered the old urban boundaries, expanding the 2- to 3-mile radius of “walking cities” to 15 or more miles. White-collar workers could escape the central city and the working-class areas by moving into “streetcar suburbs” at a range of 3 to 5 miles. The more affluent middle class could move further via the more expensive railroads that transported them closer to the rural ideal that the elite were fulfilling in their country estates. Planned suburbs like Tuxedo Park and Bronxville in New York and Short Hills, New Jersey, were designed for the elite but many upper middle class moved to those or slightly more modest leafy suburbs or to small towns being suburbanized.

Residential segregation was often spurred by and reinforced ethno-religious divisions. The years of rapidly expanding managerial and professional positions also saw massive immigration, largely from Catholic, Jewish, and Orthodox areas of eastern and southern Europe, followed by a major African American northward migration. Most native-born managers and professionals were not eager to have their professions entered by large numbers of newcomers. The wholesale entry of Catholics of northern European descent (especially Irish, French Canadian, and German) into clerical work encouraged managers and professionals to erect barriers between themselves and the increasingly non-Protestant and female white-collar workers.

But there was inclusion as well as exclusion. The presence of newcomers who seemed very different reduced ethnic and denominational differences among Protestant groups. The definition of “American” expanded. Increasingly most native-born white Protestants could be “American” and some native-born Irish and German Catholics and German Jews could “pass” if they adopted “American” styles.

For the new managers and professionals’ careers to constitute class re-formation, they and their families’ positions had to be transmitted to succeeding generations, creating a symbiotic relationship between this group and education, briefly secondary and more permanently higher. As this group could not depend on inherited wealth, deference, nor apprenticeship, education was the critical vehicle of skills and legitimacy.

Separation of home and work fundamentally changed the way affluent young Americans came of age. Most mid-19th-century white-collar jobs only required schooling through grammar school, leaving at ages 12 to 14. But the new managerial and professional jobs required schooling until 16, 18, or later. For the first time significant numbers of youth spent part or all of their teenage years in the company of peers and away from the world of work. Youths of late-19th- and early-20th-century managerial and professional families were the first to experience what came to be labeled “adolescence.”

Between 1870 and 1940 the defining educational vehicle of the upper middle class shifted from the high school, to the academic track of the high school, to higher education. When the public high school emerged as the dominant form of secondary school in the 1880s, it was a relatively elite institution. Although dubbed “the people’s college” by supporters, only 3 to 4 percent of the age cohort enrolled in the 1880s. In the same decades as upper-class Americans were establishing “preparatory schools” on the English model, the upper middle class was adopting the high school as its own.

In the 1890s the number of Americans graduating from high school more than doubled. High school became less academic; between 1895 and 1905 the proportion of high school graduates who later graduated from college dropped from over half to less than one-third. As high schools became more accessible, separate academic tracks were created that became channels to the more lucrative middle-class jobs and to colleges. Before the mid-1890s the most important divide was between those who did and did not attend high school. After 1900 the critical divide was increasingly between the academic track and others.

Children of white-collar parents were far more likely to attend high school than those of the working class. And within the middle class, upper-middle-class children attended significantly more than the lower middle class. High school attendance grew with the separate tracks, the vocational and commercial leading to clerical or manual jobs, and the academic preparing for managerial and professional work. Although the distribution in the tracks generally reflected parents’ class, a meritocratic ethos moved some academically inclined working and lower-middle-class youth into the academic tracks and excluded some less academic youth of affluent families. Once students gained access to the most elite track, their backgrounds became less important if they conformed to the approved styles. Youth culture assimilated those who overcame the social odds.

The growth of high schools soon diluted the credential for students heading to upper-middle-class professions. For them, the high school’s importance was increasingly as a springboard into higher education.

The critical role of colleges in the formation of the upper middle class resulted from the symbiotic relationship of three groups. First, the leaders of the professions and management wanted to tighten control over entry. Second, families seeking upper-middle-class careers for the next generation sought both credentials that distinguished their offspring and campuses offering a social atmosphere free of the conditions caused by urbanization, industrialization, and immigration. Third, college administrations, faculty, and loyalists wished to be bigger and better. Wealthy benefactors financed a new level of provision at a few institutions, and others sought to emulate them. In addition, colleges were competing with academies, normal schools, and proprietary professional schools and even faced calls from some educators to be abolished in favor of the German system of gymnasium followed by specialized university.

The upper class also turned its attention to some colleges, especially what later were called the “Ivy League” and the “Seven Sisters.” Elite money financed new facilities until fund-raisers learned to tap the upper middle class in the 1920s. The upper class dominated the boards of trustees, but most faculty and students were upper middle class and set the tone of collegiate life. By 1880 over 3½ percent of males attended college and over 5 percent by 1900. Colleges were privileged, but not solely elite institutions.

Colleges successfully made the bachelor’s degree the sine qua non for higher white-collar jobs. Surprisingly this was done without making it an applied degree in most cases. Engineering was the only directly professional first degree offered by most colleges. For other students curricular choice increased as distribution and “major” requirements became the preferred curricular structure after World War I. Even for business careers a liberal arts degree became the norm. Thus changes in the content of the first degree were of secondary importance. More important were the social life and composition of the student body and the colleges’ new position as gatekeeper to professional education.

The collegiate student culture pioneered styles later adopted by the upper middle class. Students accepted all Caucasian Protestants who conformed to the prevailing opinions and styles. While capable of anti-Catholic or Jewish sentiments, the student culture accepted the most “clubbable” from those groups. The rising tuition charges reduced the number of poorer students and increased the class homogeneity of colleges.

Student culture was resolutely anti-Victorian. The collegiate hallmark, athletics, offered an exuberance and physicality that horrified many college authorities until eventually reconciled with “muscular Christianity.” Student organizations centered on many previously proscribed activities: drama, music, dancing, card playing, gambling, alcohol, and sexuality. Few students were political radicals, but cultural resistance was part of the student culture.

College ambitions and student life combined to create a “traditional” collegiate life, drawn on images of Oxbridge. Financed by upper-class philanthropy and higher tuition charges, private (and a few state) colleges developed campuses where students ate and roomed together in bucolic settings. Previously, few colleges could afford, or indeed sought, this “traditional” collegiate life, which began to be depicted in publications for the affluent in the 1890s and reached the broader public in the 1920s.

Although the archetypal upper-middle-class family was based on the husband/father’s occupation, the archetypal wife/mother was supposed to be educated, cultured, and sporty. Attending college was almost as important for women of that class as men, if for different outcomes. Although before World War I prestigious women’s colleges graduated a large minority of women who chose career over marriage, after 1920 female collegiate culture embraced the upper-middle-class archetype.

The colleges’ greatest success was positioning themselves as the gatekeepers for the most lucrative professions. Before 1900 most doctors and lawyers studied in proprietary schools, often with no college study. Increasingly the leaders of those professions copied the educational model for clergy and academics, which required college study or even a bachelor’s degree before proceeding to a university-based professional school. First introduced by Johns Hopkins Medical School when it opened in 1893, this admissions requirement reduced the numbers entering the profession, especially Catholics, Jews, African Americans, and females. And by attaching medical education to university-based medical schools, medical education shared the rising intellectual prestige of science and social prestige of colleges. The Flexner Report of 1909 recommended closing most medical schools that didn’t fit the Johns Hopkins model, and state medical societies soon followed suit. The legal establishment more slowly gained control. Many other professions adopted the model of collegiate study preceding specialized advanced training.

Thus, by World War II a distinctive class had emerged, one based on the growth of managerial and professional occupations and separated from the rest of the middle class by residence, limited by ethno-religious identity, and defined by educational culture and credentials. Upper-middle-class styles and family strategies spread in the popular culture in the years before World War II. With postwar prosperity, they became almost synonymous with American culture even as differences in wealth continued.
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W. Bruce Leslie

URBAN REDEVELOPMENT

Urban redevelopment generally refers to large-scale efforts to upgrade selected parts of the urban core, often with public support. Cities typically pursue redevelopment to counter the effects of population and/or employment decline, especially the resulting loss of tax base—issues that have been common in central cities since the end of World War II, and increasingly face inner suburbs, as well. Early redevelopment activities received generous federal support through the urban renewal program. Since its demise, cities have learned to use a changing mix of much more modest federal programs, combined with an array of creative local financing tools, to pursue their redevelopment goals.

The first and largest federal urban redevelopment program was created by Title I of the Housing Act of 1949. Initially framed as a slum clearance and redevelopment effort, it was amended several times and renamed the urban renewal program, reflecting the desire of big city mayors and corporate leaders to use it to strengthen areas in and near the central business district (CBD). Keeping downtown attractive to the middle class was central to their vision, and later efforts have continued to focus on attracting and retaining middle-class households.

The nation’s downtowns clearly needed help. They had seen little investment during the Great Depression and World War II, and were congested and technologically dated. Middle-class families began moving to the urban fringe in large numbers after the war. They were the lifeblood of downtown retailing, which was also threatened by the rapid growth of suburban shopping malls starting in the early 1950s. Suburbanites were seen as increasingly “cut off,” both physically and psychologically, from the CBD by slums encircling downtown. Those slums were a product of limited investment in new housing during the Depression and the war, and the arrival of large numbers of migrants, including many African Americans, driven from the land by the mechanization of southern agriculture and lured by the jobs in northern factories.

The act sought to address the major obstacles believed to inhibit private redevelopment: high land costs, fragmented land ownership, and the need to relocate large numbers of people. It declared the elimination of blight to be a public purpose, thus enabling cities to use their traditional power of eminent domain to “take” the blighted property as long as they paid the owner a fair market price. It allocated funds to help residents and firms relocate. Cities would clear the land, prepare it for redevelopment (e.g., by building new infrastructure), and sell it to new private owners at a below-cost price. The federal government paid two-thirds of the cost of each city’s approved redevelopment plan (net of sales proceeds), and most cities used a combination of grants from other federal programs (e.g., to make site improvements) and their own in-kind contributions to cover much of the balance, so the cost to local taxpayers was minimal.

By the mid-1960s urban renewal had become very controversial. Slum clearance caused massive displacement of people and small businesses. More than half of those displaced were African Americans and Latinos, many of them quite poor. Most displaced households received minimal relocation assistance, and were forced into a low-end housing market that remained badly overcrowded. Another part of the act called for construction of 810,000 units of replacement public housing, but production lagged badly because finding sites for it was controversial. The limited replacement housing built by urban renewal agencies was mostly market rate housing for the upper and middle class, who were also the main beneficiaries of new development downtown. The program was seen as ineffective as well as unfair, since redevelopment was often slow, so much cleared land remained vacant for many years, contributing nothing to the tax rolls.

Revisions to the program in 1967 clarified the program’s goals and improved its performance. Urban renewal agencies, increasingly adept at overseeing redevelopment, moved pipeline projects to completion and planned new projects. They also increased production of assisted housing for low- and moderate-income households. Over its lifetime, the program’s benefits to cities were fairly clear: on average, tax revenues from redeveloped land had more than doubled (U.S. Congress 1973, 52). The program’s poor reputation proved hard to overcome, however, and it was abolished when federal aid to cities was significantly reorganized in 1974.

Nevertheless, many central cities, especially in the Northeast and Midwest, continued to lose ground. Suburbanization of both people and jobs surged in the decades after the war, and received powerful support from federal policy. Most notably, Title II of the Housing Act of 1949 authorized a major increase in federally insured home mortgage lending, encouraging the suburbanization of middle-class families. It was bolstered by the GI Bill, passed in 1944, which enabled 16 million returning veterans to purchase mainly suburban homes (Jackson 1985, 233). The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 led to the creation of the Interstate Highway System, which encouraged the ongoing suburbanization of manufacturing jobs, and also made it easier for suburbanites to commute to jobs downtown.

With the loss of federal assistance for urban redevelopment, cities entered into partnerships with private developers, finding creative ways to contribute part of the costs of new development (without having them appear in the city budget), and bearing part of the risk. They gradually became more entrepreneurial in their redevelopment activities, and remain so today.

Cities used this new approach to launch three types of redevelopment efforts during the 1970s and 1980s to attract middle-class shoppers back to downtown (Frieden & Sagalyn 1989). Some sought to duplicate the mall, with its central enclosed arcade, department store anchors, and attached parking. Others, fewer in number but much more widely publicized, sought to attract the broad middle market to festival marketplaces, such as Boston’s Quincy Market and Baltimore’s Harbor Place, that featured one-of-a-kind, independent merchants, restaurants, and entertainment. The most common, and most commonly successful, were large mixed-use developments, such as Chicago’s Water Tower Place, that incorporated distinctive retailing on the lower floors, with office and/or residential space above. These did well because they capitalized on the strong growth of white-collar central city jobs during the 1980s, and mixed-use projects remain popular redevelopment vehicles.

These and other local urban redevelopment activities received a boost in 1978 from the federal Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) program, which sought to stimulate employment growth and strengthen the fiscal condition of distressed cities. UDAG funding was modest and required cities to be entrepreneurial, reinforcing the public/private partnership approach. To gain project support, cities had to provide evidence of firm financial commitment from all partners, and demonstrate that the project could not move forward “but for” UDAG assistance. Supported projects had to “leverage” at least $2.50 of private funds for every UDAG dollar.

Over the 12-year life of the program, almost 95 percent of the funds allocated to metropolitan areas went to central cities. Commercial projects, which commonly included retail and/or office uses, and sometimes hotel space, accounted for almost two-thirds of all UDAG dollars, and these dollars were primarily concentrated on large downtown projects. Some cities used UDAG to build or rehabilitate housing, mainly in neighborhoods other than downtown, and about 60 percent of that housing was market rate housing intended for the middle class (Rich 1992, 153–158).

By the end of the 1980s, postwar CBDs in cities had been largely rebuilt, and the urban economic base had been restructured, principally around high-skilled white-collar jobs and low-skilled service jobs, including retailing. Redevelopment challenges persisted, however, especially in cities that continued to shrink, and federal support for addressing them has been scarce.

An important exception was the HOPE VI program. Launched in 1993, it provided local public housing authorities with funds to demolish and redevelop distressed public housing developments. Such developments were a small fraction of the public housing inventory, but they dominated the public’s image of public housing and exerted a strong negative influence on the poor neighborhoods surrounding them. One important program goal was to reduce the high concentration of very poor households in these developments. As a result, many HOPE VI developments used good design, high-quality amenities, and good-quality private property management to attract some middle-class residents, some in moderate-income subsidized units, others in market rate units. HOPE VI was replaced by the Choice Neighborhoods program in 2010. It retains HOPE VI’s emphasis on creating mixed-income housing, but allows cities to target any large distressed federally assisted housing, not just public housing, and requires them to go beyond development of quality housing to address broader neighborhood conditions.

See also: Fair Housing Act; Federal Housing Policy; Predatory Lending; Public and Subsidized Housing; Racism; Redlining; Residential Segregation; Restrictive Covenants
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Part 4: Health and the American Middle Class


 

Overview Essay

HEALTH, HEALTH CARE, AND THE AMERICAN MIDDLE CLASS

The middle class in the United States is currently experiencing a significant transition in threats to health status, access to health insurance, as well as to health care services. Despite gains in life expectancy, particularly due to improvements in infant mortality (NCHS 2015), reduced smoking (CDC 2014), and treatments for heart disease (Levy et al. 2002, 1397), many more Americans are at risk of mortality and morbidity due to increases in risk factors such as obesity. However, as health status and income are strongly correlated, middle-income individuals are healthier than the lowest income but not as healthy as the highest income. The following will provide some discussion of the health status of the middle class, issues surrounding access and cost of health insurance, and access and cost of care. Overall, middle-class Americans are experiencing improved access to insurance but with higher deductibles and increasing out-of-pocket expenditures. Access to providers depends greatly on where one lives and middle-income individuals, despite the changing health care laws, will continue to face a challenge in obtaining affordable health care.

Health Status

The health status of the middle class depends on a wide variety of factors, with lifestyle, genetics, age, race and ethnicity, and access to health care services being several of importance. However, we can examine the data with regard to changes in life expectancy as well as the prevalence of a variety of diseases to obtain a snapshot of the “state of health” for middle-income individuals in the United States. Overall life expectancy at birth has increased for both males (2.1-year increase) and females (1.7-year increase) from 2000 to 2010 (Arias 2014, 2). Currently, the leading causes of death for all ages are heart disease, cancer, chronic lower respiratory diseases, accidents, and stroke (cerebrovascular disease) (Murphy et al. 2013, 1). For some conditions, the associated risk differs significantly by income level where low income are those below 200 percent of the federal poverty level (FPL), middle income with 200 to 400 percent of the FPL, and high income are those over 400 percent of the FPL. In many instances, those with middle income face higher health risks than for high-income individuals though lower than for those of low income. For example, in 2012 to 2013, those with middle incomes have a prevalence of heart disease of 10.5 percent with 9.3 percent for high income and 12.0 percent for low income (NCHS 2015, 162). For stroke, those with middle incomes have a prevalence of 2.5 percent with only 1.5 percent for high income and 3.4 percent for low income individuals (NCHS 2015, 162). Interestingly, prevalence of cancer reported is 6.2 percent for both middle- and high-income individuals with 5.9 percent for those with low income (NCHS 2015, 161). Physician-diagnosed cases of diabetes prevalence show more striking differences as the middle income have a prevalence of 8.4 percent while for high income it is only 5.2 percent and for low income it is 11.4 percent (NCHS 2015, 162). A similar pattern exists for the numbers of self-reported chronic conditions and for several reported disability measures. However, in the case of disability and chronic health problems, it is also important to caution that health problems themselves could be determinants of one’s income level. Overall, these data suggest that the health status of the middle class in terms of the prevalence of significant causes of mortality and morbidity is worse than for high income but better than for those of lower income with the exception of cancer.

Health status for the middle class is also impacted by race and ethnicity as well as lifestyle factors. With regard to race and ethnicity, for example, 14.3 percent of African Americans reported fair to poor health status while only 8.7 percent of whites and 12.7 percent of Hispanic or Latinos responded similarly in 2013 (NCHS 2015, 178). Cigarette smoking rates are higher for middle income than low income for both males (22.5 percent vs. 13.7 percent) and females (17.5 percent vs. 10.1 percent) (NCHS 2015, 39). Finally, the middle income have a prevalence of 6.0 percent for Grade 3 obesity (most severe) while it is 4.3 percent for high income and 9.8 percent for low income (NCHS 2015, 219). Currently, 20 U.S. states have rates of adult obesity in excess of 30 percent when combining all obesity grades (CDC 2015). Thus, both health status and health risk factors have important links to income level in the United States with the middle income often faring better than those of low income but worse than those of high income.

Access and Cost of Health Insurance

Access to health insurance depends significantly on age and employment status as well as income. The passage of the Affordable Care and Patient Protection Act of 2010 (ACA) created significant changes in the availability of health insurance for the nonelderly population. Kowalski (2014, 299) states that in the second quarter of 2014, 13.2 million people were covered, an increase of at least 4.2 million beyond pre-ACA state-level trends. For the elderly, the ACA has had a relatively small impact on the number covered since in 2013; among those 65 and older, there was nearly universal coverage (98.4 percent) due to Medicare (Smith & Medalia 2014, 6). On the other hand, McMorrow et al. (2015, 618) found middle income (those 139 to 400 percent of the FPL) young adults had high rates of uninsurance at 37.0 percent in 2010. After passage of the ACA, which included a provision that young people could stay on their parent’s insurance plan up to age 26, rates of uninsurance began to decline. McMorrow et al. (2015, 618) also estimate that among middle income young adults rates of uninsurance dropped to 19.6 percent, even before the individual mandate associated with the ACA began in 2014.

Once the individual mandate began, young people without access to a parent’s plan, as well as other uninsured of any age, could also participate in the individual health insurance marketplace governed by either the federal health insurance exchange or their state exchange, depending on their state of residence. Further, for states that participated in the expansion of Medicaid, the income eligibility was raised to an effective 138 percent of the federal poverty level (FPL). McMorrow et al. (2015, 618) found that for states participating in the Medicaid expansion, there was a significant increase in public (Medicaid) coverage for moderate-income young adults as well.

Employment status and type of employer have also played a role in the accessibility of insurance, as large employers typically have offered plans at a much higher rate than smaller employers. In 2012, before the individual mandate for health insurance began, employer-based insurance was only offered in 50 percent of firms with 3–9 workers, 61 percent of firms with 3–199 workers, and 98 percent of those with 200 or more workers (Panchal et al. 2012). Thus, when the mandate was initiated in 2014, for individuals to have health insurance coverage, many of those who were seeking coverage and employed were workers in small and midsize companies. The ACA also included a provision mandating employer-based coverage of employees in firms with 50 or more (FTE) employees; however, the initial timeline was adjusted and currently stands at requiring 95 percent of FTE employee coverage by 2016 or employers will face tax penalties (IRS 2015). Although other demographic characteristics are also important to access insurance, age and employment remain two important determinants for the middle class.

If individuals do not have employer-based insurance and purchase their individual policies through the private health insurance markets in accordance with the mandate, the ACA initiates tax credits to offset a portion of premiums. These tax credits are significant to the middle class, as they are offered on a sliding scale to those with incomes of 100 to 400 percent of the FPL. The amount of the tax credit also depends on the type of plan chosen in what are characterized as bronze, silver, and gold plans. All health insurance plans in compliance with the ACA offer a set of mandatory benefits, but a major difference in deductibles, premiums, and coinsurance is offered across these plans. Thus, bronze plans require the most out-of-pocket treatment costs but the lowest premiums, while gold plans have much higher premiums and low out-of-pocket costs to the patient for treatment. Out-of-pocket costs are capped at $6,600 for an individual or $13,200 for a family; however, these expenses can be prohibitive to many middle-income households. It is too early to confirm empirically, however, the propensity to delay care as a result of such high out-of-pocket costs that could potentially be harmful to health. Such plans are beneficial for catastrophic claims, however.

To consider changes in the well-being of a middle-income individual with regard to health insurance, one must examine not just tax credits but trends in premiums. However, there is a large degree of variation by state and by whether insurance is obtained in the individual market or through employers. Schoen, Radley, and Collins (2015, 2) state that “whether looking at premiums for single-person (i.e., employee-only) coverage or family coverage, the cost of health insurance provided through employers has risen faster than median incomes for the working-age population since 2003.” Since the ACA, it appears that premium growth rates have slowed somewhat with the Health Research Institute (2015) reporting an average premium rate increase of 5.4 percent in 2014. In addition, Depew and Bailey (2015, 1) find that the individual mandate has led to a 2.5 to 2.8 percent increase in premiums for health insurance plans that cover children, relative to single-coverage plans.

One mechanism that has slowed the premium growth rate from what it otherwise would be has been the rate of increase in the size of deductibles for both employer-based and individual plans. Deductibles in all plans began to rise even prior to the introduction of high-deductible bronze plans for individuals under the ACA. Schoen, Radley, and Collins (2015, 5) find that the deductible for an average single person who works at a large-employee firm has risen 159 percent between 2003 and 2013. They also find that by 2013, average per person deductibles exceeded $1,000 in all but three states and the District of Columbia (Schoen et al. 2015, 5). Higher deductibles are creating an additional financial burden associated with obtaining health care for those with insurance and may be unexpected to those previously uninsured.

An additional issue that has impacted the lower middle class concerns those states that failed to expand Medicaid under the ACA. For those living in the 20 states that did not expand their Medicaid income thresholds, some lower-middle-income individuals are not eligible for the sliding scale tax credits. This could partly explain why McMorrow et al. (2015, 619) find that “those with moderate incomes saw no significant change in coverage in non-expansion States between 2013 and 2014.”

Given the current policy environment in the United States, whether a middle-income individual has health insurance is highly dependent on age, employment, and the response to the ACA in their given state. Even with the opportunity to purchase insurance through the newly created individual health insurance exchanges, the premium growth rates and rapidly rising deductibles and out-of-pocket expenses are expected to continue to be a significant financial challenge. Some middle-income individuals will still be opting to pay the tax penalty associated with being uninsured, which in 2015 for a family could be $975 or the annual premium associated with a bronze plan.

Access and Cost of Health Care

The connection between insurance status and health care access has long been recognized, as “uninsured children and nonelderly adults are substantially less likely to have a usual source of health care or a recent health care visit than their insured counterparts” (CDC 2012, 1). Those who remain uninsured, despite the requirements of the ACA, are likely to continue to have access problems. However, having insurance, while it improves one’s access to health care on average, is not a guarantee of obtaining care. Some important reasons why, even if one has health insurance, there will not be health care access can include a lack of available providers in the region, provider’s refusal to accept patients’ insurance plans, and the patient’s propensity to delay or not seek care due to potential concerns about the financial burden even if insured.

In many locations, the surge in insured individuals is not commensurately accompanied by an increase in available providers. For example, in Oregon, the percentage drop in uninsured by county ranges from a 3.7 to 13 percent decline from 2013 to 2014, with the large percentage drops occurring in many rural counties (OHA 2015, 8). However, some of the areas with the highest drop in uninsured are also areas designated as “unmet need areas” (Oregon Office of Rural Health 2013). Thus, for middle-income individuals with newly acquired health insurance, there may be no providers available without traveling significant distances. This characterization is consistent with many other geographic locations around the country; whether insurance status will lead to access to care is a highly disparate experience.

Access to providers also is highly dependent on specialty. Preventative care, such as routine mammography or developmental screening of children, which are fully covered since the adoption of the ACA, remain inaccessible in many locations. The Kaiser Family Foundation (2014) estimates that Primary Care Health Professional Shortage Areas (HPSAs) range from 14.82 percent in Connecticut to 79.3 percent in Alabama. With more newly insured, demand for primary care visits is only expected to grow. Clearly, once considering all types of providers, including physicians, physician assistants, nurse practitioners, among others, and a wide range of clinical settings, “access” to appropriate medical care will depend on location.

The type of insurer or plan is also likely to impact whether patients are able to find suitable providers. Particularly in those states that expanded Medicaid, the lower portion of the middle class may find particular difficulty in finding providers; physicians are not required to accept Medicaid or Medicare patients. The ACA required that Medicaid fees for primary care physicians be raised to Medicare levels in 2013. Recently, Decker (2012, 1673) estimated using 2011 data from the National Ambulatory Medical Care Survey that these fee increases would raise the physician acceptance rate from an average of 70 percent across all physicians to an average of 78.6 percent. However, estimates are likely to vary widely by specialty type, and most middle-income patients are likely to be covered by private insurance or Medicare. Payment generosity in the Medicare program affects access to care as well (Brunt & Jensen 2014, 13).

Finally, some patients will have reduced access to care as they themselves delay care or refuse to seek care out of concern for their financial burden. These expenditures clearly depend on the rate of medical inflation. Although the ACA has some provisions to enhance transparency regarding prices, it is generally extremely difficult for the patient to know prior to treatment their out-of-pocket responsibility (GAO 2011, 11). In addition, medical prices have continually risen with positive 12-month percentage changes in the medical care price index from 1.7 to 12.6 percent annually since the 1960s (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2016). Thus, even for those with insurance coverage and an available provider, the required out-of-pocket expenditures for a middle-income patient are becoming more likely to reach the plan limits given by the ACA. As discussed previously, an individual on a bronze plan may face an out-of-pocket expenditure in a given year of up to $6,600. For those that cannot pay, individuals may be forced to forgo treatments or hospitals will face increasing uncompensated care among the insured.

Concerns for Future Health Trends

The health status of the middle class, while potentially improved due to higher insurance rates, also faces some significant threats. The health threats associated with high levels of obesity among the middle income are significant, with rates of obesity rising rapidly (NCHS 2015, 216). Although Americans have enjoyed an increased life expectancy at birth, the rising obesity rate threatens this trend. The increasing prevalence of health insurance among middle-class Americans, partially due to some provisions of the ACA, is also tenuous as changes to the law are quite likely in the coming years. Even with greater numbers of middle-class Americans covered with health insurance, the features of these plans, including high deductibles, continue to create significant financial pressures. Finally, it is clear that having health insurance alone is not a sufficient condition to ensure access to health care providers. Significant differences exist across counties and states in the United States in the availability of providers, and an aging population is likely to strain the existing health systems further. The economic forces creating rising costs in health care have yet to be significantly challenged.

See also: Health and Economic Inequality; Social Determinants of Health; Affordable Care Act and the Labor Market
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AGING

Middle-class American elderly are entering potentially the best time of life. When the average U.S. baby boomer reaches age 65 today, that person can expect to live another two decades, most of these years in good health (U.S. Social Security Administration 2015). Our culture offers unparalleled opportunities for fulfillment during the retirement years. In contrast to popular opinion, in surveys, Western older adults—particularly people in their sixties and early seventies—report being happier than adults of any other age (Belsky 2016). Still, as the typical baby boomer gazes farther into the future and contemplates old age frailties, he—or most often she—can expect to be burdened with onerous financial responsibilities, in a nation that has no mechanisms for helping its middle-class citizens pay for the ongoing caregiving assistance needed to keep out of a nursing home.

What compounds these concerns is that middle-class Americans face more financial hardship when they enter their retirement years. To fully appreciate how the U.S. retirement landscape has shifted, let’s scan that classic late life transition beginning in its earliest years.

Exploring the Changing Retirement Landscape

A century ago, U.S. retirement didn’t really exist. People worked until they had serious health problems, then risked being destitute during their last few years of life. Franklin Roosevelt’s landmark Social Security legislation passed in 1935, offered workers over age 65 (the average life expectancy at that time) a financial cushion to avert dire poverty. Workers contribute to Social Security, and at retirement, they collect a fixed sum each month, which varies depending on their years of employment, wages, and the age at which they retire. Still, with the average retiree receiving $1,303 per month from Social Security in late 2014, this government-funded program was never designed to float a comfortable life (Belsky 2016).

By the final third of the 20th century, for the first time in history, middle-class workers could expect to retire and enjoy that reasonably comfortable life. Retirement, often for a decade or more, became a predictable, “natural” life stage.

The main engine driving this new life stage was the explosion of employer-funded pensions that replaced a significant fraction of the typical middle-class worker’s preretirement salaries (Belsky 1999). Moreover, with real incomes increasing until the late 1970s, the average older worker had other assets to support a leisure life.

Imagine being a middle-class older worker during this halcyon economic time. Your employer has, most likely, provided an enticing pension you can take in your early sixties. Your house is far more valuable, and your mortgage is paid off. Your baby boom children can get decently paying jobs. Moreover, your government recently instituted Medicare (more about this later) and has expanded Social Security benefits to cover your family. Doesn’t it make sense that during the later 20th century, the “true” average retirement age inched closer to age 60 than 65 (Belsky 1999)?

Recently, the landscape has changed. Although the average baby boomer approaching retirement has $127,000 in assets, roughly 10 times that amount is required to fund a decent lifestyle for the next 15 years (Aging Today 2014). Therefore, it is not surprising that, in a recent survey, two out of three boomers planned to keep working beyond age 65. In another poll, two in five people said they will work till they drop (Aging Today 2014). Today, “normal” retirement for decades is no longer a predictable life stage.

Our immediate impulse is to blame a bankrupt Social Security system (too many retirees drawing out money, versus too few workers to keep the system afloat). Or we might point the finger at profligate baby boomers who blew their retirement nest egg by indulging in excessive consumption during their adult years. Both ideas are probably misplaced.

Yes, to ensure that Social Security remains solvent, Congress will be raising the normal retirement age to 67 for people born after 1959 (U.S. Social Security Administration 2015). But, recall that Social Security was never designed to ensure a comfortable retirement life. Moreover, in recent decades, real incomes have declined for the average middle-class worker, and people partially fund their own retirement by contributing to IRAs. Then, when the Great Recession of 2008 hit, one in four workers had their wages reduced or were laid off (Aging Today 2014). Baby boomers helplessly witnessed the value of those so-called secure nest egg investments, such as IRAs and house values, implode.

Combine this with concerns for a more fragile next generation. In one national poll, 7 percent of older U.S. workers planned to put off retiring to care for struggling adult daughters and sons (Aging Today 2014). So the erosion of retirement relates directly to the rise of income inequalities and the declining fortunes of the U.S. middle class.

Exploring the Health Care Realities

Then, baby boomers are apt to have a heart attack when they realize what later life health care costs. Medicare does not fully pay for doctor’s visits and hospital care (Medicare 2015). So people must purchase supplemental insurance (often costing more than $1,000 per year), or risk possible bankruptcy if they need ongoing medical help or hospital care. Most important, this universal government-funded health program for the elderly, instituted in l965, does not pay for chronic help with activities of daily living (ADLs), the very ongoing problems of dressing or bathing or walking that strike people at the upper ends of life.

Although rare in the sixties, roughly one in five U.S elders over age 75 has moderate ADL impairments (Belsky 2016). They need some help negotiating daily life, but don’t require 24-hour care. For relatively affluent people with these conditions, an enticing option (other than moving in with family members or paying for home help) is continuing care communities or assisted living, places offering a cornucopia of services to elders who don’t require a nursing home. But these appealing settings must typically be paid for out-of-pocket, and when people exhaust their funds, or in the case of assisted living, need very intense care, they enter a nursing home. Medicaid, the health system for the disadvantaged, does fund nursing home care. So, in an uncanny similarity to their early 20th-century counterparts, middle-class Americans, especially if they are female, are still at serious risk of spending their final few years of life poor (Belsky 2016).

Upbeat Final Thoughts

By now, readers may be thinking: Why would I ever want to grow old? Recall that, in contrast to our stereotypes, research in Western democracies consistently suggests that during the sixties and seventies, emotional well-being is at its peak. Older people are more adept at screening out negative emotions (Carstensen 2011). People use retirement to pursue their passions and focus on doing just what they want. Moreover, especially well educated elderly often put off retiring, not because of financial fears, but because they love their jobs. Without denying that ageism discrimination against older workers is still rampant, at least two out of three workers today land postretirement jobs (Belsky 2016). With sufficient income and moderately good health, late life really can often qualify as the emotional pinnacle of life (Carstensen 2011).

See also: Age Discrimination in Employment Act; Age Discrimination in the 21st Century; Long-Term Care

Further Reading

This issue of the bimonthly newsletter of the American Society on Aging contains several articles exploring baby boomer retirement anxieties and issues:



Aging Today. (2014, September–October). 35(5). http://www.asaging.org/archive_aging_today/201409



The sources below provide a wealth of research documenting the upbeat psychological facts about later life (my textbooks also offer much more comprehensive information about retirement and health issues in the elderly).



Belsky, J. K. (1999). The psychology of aging: Theory, research and interventions. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishers.

Belsky, J. K. (2016). Experiencing the lifespan. New York: Worth Publishers.

Carstensen, L. (2011). A long bright future. New York: Broadway Books.



These are the relevant websites for Social Security and Medicare:



The official U.S. government site for Medicare: Medicare.gov

U.S. Social Security Administration (2015): www.ssa.gov



This government-sponsored report offers comprehensive statistics relating to health among American elders:



The State of Aging and Health in America. (2013). http://www.cdc.gov/aging/help/dph-aging/state-aging-health.html

Janet Belsky and Jacqueline Mitchell

AUTISM

The number of cases of children diagnosed with autism spectrum disorders (ASDs) is on the rise. Middle-class families are greatly impacted by this increase with regard to changes in lifestyle, financial responsibilities, and attempting to find the best care for their child both medically and educationally.

Parents of a 2-year-old child are concerned that their child is not speaking or seems to have lost some previously gained language skills, that they play “oddly” with toys, they seem to tune parents out at times, and struggle with intense tantrums. They see that this child is developing differently than their older child and address their concerns with their pediatrician. The pediatrician completes a series of profiles and refers the family to a developmental pediatrician for more information and assessment. After waiting for several months, eventually parents are informed that their child has an autism spectrum disorder (ASD), a developmental disorder that causes delays in speech and language, atypical behavior patterns, sensory integration issues, attention and communication difficulties, and struggles with social skills. Doctors share with the parents that autism is a spectrum of disorders, so they do not know what the eventual outcomes for this child will be until the child is much older, but that early intervention is thought to help promote positive outcomes for children diagnosed with ASD (CDC 2015). What does this mean for the child and his or her family?

It is generally accepted that the cause of ASD is genetically based. The diagnosis and treatment of a child with ASD is a controversial issue in both the education and medical fields. By definition, autism spectrum disorders (ASDs) are a variety of disabilities that share common difficulties. ASD is a “disability of extremes” where a student can be extremely verbal or struggle with verbal skills or be nonverbal (Myers 2010, 62). A child diagnosed with ASD may also have average, above average, or low IQ. Children diagnosed with ASD have social/emotional, language, sensory, and behavioral struggles. ASD impacts all of these areas to varying degrees, which makes it more challenging to identify ASD and rule out other related disabilities and makes it especially difficult to predict outcomes for children diagnosed with the disorder.

Current prevalence estimates state that 1 in every 68 children in the United States is diagnosed with autism with five times the amount of boys being diagnosed versus girls according to the Centers for Disease Control’s (CDC) Autism and Developmental Disabilities Monitoring (ADDM) Network (CDC 2015). There is disagreement over what is causing the increase in prevalence numbers, and some theories suggest that attempts to diagnose children earlier or that adjustments made to the definitive and diagnostic criteria for ASD are contributing to more accurate prevalence numbers (meaning there is no actual increase, just that we are recognizing more children who have the disorder). Whatever the reason for the increase, there is a larger number of children being diagnosed, and medical and educational programs are feeling the impact of the higher numbers. Since autism is a lifelong disability requiring assistance from both medical and educational professionals, the increase in numbers of children and adults with ASD has impacted both of these fields greatly.

Autism has impacted the field of medicine through an increase in research studies attempting to determine genes associated with autism, development of diagnostic instruments, and with the increase of children and adults needing continued medical support for ASD over their life span. In the past, some children with autism were not diagnosed until they reached school age or later. Definitions and diagnostic indicators were further refined and developed, and research currently indicates that an accurate diagnosis of ASD can be made as early as age 2, which is earlier than previously thought (CDC 2015). With earlier diagnosis come better anticipated outcomes for the child (i.e., requiring less support as an adult). Early diagnosis and intervention can vastly improve a child’s outcome and possibly even eliminate symptoms (Rogers et al. 2014, 1). Pediatricians are encouraged to have additional ASD training and use newly developed screening guidelines and developmental milestones’ checklists from the American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) and American Academy of Neurology and the Child Neurology Society for assessing developmental delays/characteristics of autism in an effort to generate earlier diagnoses. Guidelines for assisting families have also been developed for the medical field to treat and support children with ASD.

Many children with autism may require support from the medical field in the areas of speech therapy, occupational therapy, physical therapy, feeding therapy, medication management, behavioral interventions, counseling, and family counseling/support, which may or may not be fully covered by health insurance depending on the type of insurance and the state in which you live. In fact, even the diagnosis of ASD is often not covered by health insurance, although once the diagnosis is made, medical services may be partially or fully covered by a health plan.

Research at the Baylor Autism Resource Center (BARC) estimates that “the average cost of an assessment (diagnosis, report and review of evaluation) for ASD can range from $1,800 to $2,000 and oftentimes is not entirely covered by insurance” (Baylor 2012). Families may not have health insurance or have readily available funds to pay out-of-pocket for assessment, resulting in later diagnosis and starting of treatment. Although the cost of assessment of ASD is expensive, it is the ongoing treatment that often impacts families the most. The family in the previous case scenario just spent quite some time getting their child assessed and received news that their child has a diagnosed disability. Now they are further impacted by an increase in medical costs as they begin treatment for their child.

Some recent research describes the annual medical costs “to support a child with more severe ASD, to be over $21,000” (Lavelle et al. 2014). Intensive behavioral interventions that may or may not be covered under insurance are estimated to cost $40,000–$60,000 per child annually (Amendah et al. 2011). It is not unheard of for parents to move to another state so that they can acquire health insurance for their child with ASD. This puts additional financial stress on the average middle-class family who may not be able to afford $40,000–$60,000 annually to provide the suggested research-based medical and behavioral interventions for their child. It is estimated that total societal costs of caring for children with ASD were over $9 billion in 2011 (Amendah et al. 2011). The disability organization, Autism Speaks (2014), estimated the average yearly cost to the United States in supporting children with autism in 2014 to be $236 billion.

Some families opt to secure Medicaid waiver funding that helps provide some monthly financial resources to help the child with autism. This eligibility-based program provides financial resources for services, and these services depend on “an individual’s need, eligibility, and age as well as the organization providing the services” (L&M Policy Research 2014, 388). For example, in the state of Virginia, the Virginia Individual and Family Developmental Disabilities Support Waiver provides financial assistance for services such as caregiver training, skilled nursing, respite care, crisis intervention, and assistive technology (L&M Policy Research 2014, 387). However, not all families are aware of these programs or qualify for funding, and there are long wait lists to receive services from Medicaid waiver.

Education professionals have also experienced changes based on the increase in children with ASD. School professionals (teachers, counselors, administrators) are encouraged to receive additional training in working with children with autism. Although a free and appropriate education for children with ASD is guaranteed under the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA 1990), local school systems absorb the increased costs of educating students with ASD.

It is well documented that there is a national shortage of teachers trained in special education (COPSSE 2003). This shortage has concerned school systems and universities for some time. Many school systems and university training programs are struggling to develop well prepared teachers to work with the increasing number of children with ASD. There is an increase in autism-focused classrooms and more research studies attempting to identify the best teaching practices (special classes/classrooms or inclusion with other students in general education classes) and educational strategies to best support students with ASD.

Not every school has well prepared teachers to work with students with autism, so the quality of educational services may vary from school to school. Parents may wish to supplement this through the use of private therapies and tutors, which impacts the family finances. The family in the case scenario may be attending a school where they do not feel that their child’s needs are fully being met, and they may determine that they wish to supplement their child’s educational services by adding private therapy or chose to move to another school district to obtain better autism programming. Some families choose to secure legal resources to help them advocate for better programming for their child with ASD at their local school system, adding additional legal fees to the costs associated with care for their child.

ASD impacts families in several different ways. There is increased stress that is associated with raising a child with ASD. Families need respite care but there may be issues with finding quality respite and child care providers who can meet the needs of the child. Due to behavioral concerns, many families find it a struggle to take their child to participate in their community and may become isolated, thus increasing the stress on the family. “This [stress] can be a product of changing expectations regarding the care and development of the child with autism, the child’s difficult-to-manage behavior, juggling often hectic therapy schedules, financial challenges, and battling with schools and insurance companies to obtain appropriate care” (Naseef & Freedman 2012, 9–12). A study supported by the National Institute of Health found that there is a high divorce rate among families with children with ASD (23.5 percent), and that the rate of divorce remained high throughout the child’s childhood, adolescence, and early adulthood (Sigan et al. 2010, 449).

As the child with ASD grows up, there are additional issues to consider. Transition planning is needed to help determine what a child with ASD will do after high school, where the child will live, and what type of adult activities in which he or she can participate. A child may apply for programs such as Social Security Disability Income (SSDI) or adult Medicaid waiver programs; however, the child must be found eligible and meet program guidelines. If the child in the scenario is a child with high functioning ASD, he or she may need assistance from a job coach to secure employment as an adult. If the child with ASD has more challenges and is not considered high functioning (nonverbal, not able to participate in general education classes or hold down a job with support), the child will need additional supports as he or she ages. Aging parents may need to place their child on a wait list for a group home setting. The child may need supported employment where the child spends the day with other individuals with disabilities with paid employees to supervise them conducting learning and work-related activities (often envelope stuffing, cleaning, wrapping silverware, etc.). There are often long wait lists for these programs in which participants must meet qualification guidelines, and often families are waiting years to secure resources to help their adult child. It is not unusual to hear of families moving or choosing not to move to secure better adult care programs for their adult child with ASD.

Autism spectrum disorders are a lifelong diagnosis. Although there are costs and additional family stress associated with the treatment of the disorder, there are ongoing research studies investigating treatments and citing improved outcomes. Parents are often joining together to support one another at school meetings or connecting via support groups and sharing how to best support their child therapeutically and financially. Siblings can also participate in support groups. On the positive side, research suggests having a child with a disability in the family can “broaden horizons, increase family members’ awareness of their inner strength, enhance family cohesion, and encourage connections to community groups or religious institutions” (Reichman, Corman, & Noonan 2008, 680).

Children with ASD who are diagnosed early and start receiving therapeutic support are showing better outcomes and requiring fewer supports. States and insurance companies have begun funding more autism support therapies. Universities with special education teacher programs are researching how to best train teachers to work with children with ASD, which means more highly qualified teachers in the schools. Federal research grants have helped develop new programs to meet the unique needs of children with ASD, and more adult programs are becoming available to assist the adult population. It is becoming more common for families to receive respite, and with improved programming it is anticipated that the impact of having a child with ASD will become more manageable for their families. It is an exciting time in the field of autism education as there are more supports being put into place, more government funding to support research, more families receiving financial assistance and therapies for their child, and children with ASD are showing improvement in overall functioning.

See also: Americans with Disabilities Act; Down Syndrome; Family and Medical Leave Act; Mental Illness; Special Education
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H. Nicole Frye Myers

BODY IMAGE ISSUES

We are bombarded with pictures of half-naked bodies in the media—magazine covers, commercials, movie trailers, billboards, and more. In these images, women typically have slim waists, long legs, and large breasts. Men usually have sculpted arms and chiseled pectoral muscles. These images of male and female bodies, however, are not representative of the general population. Despite these unrealistic depictions, men and women often aspire for their bodies to match the ones they see in the media. Body image is the mental picture of one’s own body. Research has shown that the media shapes self-perception and advertisements can be linked to body dissatisfaction. Similarly, use of social media, such as Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram, correlates with negative body image and negative moods. Although body image is also shaped by parental messages, peer influence, and education, the proliferation of social media has significantly influenced how we view ourselves and our bodies. As a result of rigid beauty standards and unobtainable body ideals, a negative body image can cause psychological issues such as gender dysphoria, body dysmorphic disorder, and eating disorders.

The ideal body is a social construct. Consequently, what society considers the ideal body shape can change with time. For example, advertisements from the 1950s showed women with voluptuous bodies and offered women advice on how to healthily gain weight to transform their bodies from skinny to curvy. A more current example is the controversial, viral phenomenon of the “dad bod.” A contrast to chiseled masculinity, the dad bod celebrates men with flabby arms and round stomachs.

Temporal and cultural variability does not mean that hegemonic standards in any particular time or culture are not experienced as rigid and constraining. The aging body is an example of the rigidity of cultural beauty standards. The media offers a variety of solutions for the aging body—creams and moisturizers, veneers, lasers, injections, and liposuction. These treatments underscore the societal importance of looking young and attractive. Signs of aging are therefore often perceived as bodily flaws. Although the number of cosmetic surgeries is increasing in both men and women, the aging body is gendered. Bodily dissatisfaction is common among women of all ages, but women under 30 and over 65 are particularly prone to these feelings. Women under 30 have a high exposure to media and are more likely to internalize beauty standards. As a result, they often experience low levels of self-esteem. Although women over 65 are still affected by the stress of internalized beauty standards, they may also struggle with signs of aging such as low bone density, muscle loss, and heart disease.

In addition to aging individuals, the gendered nature of beauty standards also affects transgender people’s perceptions of their bodies. As evidenced by media portrayals, the body is a gendered site. Gender norms are guidelines men and women must follow in American society to avoid social sanctions. Gender norms influence the behaviors and appearances that are deemed appropriate for someone’s actual or perceived biological sex. In other words, people born with male genitalia and XY chromosomes are assumed and expected to be masculine men, and people born with female genitalia and XX chromosomes are assumed and expected to be feminine women. Transgender people, however, experience gender dysphoria—the notion that gender identity does not align with biological sex. Because of the pressure of gendered appearance norms, transgender people try to align their gender identity and biological sex. Transsexual people bring their gender and biological sex closer to alignment by undergoing sex reassignment surgery and/or hormone therapy. A common way that transgender people describe their identity is a man trapped in a woman’s body or a woman trapped in a man’s body. As such, an important aspect of transgender identity is the way the body is experienced and perceived. Transgender identity is often associated with a negative body image, particularly of one’s own sex characteristics and genitalia. Researchers—and transgender people—believe that society’s rigid gender binary and the norm that gender and biological sex should align contribute to transgender people feeling that their bodies are not their own. As a result, suicide rates are high among transgender people. According to the National Transgender Discrimination Survey, 41 percent of transgender respondents attempted suicide (Grant et al. 2011).

Transgender people are not the only ones who experience a disconnect between their actual and desired bodies. Another possible result of a negative body image is body dysmorphic disorder (BDD). As a psychological disorder, people with BDD constantly think about perceived bodily flaws to the extent that it interferes with their daily lives. BDD makes it difficult to concentrate, maintain high levels of self-esteem, and function successfully in social situations and work settings. People living with severe BDD may experience suicidal thoughts and undergo unnecessary plastic surgery. Body dysmorphic disorder is oftentimes associated with depression as well as other disorders—including obsessive-compulsive disorder, social anxiety, and eating disorders.

Eating disorders are another manifestation of a negative body image. Two common types include anorexia nervosa and bulimia nervosa. People diagnosed with anorexia nervosa perceive themselves as overweight when oftentimes they are significantly underweight. As such, their self-esteem is rooted in a distorted body image. Symptoms often include excessive exercise and dieting resulting in extreme, and sometimes life-threatening, thinness (of the body and of the bones), lethargy, and brain and organ damage. Although anorexia nervosa can be treated, sometimes the illness is chronic. People diagnosed with bulimia nervosa also perceive themselves as overweight or are unhappy with their bodies; however, they are either mildly overweight or at a healthy weight. Bulimia nervosa is characterized as a period of binge eating followed by forced vomiting or misuse of diuretics or laxatives. The interplay between biological, genetic, psychological, and social factors are thought to cause eating disorders. According to the National Eating Disorders Association website, about 20 million women and 10 million men are clinically diagnosed with an eating disorder in their lifetime.

Although people who have a negative body image may develop psychological disorders or struggle with body dissatisfaction, it is important to note that people perceive their bodies differently across various social locations. For example, people living with physical impairments do not experience their disabilities in the same ways. Men with physical disabilities are often perceived as inferior, weak, and asexual, which contrasts our understanding of masculinity—powerful, strong, and sexually competent. As a result, some men with physical disabilities feel undesirable and depressed. On the other hand, many people living with physical disabilities challenge society’s beauty ideals and report high levels of self-esteem.

Another important social location to consider is race. Positive images of black bodies in mainstream media are scarce. In fact, the media oftentimes perpetuates stereotypes of black men as overly aggressive and hostile and black women as angry and hypersexual. Despite these negative portrayals, research has shown that black women experience less bodily shame compared to white women. These results, however, are not comprehensive. Little research examines how people of other racial or ethnic backgrounds experience their bodies. Research on eating disorders is based on samples of mostly white women. Additionally, body image research concentrates primarily on body sizes, shapes, and particular body parts, but much less focus has been given to hair texture and skin color—important factors concerning women of color.

Similar to the issues of racialized body image, class is a relatively underexplored topic in the literature. Much of the research on body image is based on samples of middle- to upper-class women. As a result, it is generally assumed that lower-class people do not struggle with body image issues. In some studies, racial/ethnic identity and cultural background are conflated with social class. It is somewhat unclear the role social class plays in body image experiences. Researchers are now making distinctions between weight and appearance satisfaction to account for the different kinds of body image issues people of varying socioeconomic statuses may have. It is also important to note that people of lower socioeconomic statuses do not always have easy and affordable access to health care, exercise facilities, and supermarkets, which may shape their perceptions of their bodies and overall health and well-being. Despite what we know about body image—the consequences of media influence and negative self-perceptions—the literature is beginning to expand to account for the experiences of women of color, disadvantaged people, disabled people, and cyborg bodies, to name a few.
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Brianna L. VanArsdale

CANCER

Currently, cancer is the second leading cause of death in the United States with 1 in 4 deaths attributed to this disease. Only cardiovascular disease has a higher mortality rate. However, it is important to realize that cancer is not one disease, but rather a group of diseases that share a common feature, the uncontrolled proliferation of abnormal cells.

According to the statistics published by the American Cancer Society (American Cancer Society 2014), the projected number of 2014 cancer deaths is 585,720. In males, the highest mortalities are associated with lung and bronchus (28 percent), prostate (10 percent), and colorectal (8 percent) cancers. In females, lung and bronchus (26 percent) is followed by breast (15 percent) and colorectal (9 percent) cancers. Skin cancers are the most prevalent form of cancer, with over 3 million new cases diagnosed each year, but fortunately the mortality rate for nonmelanoma skin cancer is very low, less than 0.2 percent.

The total number of cancer deaths in the United States steadily increased between 1900 and 1990. Progress in prevention, diagnosis, and treatment is starting to have an impact, and the overall mortality rates have been declining the past 20 years. The increase in cancer deaths during the 20th century is not surprising. It is important to recognize that cancer is associated with aging, and life expectancy is increasing. The World Health Organization (World Health Organization 2015) reported the life expectancy in the United States is 79 years, based on 2013 data, compared with 47 years in 1900. Seventy-seven percent of those diagnosed with cancer are over 55 years of age (American Cancer Society 2014). The more than 30-year increase in life expectancy since the beginning of the 20th century can be attributed to a variety of factors, including the development of sanitation, antibiotics, and vaccines. Collectively, these factors have decreased the number of deaths due to infectious diseases and, as a result, increased the number due to chronic diseases.

Cellular proliferation is a very complex process that relies on the correct functioning of a multitude of genes. When the functions of these genes are altered, there is an increased risk of cancer development. Only a small percentage of mutations or alterations in gene expression, however, are associated with cancer. Two types of genes play significant roles in the development of neoplasms: oncogenes and suppressor genes. Oncogenes promote cellular proliferation while suppressor genes function to inhibit proliferation. Mutations that increase the expression of oncogenes or prevent the normal function of the suppressor genes will lead to increased cellular proliferation. Inherited traits are significant risk factors for particular types of cancer such as colorectal, breast, and prostate cancer. However, most cancers arise from DNA damage that occurs during an individual’s lifetime as a result of exposure to chemical carcinogens, radiation, and certain infectious agents or from spontaneous errors during DNA replication.

Everyone is susceptible, and approximately 1 in every 2 or 3 individuals will be diagnosed with cancer at some point in their life. Smoking is a major risk factor for a variety of cancers, and it is estimated that 30 percent of the cancer deaths in 2014 are linked to tobacco use (American Cancer Society 2014). Fortunately, the number of smokers in the United States has been declining and, as a consequence, the rates of lung cancer are also declining. Today, obesity, poor nutrition, and physical inactivity are major risk factors for cancer (American Cancer Society 2014). In addition, cancer is associated with a small number of infectious agents, such as the human papilloma virus (HPV), hepatitis B and C viruses, and the bacterium Helicobacter pylori, and physical agents such as UV radiation. This suggests that some cancers can be prevented by vaccination and behavioral changes. By not smoking, exercising, maintaining a healthy weight, and limiting UV exposure, you can decrease your risk of developing cancer.

The past few decades have witnessed remarkable advancements in our understanding of the cellular and molecular events that occur during cancer development and metastasis. Research has led to improved cancer screening methods for early diagnosis, as well as improved and more targeted methods for treating cancers. Cancers are routinely treated with a combination of surgery, radiation, and chemotherapy. Many of the commonly used drugs, including the antimetabolites, DNA damaging agents, and mitotic inhibitors, act on normal cells as well as cancer cells and are associated with a variety of serious side effects that may limit their effectiveness. Thus, the emphasis today is on the development of more targeted treatments that will destroy the cancer cells with minimal damage to normal tissue.

One of the functions of the immune system is to recognize and destroy abnormal cells, and therapies are being developed to enhance the effectiveness of the immune system response, particularly those involving the killer T cells. Recent clinical trials with drugs that activate T cells have shown positive effects in patients with melanoma, Hodgkin’s lymphoma, and lung cancer. Monoclonal antibodies, which selectively target molecules present on the surface of cancer cells, are part of the drug arsenal available to treat cancers. For example, B lymphocytes express a molecule called CD20, which is recognized by the monoclonal antibody Rituximab® and has been used to treat B cell lymphomas. Other antibodies that target specific molecules include Herceptin® that binds to the cell surface growth factor receptor ErbB2 present on some breast and ovarian cancers and Gleevec® that targets a specific tyrosine kinase enzyme found in patients with chronic myleogenous leukemia. Drugs have also been developed that target the vascular system. Antiangiogenic factors prevent new blood vessel formation and limit the nutrient supply to the growing tumor. Avastin®, a monoclonal antibody aimed at the growth factor VEGF (vascular epidermal growth factor), was the first antiangiogenic drug to be approved for use in cancer patients.

Although cancers are traditionally classified based on their site of origin and cell type, individual cancers vary due to the accumulation of genetic mutations. By using molecular profiling to identify specific molecules or biomarkers present in an individual tumor, treatments can be personalized, increasing the probability of killing the cancer cells. Current research is focused on identifying molecular targets, and developing monoclonal antibodies and small molecule inhibitors effective against these markers. Targeted therapies are being used in conjunction with traditional chemotherapy to treat some cancers. As advances are made using this approach, it is anticipated that the number of cancer patients successfully treated for their disease will increase.
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Rosemary Barra

DEATH AND DYING

Researchers have demonstrated that various attitudes toward death and dying can be strongly related to a number of factors including gender, age, race/ethnicity, income, education, gender, health, religiosity, and culture. Overall, measures of socioeconomic status such as education and income are associated with lower levels of death anxiety, increased knowledge and understanding of issues related to death and dying, more preparation for the end of life, higher levels of support for hospice and physician-assisted suicide, and stronger support for organ donation. Individuals with higher levels of education and income are also more likely to exhibit behaviors that are consistent with their attitudes. However, socioeconomic status and social class are distinct concepts (Wohlfarth 1997), and very little attention has been paid to investigate differences in attitudes and behaviors based on social class cultures (Howarth 2007). Research in this area is often centered on middle-class populations and has been criticized for neglecting other class cultures and privileging and normalizing middle-class attitudes and practices (Conway 2012).

American experiences with death and dying have changed dramatically since the 1800s (Leming & Dickinson 2016), and these changes have had a significant impact on attitudes (Ariès 1974). In the early 1800s higher rates of fertility and mortality meant that experiencing the death of a family member or friend was a common occurrence. During this time care of the dying and deceased typically occurred at home and was carried out by family. Death was a part of everyday life. As fertility and mortality rates have declined so has the frequency with which Americans experience the death of a family member or friend. The development of institutionalized long-term care and the medicalization of death and dying have shifted the place of death from the home to an institutionalized setting for the majority of Americans, and the immediate care of the dying to health professionals. Similarly, handling and care of the deceased has largely been delegated to the funeral industry.

With the disappearance of death as a part of everyday life, some argue that we live in a death-denying or death-defying society (Tucker 2009), where we seek to limit or avoid direct, personal experiences related to death and dying. This includes conversations about death and dying, which are often perceived as morbid, sad, uncomfortable, or upsetting, and are generally considered taboo. Although this may describe a commonly held belief in the United States, it does not describe everyone and considerable variability exists. Some argue that a revival of death is occurring (Walter 1994) and the death taboo is weakening (Lee 2008), perhaps illustrated and facilitated by a growing number of death awareness movements that seek to normalize the topic of death and/or reclaim our intimate role as the immediate caretakers of the dying and the dead (Doka 2003). Examples include death over dinner, death cafés, the Conversation Project, the hospice movement, the DIY death movement, the home death movement, and the alternative death movement.

A major focus of research on attitudes toward death and dying has been on fear of death and dying, or death anxiety (Neimeyer et al. 2004). Death fears are not instinctive, but are socially constructed (Lehto & Stein 2009). Numerous scales have been developed to measure death fear or anxiety, and have been tested on a variety of populations (Neimeyer 1994). Fear of death and death anxiety is best understood as a multidimensional construct, so even though two people may both exhibit high levels of fear of death, the content of those fears may be very different. For example, Leming (2003) developed a measure of death anxiety that looks at fear of death in eight domains as they relate to the death of the self and the death of others: dependency; pain in the dying process; indignity in the dying process; isolation, separation, and rejection that can be part of the dying process; the leaving of loved ones; concerns with the afterlife; the finality of death; and the fate of the body. Research using this scale suggests that Americans have higher anxiety related to dependency and pain and less anxiety related to the afterlife and the fate of the body. Younger adults and women tend to report higher levels of death anxiety (Russac et al. 2007), while religiosity has a curvilinear relationship with the moderately religious showing the highest levels (Leming 2003). Higher education and socioeconomic status are moderately associated with lower death anxiety, with some evidence that the symbolic power of money can shield us from some of our death fears (Zaleskiewicz et al. 2013).

Despite the inevitable fact that everyone will die eventually, attempts to deny or defy death are readily apparent when individuals are faced with a terminal or life-threatening condition. Physicians are trained as healers, and it is often difficult for them not to consider trying additional treatments or therapies and continue fighting the condition until the very end, as death is considered failure (Tucker 2009). Patients put their faith in doctors and will often follow them down a path of continued treatment, as to stop treatment is equated with giving up and accepting death. Here the focus is often on the quantity of life, rather than on the quality of life. A technological imperative exists that urges us to take advantage of available technologies and implies that action in the form of using an available medical technology is always preferable to inaction (Zimmermann & Rodin 2004). This makes it difficult to decide to let nature take its course and allow death to happen (Waldrop 2011). According to a Pew Research Center study, approximately 35 percent of U.S. adults would ask their doctors to do everything possible to keep them alive, even if they had an incurable disease and were experiencing a great deal of pain (Pew Research Center 2013). There were significant differences by race/ethnicity, with 26 percent of white U.S. adults expressing this preference, compared to 61 percent of black and 55 percent of Hispanic adults.

A majority of Americans say that under certain circumstances they would tell their doctors to stop treatment so they could die (Pew Research Center 2013); however, in many medical centers less than half of patients with poor prognosis cancer receive hospice services and many referrals to hospice come only days before death (Goodman et al. 2013). Patients are often not adequately informed of their prognosis and tend to substantially overestimate their life expectancy, which could affect decision making regarding end-of-life care (Bernat 2004). The National Hospice and Palliative Care Organization (2012) estimates that 44.6 percent of all deaths in the United States in 2011 were under the care of a hospice program, the median length of service was only 19.1 days, and 35.8 percent of patients had stays of 7 days or less. African Americans tend to have less favorable attitudes toward hospice than whites (Johnson et al. 2008). Although higher levels of education are associated with more positive attitudes toward and use of hospice (Greiner et al. 2003), research has demonstrated that the strongest predictors of hospice use are often the physician’s attitudes toward hospice and his or her history of referrals (Obermeyer et al. 2015).

Advance directives are legal documents that outline individuals’ preferences for medical treatment under certain circumstances and/or appoint a surrogate decision maker to act on their behalf should they become unable to make decisions and choices on their own. Although most associate these documents with providing instructions to withdraw or withhold life-sustaining treatment, they can also be used to express a preference not to withdraw or withhold various treatments. Although the majority of Americans believe that patients should be allowed to make individual decisions about being kept alive through medical treatment, only about 1 in 3 has actually written down their preferences (Pew Research Center 2013). Older adults and those with more education or higher incomes are more likely to have talked with someone about their preferences and to have put them in writing. Race is also an important determinant, with whites being more likely than blacks and Hispanics to communicate their preferences and have them written down (Pew Research Center 2013).

Public opinions and attitudes about suicide and physician-assisted suicide are divided and vary by circumstances. A majority of Americans believe there is a moral right to suicide when a person is suffering great pain with no hope of improvement or has an incurable disease, but only about 1 in 3 are supportive if the person is ready to die and feel living has become a burden, or is an extremely heavy burden on his or her family (Pew Research Center 2013). When it comes to public attitudes about laws that allow doctor-assisted suicide, Americans are split down the middle with approximately 49 percent disapproving and 47 percent approving of such laws (Pew Research Center 2013). Gallup found similar results in their 2013 poll that asked about whether doctor-assisted suicide is morally acceptable (45 percent) or morally wrong (49 percent) (Dugan 2015). However, just two years later Gallup reports that 7 in 10 Americans support physician-assisted suicide for some patients (Dugan 2015). Historically, public opinion has been more favorable if the question is worded to ask about physician-assisted death by some painless means, rather than physician-assisted suicide (Dugan 2015). Attitudes about physician-assisted death tend to vary the most by race/ethnicity and religious affiliation, but are also impacted by education (Pew Research Center 2013). Research suggests that those with at least a high school education or annual household incomes over $30,000 per year are more likely to consider physician-assisted suicide for themselves (Tolle et al. 2004). Analysis of patients who have died under the Death with Dignity Act in Oregon has shown that almost half have a bachelor’s degree or higher, and another quarter have at least some college (Oregon Health Authority 2015).

An overwhelming majority of Americans (95 percent) support the donation of organs for transplant (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2013). However, this support does not necessarily translate into action, with a smaller proportion (62.3 percent) of adults indicating they had granted permission for organ donation. Individuals who are younger or have higher levels of education are more likely to want their organs donated, and to have taken steps to give permission for donation.

See also: Aging; Long-Term Care
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DIABETES, COST OF

The prevalence of diabetes in the United States has increased dramatically. Between 1980 and 2012, adults diagnosed with diabetes (of which type 2 is dominant) quadrupled (CDC 2014). If this trend continues, 1 in every 3 adults could have diabetes by 2050. A key comorbidity with the growing prevalence of diabetes is the rise in obesity, with 85 percent of patients with type 2 diabetes (T2DM) being overweight or obese and over 50 percent being obese. Hypertension is also of concern for diabetes patients because of the increased risk of macro- and microvascular complications (Burnier 2006). Over 70 percent of T2DM patients have hypertension (>130/80 mm/Hg) (Hogan et al. 2003).

Table 1 shows the prevalence of diabetes, hypertension, and obesity in the U.S. population for the period 2004 through 2007. The percentage of diabetes patients rose from 7.1 to 8.7 percent over the four-year period, with a majority of this increase occurring in those who have a combination of all three conditions: diabetes, hypertension, and obesity. The percentage of diabetes patients with these three conditions rose from 31.3 percent of the diabetes population in 2004 to 38.3 percent in 2007. The percentage of diabetes patients who were obese but not hypertensive actually fell to 14.4 percent in 2007 from 20.7 percent in 2004, whereas the percentage who had hypertension, but who were not obese, changed only slightly from 28 to 29 percent of the diabetes patient population.

[image: image]

How does the diabetic patient population differ from the general population? See Table 2. Diabetes patients are older, as evidenced by the mean age of 45.7 for the representative MEPS population, but ranges from 53.5 to 66.7 for various categories of diabetes patient population. People with more education are less likely to be in any of the four categories of diabetes-hypertension-obesity. Persons with less than a high school degree make up 16.8 percent of the general population, but comprise between 22.8 and 27 percent of the diabetes population. Having a bachelor’s degree is associated with a lower incidence of diabetes (17.1 percent of the MEPS adult population), but only about 9.5 to 14.9 percent of the diabetes patient population. The means across diabetes groups are statistically different for all characteristics.

In the adult population, 59 percent had private insurance only. Diabetes patients in all four categories are much less likely to rely solely on private insurance (24.7 to 48.2 percent). The major difference by health insurance status is with the categories public only and a mix of private and public. In the general adult population these categories comprise 12.5 to 14.4 percent, whereas the figures range from 17.7 to 36.3 percent for the diabetes population. That is, persons with diabetes are more likely to rely on publicly provided health care. Prescription drug coverage follows similar patterns.

Real personal income in 2007 dollars is inversely related to the incidence of diabetes. Average personal income for the MEPS adult population during 2004−2007 was $34,075. Similar figures for the diabetes patient population range from $26,191 for those who are not obese and who do not have hypertension to $29,275 for diabetes patients who are not hypertensive but are obese.

Table 3 shows for diabetes patients the marginal effects of race on expenditures for specific combinations of hypertension and obesity. In particular, it shows the amounts by which expenditures are less for African Americans and Hispanics compared to whites with identical combinations of obesity and hypertension (in all but one instance). Reading across the rows, the negative disparity between minorities and whites rises as we move from the 20th to the 80th quantile. The negative disparity is most pronounced among African American patients with diabetes only and African American diabetics who are obese only. For these conditions the negative disparity increases by more than $4,000 and $7,000, respectively, as we move from the 20th to the 80th quantile. For Hispanics, the negative disparity with respect to whites consistently increases as we move from the 20th to the 80th quantile.

We find that both hypertension and obesity are significant drivers of health expenditures by diabetes patients of all races/ethnicities. The results underlying Table 3 indicate that African Americans and Hispanics have significantly lower health expenditures than do whites. For example, African Americans and Hispanics who are obese and diabetic spend $4,224 and $4,591 less than similarly situated whites. African Americans and Hispanics who are diabetic (but not obese or hypertensive) spend $5,923 and $6,409 less (see Condliffe & Link 2014; Condliffe et al. 2013).
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The diabetes epidemic in the United States places additional pressures on the health care system in terms of health care expenditures. Adding to this pressure are the comorbid conditions of hypertension, obesity, or both which are increasingly found in diabetes patients. Public health plans are shouldering the greatest burden of health expenditures by diabetes patients, including patients with comorbid obesity and/or hypertension. In addition to the racial disparities in treatment shown in Table 3, the results provide evidence that when considering the treatment of diabetes patients, health care providers should focus on the management of comorbid hypertension and/or obesity since these have significant effects on resource utilization and expenditures beyond the underlying diabetes condition. From an equity point of view our results suggest that minority groups need better access to care. Hopefully, increased access through the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act will lessen the care differentials between white and minority diabetics.

See also: Diet; Eating Disorders; Fitness Industry; Food and Nutrition; Health and Economic Inequality; Obesity, Economics of; Social Determinants of Health
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DIET

More than just the food we eat, diet is a practice that participates in the formation of individual and social identities and is essential to the making of the modern American middle class. Several key ideas anchor this understanding of diet as a historically significant factor in the production of the unique identity and character of the middle class and the maintenance of the social boundary between the middle class and those beneath them in the social hierarchy. Two examples—nutrition science and Progressive Era dietary ideals at the turn of the 20th century, and the class dynamics of the campaign against obesity at the turn of the 21st century—help to illuminate the ongoing dynamic through which the American middle class has used the language and practices of diet to construct and distinguish its unique character, identity, and status.

Sociologist Robert Crawford’s historical accounting of the relationship between the American middle class and health in the late 19th and 20th centuries provides a useful foundation for understanding the importance of diet in distinguishing class boundaries. Crawford argues that, in the face of crumbling economic indicators for class distinction, the middle class used dietary practices and the language of health to differentiate itself. This differentiating process also relied on a dynamic between the responsible health-seeking middle class and the dangerous “unhealthy others” deemed in need of guidance and reform. As Crawford shows in “The Boundaries of the Self and the Unhealthy Other,” the identity of the middle class as “healthy” has historically been constructed in opposition not just to the concept of disease and death, but also to the imagined “qualities of ‘unhealthy’ persons already positioned as outside, stigmatized and dangerous” (Crawford 1994, 1348).

Theorizing diet as a means of self-making for modern subjects, John Coveney introduces another key element for understanding the relationship between diet and class. In Food, Morals, and Meaning, he argues that nutrition “serves a dual function” as always both empirical and ethical; empirical in the sense that it provided “a range of scientific knowledges about food and the body through which individuals can be ‘objectified,’ ” and ethical in that it also provided a means “by which individuals are required to construct themselves with a ‘correct’ concern for the ‘proper’ way of behaving in relation to food” (Coveney 2000, xvi). Therefore, while a “good diet” as defined in any historical moment may appear to be a neutral quantitative assessment of food, it contains social values within it. The process of teaching people to “eat right” according to empirical rules inevitably involves shaping certain kinds of subjects and citizens.

Drawing on these concepts, we can understand diet as a practice through which the American middle class has historically constructed and distinguished itself. Dietary choices are part of the construction of a social hierarchy in which the pursuit of health is understood as a key feature of middle-class identity, rooted in self-control, discipline, and individual willpower. Middle-class identity is oriented around seeking dietary practices that are imagined to produce health, and therefore are believed to endow the individual with moral virtue and authority. Dietary choices designated as “good” then reflect the values and ideals of the American middle class, while “bad diets” are defined in terms of their difference to and distance from a “good” middle-class norm. The result is a class-based moral hierarchy distinguishing good, responsible eaters (those who follow nutritional guidelines, enact self-discipline, and see their individual eating habits as part of a practice of good citizenship) from bad, dangerous others (those eaters who fail to follow nutritional advice, choose foods according to tradition or desire, and present a “threat” to social stability because of their uninformed or negligent eating).

Nutrition Science and Progressive Era (1890–1920) Dietary Ideals

The American middle class coalesced into a distinct social group around the turn of the 20th century at the same time that nutrition emerged as the dominant means of understanding and evaluating food. Coveney explains how chemists working in Germany—most notably Justus von Liebig (1803–1873) at the University of Giessen—developed the foundation of nutrition science in the mid-19th century (Coveney 2000, 59). Shortly thereafter in the early 20th century, American chemists trained with German scientists under Liebig’s influence and applied the science of nutrition to human dietary analysis. One of those chemists, Wilbur Olin Atwater (1844–1907) a professor at Wesleyan University, began the first comprehensive nutritional analysis of foods grown in the United States with support from the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA).

In the 1890s, Atwater and the USDA developed calculations regarding the energy values of foods in order to account for the relationship between eating (energy intake) and working (energy output). Atwater’s suggested dietary intake, oriented primarily around the calorie, was explicitly tied to income because his aim was to provide information that workers could use to eat as efficiently as possible, that is, to consume the energy they needed for work at the least possible cost. Atwater also believed that workers should consume relative to their income, so that diets would be differentiated both by income and energy needs, or occupation. In this way, the diet of a manual laborer would include different foods at different quantities from the diet of an industrial manager. This class-oriented dietary schema tapped into middle-class concerns about labor unrest among the working class. Atwater’s tables instructed each worker how to feed himself for the least possible cost, and therefore rationalize poverty-level wages as subsistence wages.

In the hands of the nation’s leading nutrition researcher and the social reformers who put Atwater’s ideas about a good diet into practice, dietary ideals became a means of bolstering the distinct identity and social cohesion of the emergent, yet unstable, American middle class. Drawing from both the empirical authority of nutrition science and a moralistic understanding of good citizenship, Progressive Era middle-class dietary reformers concerned with “the food problem” disseminated dietary ideals that signaled their class membership and designated “unhealthy others” along both race and class lines. The home economics movement led by chemist and social reformer Ellen Swallow Richards (1842–1911) popularized Atwater’s science. Richards believed that the public was in need of nutrition education and that only with adequate training and instruction could Americans learn to identify and consume the ideal diet, and thus achieve an ideal society. Home economics as a field provided professionalization opportunities for middle-class women to work as nutrition educators and social workers that integrated the latest scientific understandings of food in their plans to improve the diets of immigrants and the working poor.

The initial aim of nutrition education in the Progressive Era was social uplift of the poor and newly arrived immigrant groups. Proper dietary behaviors were integral parts of Americanization programs directed at Eastern European immigrants in New England and at Mexican immigrants in the U.S. western states. Reformers imagined that they could improve the lives of immigrants through teaching Americanized eating habits that reflected the prevailing tastes of the middle class. Middle-class eating behaviors were taken as the normative American diet, which were also implicitly Anglo American. In this way, middle-class dietary reformers and home economists saw themselves as race saviors and part of a “thinking class” that distinguished themselves from those in the laboring class, who seemed to lack the intelligence or will to adhere to dietary advice.

Even as the home economics movement gained popularity in the United States, the nutrition interventions directed at lower-class women did not produce the results of social mobility that reformers first imagined. After home economics failed to radically change the eating habits of the poor, Richards and others turned to middle-class women as more willing and amendable students. Cooking schools aimed at middle-class women integrated the tenets of home economics and played an important role in reshaping middle-class attitudes toward diet as rooted in scientific understandings of food. This case provides a clear example of how nutrition science, social reform, and the values of middle-class America converged and reinforced one another in the early 20th century; however, the dynamic between diet and the American middle class has persisted and intensified into the present.

Healthism, Self-Control, and Class Dynamics of the Campaign against Obesity

As Robert Crawford has shown, the pursuit of health is central to middle-class identity and claims to responsibility and authority, and the work of creating a distinct identity for the middle class takes place through the production of a dynamic between the “healthy” middle class and the “unhealthy other.” In “Health as Meaningful Social Practice,” Crawford explains how the social values of health and its connection to middle-class identity has grown with increased vigor since the 1970s, particularly a social preoccupation with individual responsibility, self-control, and risk management (Crawford 2006). These hallmarks of good neoliberal citizenship offer the structuring logic of what Crawford terms healthism, or the manner by which the pursuit of health and the state of being healthy come to be defining features of people’s lives, their sense of self-worth, and moral assessment of others.

The turn of the 21st century is characterized by social movements around diet that participate in the construction of a unique identity for the middle class and an ongoing moralized class hierarchy distinguishing the “healthy” middle class from “unhealthy others.” As in the past, this dynamic is based on contrasting a vision of “virtuous … prudent and self-responsible individuals” with the “careless and foolhardy” (Crawford 2006, 410). In the example of the campaign against obesity, we can see how dietary class making unfolds in the present through the rhetoric of personal responsibility and self-control.

The campaign against obesity is comprised of a vast array of programs, initiatives, and perspectives advanced by government officials, federal and state organizations, academics, medical and public health practitioners, the press, celebrities, and across social media. Although the messages change across platform, the campaign against obesity shares an overarching emphasis on the biomedical and empirical aspects of nutrition while also establishing a moralized social hierarchy that equates thinness with virtuous self-control and obesity with an immoral lack of willpower. Personal responsibility “carries symbolic weight” among those pursuing a middle-class standard of living, Crawford explains, because middle-class identity is invested in the ideal and language of self-control (Crawford 2006, 419). The practice of self-control in diet and the appearance of a thin body are social markers conveying good neoliberal citizenship, personal responsibility for health, and one’s belonging in the American middle class.

Within the antiobesity discourse, fatness is discussed in terms of self-discipline and suggests that body size corresponds directly with one’s ability to exercise self-control and willpower over food choices. Food choices that constitute a “good diet” in the 21st century are often defined as requiring more time (to prepare fresh, whole meals) and more money (to afford quality, sustainable ingredients), while also avoiding “fast” and processed food. Under this definition, being a good eater is appealing and available primarily to the more affluent strata of the middle class, and within this moralized class hierarchy, those who have the means to “eat right” contrast sharply with unhealthy, irresponsible, “mindless eaters” of industrial food. This description of a “good diet” also assumes that all people have access to the same food choices without restriction from social, economic, and spatial barriers. Because government and public health entities have long associated the “problem of obesity” with people of low socioeconomic status, the vilification of fat people for failing to practice appropriate self-discipline or make the “right choices” in their diet further stigmatizes people who already experience class discrimination.

Like Progressive Era social reform movements, the campaign against obesity bolsters middle-class identity by identifying people of color and the poor with bad eating habits. The association between obesity and poor people of color, and the collusion of race, class, and body-size prejudice make the specter of obesity especially threatening to the “healthy self” whose social status depends on maintaining a thin body. The health-seeking, thin middle-class body affirms its socioeconomic status through the ongoing production of a dangerous, fat other. The interweaving of diet, morality, and class status forged in the early 20th century through nutrition science and social dietary reform continues in its present form as concerns over body size, food choice, and social stability.

See also: Body Image Issues; Diabetes, Cost of; Eating Disorders; Fitness Industry; Food and Nutrition; Health and Economic Inequality; Obesity, Economics of; Smoking; Social Determinants of Health
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DOWN SYNDROME

Down syndrome (“Down syndrome” is the standard usage in the United States; however, the British use “Down’s syndrome”) or trisomy 21 (previously known as mongolism) is the most common cause of intellectual disability in the United States and one of the most common congenital disorders overall, with a prevalence of 1 in 691 live births (Parker et al. 2010, 1012). Intellectual disability is the most common feature of Down syndrome. About 50 percent have congenital heart defects and many have other medical conditions. The physical and mental effects of trisomy 21 are wide-ranging, however, so the population of people with Down syndrome is diverse. The social and economic consequences for individuals and families affected by Down syndrome have varied dramatically over the course of the last century and a half, largely shaped by changing societal attitudes toward intellectual disability.

Prior to the mid-19th century, the “feebleminded,” as they were called, were hidden away and/or cared for in their families and communities. The mid-19th century saw the creation of a range of public institutions designed to rehabilitate people with disabilities and make them “useful” members of society. Those institutions soon became little more than warehouses for people who were viewed as social and economic burdens to their families and to society.

In the early 20th century, the eugenics movement heightened the belief that intellectual disability posed a serious threat to American society. Progressive Era reformers advocated sex-segregated institutionalization of the “feebleminded” to keep them from reproducing and to prevent them from corrupting the eugenically fit. Harry Laughlin (1880–1943), a leading eugenics advocate, published a “Model Eugenical Sterilization Law” in 1914. Subsequently, involuntary sterilization of people with intellectual disabilities became an accepted practice, ultimately extending into 33 states and persisting until the 1970s.

After World War II, the claim that children affected by Down syndrome unreasonably burdened family life superseded the eugenic argument. Influential parenting expert Dr. Benjamin Spock (1903–1998) said, “If the family can afford to place the Mongolian baby in a special home, it is usually recommended that this be done right after birth. Then the parents will not become too wrapped up in a child who will never develop very far, and they will have more attention to give to their normal children who need it” (Spock 1945, 502–503). Some private institutions, such as the Vineland Training School in New Jersey, had reputations for providing positive environments. Most families couldn’t afford private care, however. Few state institutions compared favorably with the private ones, and most did not accept children younger than 6.

Some parents resisted societal pressure to “put away” the child with Down syndrome. Entertainers Roy Rogers (1911–1998) and Dale Evans (1912–2001) refused to institutionalize their daughter, Robin, who was born with Down syndrome in 1950. When Robin died from complications of mumps two years later, Dale Evans penned a book about her. Angel Unaware became a bestseller and remains in print more than 60 years later. It helped shape more tolerant attitudes toward children with Down syndrome.

Parents who kept their children at home soon encountered obstacles, not the least of which was the limited availability of special education. Some responded by founding advocacy organizations. In 1952, the National Association for Retarded Children (now The Arc) was founded; by 1964, its membership had reached 100,000. The National Down Syndrome Society was founded in 1979.

By 1965, Dr. Spock had changed his views on institutionalizing children with Down syndrome: “Some people automatically assume that the mongolian type of retarded child must be placed in an institution. But most of them have a happy, affectionate disposition; they are easily managed and well-loved at home” (Spock & Lerrigo 1965, 138). Another mark of changing times was the founding of Special Olympics in 1968 by Eunice Kennedy Shriver (1921–2009). As a result of lobbying by parent-led advocacy organizations, Congress passed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act in 1975, requiring public schools to meet the educational needs of children with disabilities.

Despite growing acceptance of people with Down syndrome, the stigma associated with the condition did not entirely disappear. Between 1970 and 1982, several cases in which parents refused life-saving medical treatment for their newborns who had Down syndrome made headlines. The cases helped shape the emerging field of bioethics and ultimately resulted in federal regulations requiring hospitals to establish infant-care review committees to govern the ethics of nontreatment decision making (Freeman & McDonnell 2001, 215–216).

During the 1970s, the use of amniocentesis for fetal diagnosis of Down syndrome was perfected. In 1982, parents of a child born with Down syndrome successfully sued for malpractice because their physician had not ordered amniocentesis (Rogers 1982, 713). The following year, professional organizations representing obstetricians and pediatricians advised making amniocentesis routine in cases where the mother was over 35, in order to screen for Down syndrome and other genetic disorders and give the parents an opportunity to elect abortion. After that time, abortion rates for pregnancies involving Down syndrome ranged from 67 to 85 percent in the United States. With improved medical care, access to education, and with rights protected under the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act, that rate trended downward by the end of the century (Natoli et al. 2012, 142). At the same time, the life expectancy of people with Down syndrome increased by 456 percent between 1960 and 2007 (Presson et al. 2013, 1165). The 21st century began with societal acceptance of people affected by Down syndrome at an all-time high and their families facing a new challenge of providing care through the aging process.
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EATING DISORDERS

In contemporary American culture, eating disturbances are constructed as psychological or mental disorders. These dysfunctions are diagnosed with the Diagnostic Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (American Psychiatric Association) and International Classification of Diseases (ICD) (World Health Organization 1992) based on research and used for treatment purposes. Anorexia nervosa, bulimia nervosa, and binge eating disorder have received the most research and clinical attention.

Anorexia nervosa (AN) was the first eating disorder listed in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (1st ed.; DSM–I; American Psychiatric Association 1952). This syndrome reemerged with a rapid increase in incidence in the West or Westernized cultures during the mid-1970s and has received significant attention over the last three decades. During the 1960s and 1970s an emphasis on thinness became synonymous with attractiveness and beauty which promoted this body type as the standard of comparison. More recently, biological and genetic influences have been found to contribute to the development of AN (e.g., Clarke, Weiss, & Berrettini 2011). The core features involve severe loss of weight, fear of weight gain or fatness, and distorted body image. Two types of AN were described in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (4th ed., text rev.; DSM IV-TR; American Psychiatric Association 2000): restricting (food restriction for weight loss) and binge eating/purging (bingeing and purging for weight loss). AN tends to have an onset that peaks between 15 and 19 years old and is associated with perfectionism, negative self-evaluation, and neuroticism (Fairburn, Cooper, Doll, & Welch 1999). The lifetime prevalence is less than 1 percent and appears to more often occur in females than males and is higher in European American females than those of African American and Hispanic American heritages (Alegria et al. 2007; Hoek 2006).

Unlike anorexia nervosa (AN), bulimia nervosa is relatively modern. Much like those with AN, individuals with bulimia nervosa (BN) maintain a fear of weight gain but alternate between the ingestion of enormous quantities of food during binge eating episodes (e.g., foods that allow rapid consumption) and compensatory behavior (e.g., self-induced vomiting, excessive exercise, laxative and diuretic abuse, and fasting) to prevent weight gain after bingeing to reduce feelings of discomfort, shame, and guilt.

BN typically begins in late adolescence or early adulthood with the majority of cases female and prevalence between 1 to 2 percent of the U.S. population, although some male subgroups may experience BN more than do others (e.g., male body builders) (Goldfield, Blouin, & Woodside 2006). A great number of individuals with the diagnosis are slightly overweight and dieting prior to the onset of the disorder (e.g., Stice 2001). The frequency of binge episodes and compensatory behaviors required in the DSM-IV-TR were decreased to a minimum of once per week on average over a three-month period and the two subtypes were removed (i.e., purging type and nonpurging type) in the DSM-5. Concern with weight and shape, fear of fatness, weight sensitivity, and body image disturbance are prominent in both disorders. An important difference between anorexia nervosa and bulimia nervosa is that individuals with AN experience significant weight loss but those with BN can range from normal to overweight.

More recently, two additional eating disorders have been described: binge eating disorder (BED) and night eating syndrome (NES). Both of these disorders are associated with obesity (Decaluwé & Braet 2003). BED consists of recurrent binges, lack of control during the episode, distress about bingeing, rapid eating, and eating alone. The number of binge episodes must occur at least one time per week for three or more months. Unlike BN, the individual with BED does not engage in compensatory behaviors and differs from AN with an absence of weight loss. BED is more common than anorexia nervosa and bulimia nervosa in the general population. Most BED clients range in age between 30 and 50 years old with a higher prevalence in men than AN and BN. There is also a higher lifetime prevalence rate for BED than AN and BN for African American and African Caribbean women (Shuttlesworth & Zotter 2011). Hispanic women may also be at greater risk for binge eating behavior and BED than European American and African American women (Fitzgibbon et al. 1998).

NES is a recent disorder in some respects but was initially described in the mid-1950s. NES is an eating, mood, sleep, and stress-related disorder (Allison & Tarves 2011). The essential features of NES include increase in appetite, morning anorexia, insomnia or other sleep disturbances, nocturnal ingestions (NI), and mood disturbance. Noctural ingestions and increase in appetite are considered core features of NES.

See also: Body Image Issues; Diabetes, Cost of; Diet; Fitness Industry; Food and Nutrition; Obesity, Economics of; Substance Abuse
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Shanette Harris

FITNESS INDUSTRY

Fitness has become a part of life to most Americans. Though many may see fitness as an individual choice, it does have social implications driven by the market system. The fitness industry, which started from humble beginnings, has evolved into a multi-million-dollar industry. With the market flooded with corporate gyms, nutritional supplements, workout apparel, equipment, books, and magazines, the industry has taken on a life of its own (Tan & Brignole 2011). This brief entry discusses the history and three aspects of the industry: magazines, supplements, and corporate gyms.

Driven by the capitalistic market system with massive advertisements propelled by Hollywood and culture, the fitness industry has permeated every aspect in the American culture. In a society where looks and physical appearance carry social capital, the fitness industry has become a necessity, influencing individual behavior and choices. As in all profit seeking ventures, the fitness industry exploits the insecurities of individuals, offering solutions to individual problems and perpetuating the culture of individualistic consumption (Pope, Phillips, & Olivardia 2000; Tan & Brignole 2011).

Brief History of the Fitness Industry

One can trace the genesis of the fitness industry business to Eugen Sandow (1867–1925), a vaudeville strongman and performer, who was able to build a huge business empire, selling books, magazines, liniments, and opening Institutes of Physical Culture: the harbinger of corporate gyms. Sandow was also the first to ever host a bodybuilding contest at the Royal Albert Hall in 1901, with the first prize going to William L. Murray (Chapman 2006; Roach 2008; Tan & Brignole 2011; Weider, Weider, & Steere 2006).

Sandow paved the way for Bob Hoffman (1898–1985), who was most famous for establishing the York Barbell Company, and putting American weightlifting on the Olympic map. Hoffman’s dominance of the industry waned during the late 1970s, with the rise of Joe Weider, who brought the fitness industry to the next level (Chapman 2006; Roach 2008; Tan & Brignole 2011; Weider, Weider, & Steere 2006).

The fitness revolution of the 1980s propelled the fitness industry to a multi-million-dollar business. The period saw the rise of corporate gyms, aided by the explosion of muscle movies like Conan the Barbarian (1980), Rocky III (1981), Terminator (1984), Rambo II (1985), and Predator (1987), a phenomenon that is still present in today’s popular culture. With the explosion of fitness magazines, supplements, apparels, and gym membership, muscles, once an anomaly, became trendy. The fitness industry has since evolved and has become a feature in the daily lives of Americans; it has become common to see people working out at the gyms, before and after work, and to some, during lunchtime on a daily basis.

Fitness Magazines

Fitness magazines, often regarded as a source of useful information, are a plethora of advertisements. Consumers are bombarded with unrealistic images of bodybuilders and fitness models, often on steroids, promoting products that they rarely take or know about. As in most things in the fitness industry, one often gets a new spin on old ideas in articles, following whatever trendy exercise programs there are in the market. Like in most exercise trends, they quickly become old, and are replaced with a more marketable program. With the rise of the information superhighway, some fitness magazines have established websites reflecting the same information as in the magazines, along with the multitude of pop-up advertisements (Luciano 2001; Pope, Phillips, & Olivardia 2000; Tan & Brignole 2011).

Supplements

The fitness revolution of the 1980s also saw the proliferation of the supplement industry. It is not difficult to find supplement stores in any major city in the United States. The supplement industry has become a multi-million-dollar industry, and this was propelled with the passing of the Dietary Supplement Health Education Act (1994), which saw the deregulation of the industry. Unlike the pharmaceutical industry where it is the manufacturer’s burden to prove that one’s product is safe before it could go into the market, the reverse is true for the supplement industry. In the case of supplements, it is the burden of the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to prove the product unsafe before it can be taken off the market. Hence, supplement manufacturers could hide their contents behind the guise of “Proprietary Blend” in their labels, and flood the market with their products. To date, the long-term effects of supplements are unknown (Tan & Brignole 2011).

Corporate Gyms

Corporate gyms, for all intents and purposes, are huge money making machines. It is not difficult to find any city decorated with corporate gyms, promoting health and fitness. Housed in huge well decorated facilities, corporate gyms enjoy greater economies of scales compared to smaller operations, and are able to undercut their competition with cheaper membership dues and incentives. As part of their sales pitch, many will try to sell you the idea that their facility is “everybody’s gym.” Slogans like “Find Your Horizon,” “Exceed Your Limits,” “No Gymtimidation,” etc. are meant to give the unsure some form of assurance (Tan & Brignole 2011).

In reality, corporate gyms encourage consumers to spend. Profit centers selling supplements, health drinks, and workout apparels are omnipresent in corporate gyms. The biggest draw, however, are personal trainers. This is the biggest moneymaker for corporate gyms. It commits the customer to a personalized program, but more importantly, builds a dependence on the personal trainer. Like Moses leading the Israelites to the Promised Land, personal trainers are there to lead you to your personal goals. Most clients are exposed to the latest exercise trends, which in reality are new spins on old ideas. This is most evident in group exercises classes, such as Tae Bo, Boxercise, Jazzersize, and CrossFit (Tan & Brignole 2011).

Though they may be one of the biggest moneymakers, personal trainers do not make much. Most corporate gyms can take up to 60 percent of their earnings, and there is a quota of sales they must fulfill. Hence, their main objective is to keep the client hungry and coming back for more. Successful trainers may keep their client for years, while the less successful ones are terminated if they do not make their quota. Turnover among trainers is high, and it is rare to have a trainer at the same gym for more than two years (Tan & Brignole 2011).

Corporate gyms are generally poorly run. Weights are usually all over the place, the manager is rarely around, and the trainers are often apathetic and indifferent to the problems that plague members. Once you become a member, you become a number: plain and simple. Apart from a mechanical “Hello” and “Goodbye” as you enter and leave the gym, you hardly have any interaction from any of the staff. Rarely do you see any of the staff members picking up weights that are left around by irresponsible members; nor do the staff enforce gym policies or safety procedures. The best advice you can give members is to be aware of their surroundings and those around them, and know what you are walking into (Tan & Brignole 2011).

Conclusion

The fitness industry has become an integral part of the American culture, defining how people see themselves in relation to others. Aided by the Hollywood culture, the fitness industry has created a world of its own, promoting the culture of consumerism. As part of the capitalistic market system, it exploits the insecurities of individuals aided by unrealistic body images of fitness models through advertisements. Though part of the market system, individuals can still benefit from the industry, provided they are well informed and are aware of all the smoke and mirrors out there (Tan & Brignole 2011).

See also: Diet; Obesity, Economics of; Sports Participation and the Reproduction of Ideology: Lessons from Mixed Martial Arts; Substance Abuse
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Adrian Jams Tan

FOOD AND NUTRITION

The United States has seen a dramatic increase in food-related illnesses over the past 20 years (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2012). These illnesses include obesity, hypertension, and diabetes; and while each can be attributed to both genetic and environmental influences, it is clear that diet plays a key role in their incidence. Socioeconomic status largely correlates with food-related disease risk such that lower income populations experience greater risk than higher income groups (Satia 2009, 611). This may be partly explained by better access to fresh foods experienced by the middle and upper income groups in the United States (Govindasamy et al. 2002, 5); however, alternative food networks could be a solution for lower-middle-class individuals. Increased consumption of fresh alternative foods may significantly decrease food-related disease incidence, and it may also have positive impacts on the environment—particularly if the middle class (the largest socioeconomic class) more frequently engages in these healthy eating practices.

Alternative foods are those that are locally grown, certified organic, and/or non-genetically modified (GM). Locally grown foods are grown at a short distance from the consumer, reducing the negative effects of transportation on the environment as well as reducing food costs. U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) regulations limit the usage of chemical pesticides and fertilizers when growing or producing certified organic foods. They also regulate feed, hormone, and antibiotic intake for certified organic livestock (Whitney & Rolfes 2013, 640). Although there is debate over whether certified organic foods are nutritionally superior to conventionally grown foods (Whitney & Rolfes 2013, 641), there is a definite environmental benefit to growing food organically, which leads to more sustainable food production in the long term (Seyfang 2006, 385–387). Genetically modified plants are those in which the genetic code has been synthetically altered to express genes that are advantageous to crop survival. Currently GM foods are found in abundance in the food supply; however, alternative food advocates often cite a potential for adverse impacts of GM foods on human health and the environment.

Several studies have explored the correlation of income to healthier eating, and it appears that although in the United States a higher income will result in more consumption of fresh fruits, vegetables, and healthier food in general, there is no established positive correlation between income and alternative food eating (Aertsens et al. 2009, 1150). Alternative foods can be purchased through alternative food networks (AFNs) that adhere to one or more of the following four criteria: a shorter distance between the farmers and consumers, smaller farm size, participation in farmers’ markets or community-supported agriculture (CSA), and a commitment to sustainable food in terms of social, economic, and environmental consequences (Jarosz 2008, 232). AFNs are usually sustained by well-educated and well-paid consumers, and it is apparent that education is linked to alternative food purchase (Jarosz 2008, 240–242). Although alternative foods are not necessarily unaffordable to the middle class, the price of alternative foods is an important factor in the decision to consume them. The premiums for alternative foods remain high enough to deter the middle class from purchasing these foods, despite a willingness to make healthier food choices (Aertsens et al. 2009, 1150). Thus the decision to purchase alternative foods remains inconsistent across the socioeconomic classes. Furthermore, it has been found that younger consumers hold more positive views of alternative foods, whereas older consumers are more likely to actually purchase them (Hughner et al. 2007, 3). This is possibly due to the higher price of the alternative foods, which may be more affordable to older individuals. Nevertheless, adoption of AFNs by more individuals, particularly those throughout the middle class, will have far-reaching effects on both the environment and human health.

The conventional use of chemical pesticides, fertilizers, antibiotics, and hormones, as well as transporting food long distances, may result in long-term unsustainability of food production and serious public health concerns. The average distance that conventional foods currently travel from farm to table is over 1,000 miles, contributing significantly to carbon emissions (Weber & Matthews 2008, 3511). Locally grown foods reduce the distance food must travel, thus decreasing the carbon footprint of food transportation. Moreover, certified organic crops are grown in such a way that soil nutrients are naturally replenished each season; thus there is decreased reliance on fertilizers that often result in water pollution and land degradation. Antibiotic use is prohibited in certified organic livestock, in contrast to conventional agricultural use of antibiotics that has contributed to the emergence of antibiotic resistance in both farm animals and humans (Angulo, Nargund, & Chiller 2004, 374–379; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2014a). Considering the ecological and public health risks associated with current agricultural methods, widespread consumption of alternative foods by the middle class may help mitigate the damage and lead to safer, more sustainable food production (Seyfang 2006, 385–386).

In addition to the environmental benefits of consuming alternative foods, there are also consumer health benefits associated with eating good quality, fresh foods as described by the USDA dietary guidelines for healthy eating (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2013). These guidelines emphasize a variety of fruits, vegetables, whole grains, and low-fat milk, and include lean meats, poultry, seafood, legumes, eggs, seeds, and nuts. The American Heart Association (AHA) dietary guidelines, similar to USDA dietary guidelines, also emphasize the intake of fresh fruits and vegetables daily, as well as the consumption of whole-grain breads, cereals, legumes, and low-fat meat. Moreover, the AHA highlights the importance of reducing intake of added fats, salt, and sugar with a preference for unprocessed foods (Whitney & Rolfes 2013, 547). This is particularly important since several studies have shown that increased consumption of processed foods—those that include preservatives, additives, and artificial flavorings—is highly associated with excess body weight, diabetes, and obesity. Some studies have even shown evidence for a causal relationship between processed foods and certain forms of cancer (Monteiro et al. 2010, 11).

Conditions such as obesity are directly correlated to the consumption of high-calorie, high-fat foods that are usually inexpensive and readily available. Foods such as these include fast foods, snacks, and other highly processed foods that are frequently found in schools, convenience stores, and work places. Approximately 35 percent of adults in the United States are obese, as are 17 percent of children aged 2–19, which nationally costs nearly $147 billion per year to manage medically (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2012). This is especially concerning since obesity often leads to heart disease, the leading cause of death in the United States. In addition, childhood obesity is linked with the development of diabetes later in life, another leading cause of death in the United States (Whitney & Rolfes 2013, 266–267). Over the past 20 years, development of these conditions is increasingly shifting to a younger population, suggesting that a middle-class transition to healthier food consumption may be necessary now more than ever.

As food-related diseases and global climate change are on the rise in the United States, it is important to focus on what can be done to reverse the trend. Although the cost of alternative foods may be a deterrent from consumption, the national cost of managing food-related health and environmental issues caused by conventional foods will be much greater in the long term. Therefore, in addition to lower premiums on healthy food, it is important for the American public to become more educated on the effects of unhealthy eating and the benefits of alternative food eating. It is possible that lower food costs and better access to information on alternative foods and AFNs can lead to a positive overall change in the American diet.
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GENETIC TESTING, ETHICS OF

One question individuals ask at some point along life’s journey is “Who am I?” Self-knowledge is the essence of human wisdom. The oracle of Delphi acclaimed Socrates the wisest man in Athens because he was aware of his limitations. In the age of the human genome project (HGP) and the evolving technology that assists reproduction, diagnosis of genetic diseases, and the best therapeutic choices based on individual metabolism, it is possible to know thyself in a whole new light. Consider how genetic knowledge could affect you and others.

As an adopted child, I know nothing about my biological parents. The first time a doctor took a medical history from me, I answered his questions about the health of my parents and grandparents. Well into the conversation I realized that what diseases my adoptive parents had would not be helpful, and I mentioned that I was adopted. The doctor frowned and tore up the paper. On a fresh sheet, he wrote: “No medical history.” Decades later, after my grandchildren were born, I began to consider if it would be a good idea to have a genetic screen done that could inform them about the “blank” side of their genetic history. It is possible to track ancestry using the DNA in mitochondria (the energy powerhouse of the cell that has a small unit of DNA coding for a few genes and is inherited from one’s mother). My curiosity led me to send a DNA sample to National Genographic to trace my ancestry. The report came as a map showing that my unique DNA markers align with people of Scandinavia. For a price, I can have my entire genome (DNA) sequenced to reveal potential health risks. Would my grandchildren desire or find such information useful?

Accessing the knowledge hidden in the genome of each person is so attractive that companies have formed to offer dozens of genetic tests, many of which are offered directly to consumers. Genetic testing companies depend on a free market economy while the FDA, charged with protection of the consumer, has issued one company a warning letter (Sandroff 2010). Private companies offer a chance to research an individual’s heritage and ancestry, yet if filters are not in place, additional information about future health risks may also be discovered. Is it enough for a private company to mail DNA results to a person with a recommendation to see your personal physician? If the FDA regulates the genetic testing industry, should it provide guidance on how individuals get reliable interpretation and clinical care consistent with test results (Edwards & Huang 2014)? How reliable is the data? Is the information generated the same no matter which lab does the test? Is the information clear? Who will help interpret the data? Who might the information affect other than the individual submitting the sample? Will other family members need to know? Do those same family members have the right not to know? Are all physicians equipped to interpret genetic testing results? Should genetic counselors be required (Dondorp & de Wert 2013)?

Tests, even those that have been perfected over time, such as compatibility for organ donation or paternity testing, may have unexpected social consequences. Genetic prediction of disease risk may be inaccurate because environmental factors influence gene expression and some diseases are caused by a complex circuit of gene interactions. Oncologists (doctors who treat cancer) may order a genetic panel of tests for a specific tumor. For early stage breast cancer, Oncotype DX (manufactured by Genomic Health) is designed to detect estrogen-receptors on the breast cancer cells. In 2009 alone, 50,000 tests were done at the cost of $3,900 per test (Gilbert 2010). Breast cancer is not a disease of a single genetic mutation. The estrogen receptor is one of several genes known to contribute to tumor formation. Another gene associated with breast cancer makes the protein, HER2. Determination of estrogen receptor and HER2 expression helps select treatment options. When the HER2 protein is made in abundance in breast cancer cells, the drug Herceptin is used but should only be used when this particular protein is made in excess (Yurkiewicz 2010). Treatment that is linked with a genetic expression profile can be very useful and a large step in the direction of personalized medicine. However, it will take time to develop the whole landscape of possible genetic factors for each type of cancer, and other diseases that have genetic origins.

The right to know may rest in autonomy (individual informed and free choice). Every adopted person may not wish to know their genetic origins, but for those whose curiosity or family health issues inspire the desire to know, is it a right? If the biological family is the normative or ideological framework, does the adoptive child experience a degree of marginality? Can one choose to know without casting a shadow on an innocent bystander such as the genetic parent(s), an unknown existing sibling, or unintended results that suggest risk factors for descendants? Is the right to know only a matter of personal choice, or might results reveal information about other members of my family who may not want to know? Is their right not to know equal to my right to know (Dondorp & de Wert 2013; van El et al. 2013)?

The right to know involves access to information that may not be readily available. Adoption decrees are not uniformly provided to adopted children, and adopted children do not come with genetic toe tags. Should barriers to knowing one’s genetic history be made more feasible and equitable? Genetic information is not like all other information: it is a physical blueprint of the underlying network that frames the human being. It is more likely today to hear the same argument applied to individuals of gamete donation in in vitro reproduction than adoptees (Ravitsky 2014). Every person may not require knowledge of their genetic origin to flourish, but for those who do, access should be readily available.

Likewise in testing for genetic diseases or susceptibility, the more we look the more likely it is that something will be found. If a person knows a biological sibling had breast cancer, or Alzheimer’s disease, or Huntington disease, he or she may want to test for his or her risk for that disease. Not knowing has a certain appeal until you stand at the bedside of a very sick child, your child, and the doctor suggests it must come from you since your husband’s family does not have a history of this disorder. At such moments a genetic counselor becomes an important consultant.

Genetic counselors are valuable in making recommendations about which tests to do in order to generate information sought and in interpreting the test results. Genetic tests are ordered to accompany a diagnosis, to determine treatment options, and to learn why a child has symptoms not seen in other family members. Doing the right test has profound consequences for the results (Miller et al. 2014). Having a family member with a known genetic disorder can be valuable information both in diagnosis and in ordering genetic tests. Unfortunately, health insurance plans vary widely in what genetic tests are covered. Insurance companies align reimbursements with Medicare coverage. Companies that cover genetic testing tend to restrict coverage to tests that inform treatment rather than predictive tests without therapeutic value. In a rapidly evolving market of genomic testing, coordinated updates in insurance coverage and policy are essential (Graf et al. 2013).

It may be tempting to jump into the whole genome sequencing option, but before you leap, consider whether the information thereby gained can help you know yourself and how information could affect others.

See also: Cancer; Marriage and Family; Social Determinants of Health
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HEALTH AND ECONOMIC INEQUALITY

The United States has had the highest level of economic inequality among wealthy nations in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) over the past four decades (Smeeding 2005, 2). Prolonged economic inequality leads to the continuous decline of the middle class. Hardship in the middle class and widespread economic inequality indicates a less stable environment to realize the American dream for disadvantaged individuals. Abundant research points to the decline of the middle class (Pressman 2007; Sullivan, Warren, & Westbrook 2000; Wolff 2012). One aspect of the American dream is to live a healthy life, and that is affected by economic inequality. This entry examines the link between social class and health.

Measures of Health and Economic Inequality

In the biomedical model, health is typically defined as the absence of disease (Blaxter 2010, 19). According to Cockerham (2016, 5), health is not simply a matter of biology but involves a number of factors that are cultural, political, economic, and—especially—social in nature. In the social model, health is a positive state of wholeness and well-being, associated with, but not entirely explained by the absence of disease, illness, or physical and mental impairment (Blaxter 2010, 19). Health statistics may vary based on different aspects of health. For example, population health is often measured by mortality or expected longevity. Individual health can be measured by self-rated health, which is subjective. However, studies show that self-rated health is a reliable measure of one’s health and mortality (Burström & Fredlund 2001, 839; Mossey & Shapiro 1982, 804–805). Another measure of health is functional status or functional limitations, typically measured by Activities of Daily Living (IADL) scales (Katz et al. 1963). These measures, such as measuring bathing, dressing, using the toilet, and so on are then listed in an index, with degree of difficulty one has with each activity.

Similar to the measurement of health, economic inequality has several measures as well. Heathcote, Perri and Violante studied all the key measures of economic inequality: wages, hours, income, consumption, and wealth (2010, 16). Sociologists typically measure economic inequality as income inequality. The most common measure for income inequality is the Gini coefficient, which is defined as half of the arithmetic average of the absolute differences between all pairs of incomes in a population with the total being normalized on mean income (Subramanian & Kawachi 2004, 78).

Theories of Health and Economic Inequality

The topic of health and economic inequality has been studied extensively over the past several decades. Link and Phelan proposed the “fundamental causes” theory which suggests that social conditions are fundamental causes of health inequalities (Link & Phelan 2010, 4–5). At the individual level, social conditions are the “causes of causes” that shape individual health behaviors by influencing whether people know about, have access to, can afford, and receive support for their efforts to engage in health-enhancing or health protective behaviors (Link & Phelan 2010, 6). In this sense, income as one major component of one’s socioeconomic status (SES) can be seen as a fundamental cause on one’s health status.

Another way of theorizing inequality is the tradition of studying SES and the social gradient. The “social gradient” in health shows that within a population, each step up the social hierarchy is associated with better health (Braveman et al. 2010; Marmot 2001). Some of the explanations for this relationship have to do with income, but also with occupations, stress level, free time, leisure activities, and access to good food. Health lifestyles are often considered in ascertaining social class and health. Each social class has its own set of health lifestyles and health beliefs. For instance, the lower class is especially likely to smoke, and more likely to be obese. As we go up the social ladder, the likelihood of smoking and obesity decrease (Cockerham 2013). Thus, the middle class has better health than the lower class, but are not as healthy as the upper class.

Income inequality is nonetheless a group-level phenomenon, which is beyond individual-level income. Mellor and Milyo argued that (2001, 152) income inequality reflected heterogeneity of income levels in a community. The more heterogeneity of income levels a community exhibits, the worse health outcomes the community has (Mellor & Milyo 2001, 152). Studies suggested mixed results for this hypothesis (Kawachi & Kennedy 1999; Subramanian & Kawachi 2004). Kawachi and Kennedy indicated that there was a modest but statistically significant, deleterious effect of income inequality on self-rated health (1999, 219). Research is clear, however, showing that higher SES communities have better health on average than middle-class communities, or lower-class communities (Menec et al. 2010; Robert 1998).

Most community studies of health examine how the characteristics of a community are associated with health. For example, middle-class communities typically have family restaurants, good grocery stores, safe parks, and recreation boards that organize athletics. Citizens feel safe and can walk and interact in their neighborhoods. Poor communities lack good infrastructure, may not have parks and green spaces, and citizens often do not feel safe. Gangs and drugs have often infiltrated these communities. This has been associated with fear in the neighborhood, less walking, more stress, and less health (Ross & Mirowsky 2001). Homes and apartments in these neighborhoods may also have environmental hazards such as mold, lead, and rodent problems. Poor communities have a much higher proportion of fast food restaurants and liquor stores. Both poor rural areas and poor inner cities have been called “food deserts” in which there is very little access to fresh food and produce (Walker, Keane, & Burke 2010). In short, much of the reason for social class inequalities in health can be related to the neighborhood characteristics (Beck et al. 2013; Gordon-Larsen et al. 2006; Ross & Mirowsky 2008; Wen, Browning, & Cagney 2003).

Methodological Considerations

When examining societies and the related health effects, there are methodological issues of testing the income inequality hypothesis. It is recommended to use multilevel statistical models to account for the associations of individual income and societal income inequality with individual health status (Subramanian & Kawachi 2004). These models can take into account variables associated with the social level, for instance, community health indicators such as percent hospitals in region, or number of physicians in county, and correlate them with individual outcomes.

Conclusion

As we see a continuing decline of the middle class in the United States, we should continue to examine how economic inequality and health are related. Present research is examining many of the community-level issues that affect health. In addition, health should be seen as not only an individual process, but also a social factor or social consequence of a region or social group. Income inequality will continue to affect health, with low-income individuals at the most disadvantage. Future research should continue to parse out the health consequences of the middle and high income as well. Finally, while this entry was written examining issues of economic inequality on health, the reader is reminded that health also affects economic inequality. Those with poor health are less able to work and have more financial hardship. Medical hardship is particularly associated with financial decline and debt for individuals (McCloud & Dwyer 2011). Thus medical problems can cause income inequality by propelling individuals into debt and even bankruptcy.

See also: Executive Compensation; Great Gatsby Curve; Measuring Inequality; Occupy Movement; Social Determinants of Health
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HEALTH INSURANCE

Health insurance in the United States began in the Great Depression and has evolved dramatically. A mix of private and public sources provides coverage. Managed care is the dominant form of private coverage using selective contracting with health care providers. Medicare and Medicaid are the principal sources of public coverage. The Affordable Care Act affected private coverage beginning in 2014.

History

Private health insurance in the United States effectively began in the early days of the Great Depression, in 1929. Justin Kimble, the administrator of Baylor Hospital in Dallas, Texas, offered 21 days of hospital care at his facility to Dallas school teachers for 50 cents per month. This was the forerunner of Blue Cross. In the next five years coverage for physician services, later to be called Blue Shield, as well as commercial health insurance and the forerunners of managed care all began. Today Blue Cross and Blue Shield are combined, some Blue plans have become commercial insurers, and effectively all private insurers are managed care entities.

Growth in the number of covered lives came through employer-sponsored coverage. The reasons for this are twofold. First, the coming of World War II brought wage and price controls in the 1940s. In an effort to attract workers, firms began offering insurance as a way to increase compensation when they were not allowed to increase wages.

Second, and more importantly, beginning in the 1940s the Internal Revenue Service ruled that employer-sponsored health insurance was not subject to federal income taxes. The Congress codified this decision in 1954. As a result, today if employers pay their workers an extra dollar in money wages, workers would take home perhaps 60 cents after taxes. If instead, the extra dollar were paid as health insurance, the worker can take home a full dollar of insurance. This special tax treatment of employer-sponsored health insurance provides a strong incentive for employers and employees to shift the compensation bundle away from pure money wages and toward a mix of wages and insurance. In 2013 the tax revenue excluded from federal and state taxes was slightly greater than the amount Medicare paid for inpatient and outpatient hospital services for seniors.

Public health insurance effectively began with Medicare and Medicaid in 1965, although there were much smaller earlier programs. Medicare provides coverage to those over age 65 who are eligible for Social Security. It also provides coverage to those under age 65 who are deemed to be disabled. Coverage includes hospital care (Part A) and physician services (Part B). Prescription drug coverage (Part D) was added in 2006. Part C, called Medicare Advantage, is a Medicare managed care option.

Medicaid is a federal-state matching program open to low-income individuals who are in established eligibility categories. These are chiefly children, pregnant women, the disabled, and the elderly. The precise income eligibility levels and the generosity of coverage are determined by the individual states within broad federal requirements. The federal government covers 50 to 83 percent of the costs of coverage for Medicaid eligibles, with higher percentages of federal matching going to the poorest states. Eligibility for children was expanded in 1997 under the Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP), which expanded Medicaid in some states and established a separate program for eligible children in others. Medicaid was expanded substantially under the Affordable Care Act.

Prevalence of Coverage

Health insurance is provided from a variety of sources. Figure 1 summarizes the nature of coverage by age group in 2012. Nearly half of children through age 18 have coverage through their parents’ or guardians’ employer-sponsored health insurance (ESHI). Public coverage is a large source of insurance for children; over one-third have Medicaid and CHIP coverage. A few children, 9 percent, have private non-ESHI coverage. Moreover, because of the generosity of the Medicaid/CHIP programs, only 8 percent are uninsured and there is some sense that many of these are, in fact, already eligible for Medicaid/CHIP coverage.

Those aged 18 to 65 are more likely to have ESHI either directly or through a spouse or parent. Historically, Medicaid for this group has been available only for low-income pregnant women and for the disabled. “Other public coverage” is mostly Medicare coverage available to some with disabilities and to survivors of those on Medicare. Nineteen percent of people in their middle years are uninsured.

Medicare covers virtually all citizens and legal residents who are age 65 or older. However, all but about 7 percent of seniors have coverage in addition to traditional Medicare. Some 30 percent of retirees have ESHI in addition to Medicare; this is largely secondary retiree coverage provided by a former large employer.

[image: image]

Figure 1  Health Insurance Coverage in the United States

Note: Totals do not sum to 100% due to rounding.

Sources: Under age 64 in 2012: Kaiser Family Foundation (2014a); Medicare population in 2009: MedPAC (2012).

“Medicare Advantage” is a form of Medicare managed care that typically provides additional benefits, but limits the providers who can provide that care. More than a quarter of seniors have this type of coverage. One in five seniors buy “Medigap” insurance. This private coverage supplements Medicare coverage by paying for the deductibles and copays that are required in traditional Medicare. Approximately 12 percent of Medicare enrollees are “dual eligible,” meaning that they have Medicaid in addition to Medicare. These individuals have low income and are typically in nursing homes.

Nature of Coverage

Most private health insurance and some public plans require that the enrollee pay a portion of a health care bill through deductibles, copays, and/or coinsurance. The rationale for these provisions is to encourage subscribers to only use care that is more likely to be worth the cost. A “deductible” is an amount that the enrollee has to pay before the insurance plan pays anything. Thus, a $1,000 deductible requires the enrollee to pay for the first $1,000 in covered health care expenses before the plan begins to pay. It is worth noting, however, that even with a deductible, the enrollee pays the prices the insurance company has negotiated rather than the provider’s list price. A copay is an amount the insured pays for each unit of service. A physician’s office visit may have a price of $100 negotiated between the insurance company and the physician group. A $25 copay means the enrollee pays $25 out-of-pocket for the visit and the insurance company pays the remaining $75. Coinsurance requires the enrollee to pay a percentage of the provider’s price. Twenty percent coinsurance means that the enrollee would pay $20 of a physician’s $100 negotiated charge.

In recent years there has been substantial growth in “high deductible health plans.” The Kaiser Family Foundation (2014) reported that 20 percent of workers with ESHI were in a high deductible plan. These plans may have deductibles ranging from $1,000 to several thousand dollars. The plans are often paired with a tax-sheltered “Health Savings Account” that allows people to set aside pretax income to help pay for health services until the deductible is satisfied.

Managed Care and Selective Contracting

Managed care is an ill-defined term that generally refers to health plans that limit the network of providers who are contracted to provide care and which attempts to manage the use of health services by enrollees. Health maintenance organizations (HMOs) and preferred provider organizations (PPOs) are the two principal forms of managed care organization. HMOs typically have a relatively small panel of hospital, physician, and pharmacy providers. Except in emergencies, insured individuals are only covered for medical care provided by this panel of providers. Enrollees also typically have a primary care provider who is responsible for coordinating care. PPOs also have a narrow network of providers. However, enrollees may receive covered care from non-network providers if they are willing to pay higher copays or coinsurance rates. PPOs typically do not require an enrollee to choose a primary care coordinator.

Managed care is widely regarded as using utilization management techniques such as insurer approval prior to a hospital admission and care-coordinator approval before a referral to a specialist physician. However, the evidence of the success of these efforts in controlling costs is mixed at best. Instead, the remarkable cost controlling success of managed care emerged from selective contracting. The managed care firm negotiates prices with providers and includes providers in their networks based on the negotiated price as well as the reputation and quality of the provider. Essentially the managed care firm traded the promise of greater patient volume for lower prices. Over the first half of the 1990s increases in insurance premiums decreased from 18 percent to less than 1 percent.

This success led to a “managed care backlash” and consolidation among health care providers. Both actions undercut the success of selective contracting. The backlash resulted from enrollees wanting more choice among providers. A larger network facilitates such expanded choice, but it also means that a managed care firm couldn’t assure its network providers of as large a volume of patients, so it was unable to continue to negotiate as low a price. The consolidation of providers through hospital mergers and larger physician groups, for example, meant that managed care firms could not negotiate with as many competing suppliers of clinical services. This too led to higher prices. Thus, the success of selective contracting in the 1990s gave way to rising prices and premiums in the late 1990s and early 2000s.

Managed care plans continue to use selective contracting in their dealings with providers. The newest approaches use reference pricing and centers of excellence contracting. With reference pricing a managed care plan identifies all of the hospitals, for example, in its network that provide acceptable quality for a service such as a knee replacement. It then establishes a reference price, that is, the most it will pay for the procedure. If an enrollee uses an acceptable provider that has a price above the reference price, the enrollee is responsible for all of the costs above the reference level. This gives the enrollee an incentive to use lower-cost quality providers.

With center of excellence contracting, the managed care firm negotiates a contract with a national or regional provider known for high quality in, say, nonemergent cardiac care procedures. The managed care plan is then prepared to send an enrollee and companion to the national/regional provider at no out-of-pocket cost. If the patient wants to be treated locally, he or she is responsible for the applicable deductibles and copays. This approach allows the managed care firm to direct higher volume to a particular provider in return for a lower negotiated price.

Affordable Care Act

The Affordable Care Act (ACA) was enacted in 2010, and most of its provisions went into effect in 2014. The ACA was designed to reduce the number of uninsured by both expanding Medicaid and imposing a requirement that all citizens and longtime legal residents have health insurance. The mandate to have coverage is enforced by penalties for lack of coverage and facilitated by subsidies that make coverage more affordable to lower income individuals. When fully operational the penalties will be 2.5 percent of income. Subsidies are designed so that individuals with incomes at 100 percent of the federal poverty level (FPL) will pay no more than 2 percent of income for health insurance while those earning 300 to 400 percent of the FPL would have to pay no more than 9.5 percent of their income for insurance. A key element of the ACA mandate is the assurance that those with preexisting health conditions will not be denied coverage or charged higher premiums.

The Medicaid expansion made coverage available to citizens and longtime legal residents aged 19 to 64 who had incomes below 138 percent of the FPL. For coverage in 2014 a family of two could have income up to $21,404 to be eligible. As a joint federal-state program states had to agree to expand their Medicaid programs. The ACA specified that a state would lose all of its federal Medicaid funding if it did not expand its program. In 2013 the Supreme Court ruled that this threat effectively gave the states no choice; they declared the funding threat unconstitutional. As of September 2014, 27 states and the District of Columbia had expanded coverage, 20 states had not, and 3 states were considering expansion (Advisory Board Company 2014).

The ACA established health insurance exchanges. These entities are run by the individual states unless they default to the federal government. As of September 2014, 27 states had defaulted to a federal exchange. Among their many functions, the exchanges must determine eligibility for Medicaid, CHIP, and insurance subsidies; enroll individuals and small businesses; and certify participating health plans.

Plans offered through the exchanges must provide a proscribed set of benefits called essential benefits. Four tiers of coverage are available: Bronze, Silver, Gold, and Platinum. The proportion of health care expenditures the plan must pay distinguishes these tiers. Bronze plans have the lowest premiums but only cover 60 percent of expected claims costs. Platinum plans have the highest premiums but cover 90 percent of expected claims costs.

For more information on the topics addressed here see Morrisey (2014).
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HIV/AIDS

Though AIDS is not commonly considered a disease of the American middle class, it was first identified in 1981 among mostly white and middle-class gay male populations in major metropolitan areas on the east and west coasts of the United States (AIDS.gov 2011). The fact that these men were gay, rather than their middle-class status, defined most Americans’ first impressions of AIDS. Gradually, the disease was reported among other social groups—e.g., IV drug users, hemophiliacs, Haitians living in the United States, and infants (1982). As time passed, it became clear that less powerful social groups bore most of the burden of HIV/AIDS, but the American middle class was not invulnerable.

After the identification of the HIV virus in 1984 and the development of a blood test in 1985, public recognition of the dangers of the infectious disease increased. One well known data source measuring public perceptions was the National Health Interview Survey (NHIS), which first featured a series of questions about AIDS in 1987. Sample NHIS questions assessing knowledge and perceptions about transmission are shown in Table 1 (Minnesota Population Center 2012). Some of these questions were repeated in succeeding years up until 1995. Using yearly family income and educational level as approximations of social class status, data analysis showed that knowledge and perceptions about transmission through casual contact varied by social class (Table 1). The average percentage of AIDS knowledge questions answered correctly in 1987 was 69 percent and of casual contact transmission questions was 51 percent. Concern about becoming infected through routine, everyday contact was high, which partially explains the severe marginalization and discrimination experienced by persons living with AIDS during that time period. A well known case surfaced in 1985. Ryan White, a middle-class Indiana teenager who contracted AIDS through contaminated blood products used to treat his hemophilia, was refused entry to his middle school (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2015). White’s middle-class status was not protective against the severe stigmatization associated with AIDS. Though public fear was generally high, a social class gradient on general knowledge and casual transmission questions appeared in the NHIS data in both 1987 and 1995 (Table 1). The higher the social class, the more knowledgeable and the less concerned about casual contact the respondent was. Still, even among higher status groups, knowledge was not universal.

Erroneous ideas about the possibility of casual transmission contributed to the general public’s fear and stigmatization of those who had or were perceived to be at high risk of having AIDS. During the mid- to late-1980s, the U.S. government initiated a public education program with the publication of Dr. C. Everett Koop’s Surgeon General’s report on AIDS in 1986 and a mass mailing of an AIDS education pamphlet to 107 million U.S. households in 1988 (National Library of Medicine 2015). Widely recognized and admired celebrities who were HIV positive or had AIDS announced their status: e.g., Rock Hudson (1985), Earvin “Magic” Johnson (1991), Freddie Mercury (1991), and Arthur Ashe (1992). Such disclosures may have fueled public concerns about the spread of infection, but also somewhat softened the stigma of having AIDS. In the mid-1990s, the first drugs that effectively treated HIV and AIDS come into use. Though the treatments were complex, had many side effects, and exhibited signs of drug resistance, the view of AIDS as a death sentence began to moderate. Public education efforts had been extensive, and by the time of the 1995 NHIS, respondents answered an average of 90 percent of knowledge questions and 65 percent of perceptions of casual contact transmission questions correctly (Table 1); the positive association between social class and understanding was still evident.
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After the first years, there was increasing recognition that even though the risk of HIV/AIDS was no longer confined to gay males, groups with more social status and power, such as the middle class, were less likely to become infected than those with lower status. In the first HIV/AIDS Surveillance Report in 1982, the Centers for Disease Control reported 452 cases, 75 percent of whom were reported as being gay or bisexual males (CDC 1982). The percentage of AIDS cases attributable to males having sexual contact with males decreased steadily from the mid-1980s through the 1990s but has increased more recently. In 2013, male-to-male sexual contact accounted for 65 percent of estimated diagnoses of HIV infection (CDC 2015). However, the prevalence of HIV/AIDS among minority racial/ethnic groups, heterosexuals, and women has increased, with African Americans accounting for 46 percent of new HIV cases, Hispanics for 21 percent, heterosexual transmission for 25 percent, and women for 20 percent (CDC 2015).

AIDS has always been a disease strongly associated with marginalized social groups. Increasingly, HIV/AIDS incidence is fueled by the continued existence of poverty, racial/ethnic discrimination, and gender disparities. A recent CDC study of heterosexuals in 24 metropolitan statistical areas with a high prevalence of AIDS reported that HIV prevalence was higher among respondents with less than a high school education (2.8 percent) than among those with more education (1.2 percent), higher among unemployed respondents (2.6 percent) than among those who were employed (1.0 percent), and higher among respondents with incomes at or below the poverty level (2.3 percent) than among those above the poverty level (1.0 percent) (CDC 2011). Disadvantaged social groups, including those based on gender (females), race/ethnicity (minority groups), and socioeconomic status (lower class), have less control over their exposure to HIV, particularly if they are in multiple disadvantaged groups (Collins, Unger, & Ambrister 2008).

HIV/AIDS is now rare among middle-class individuals, but does occur. The dynamics of HIV treatment and care may be somewhat different for higher than for lower social class individuals. For example, a study of HIV-positive middle-class women indicated that their social power allowed them to control the disclosure of their HIV status to a certain extent (Grove, Kelly, & Liu 1997). However, these women faced delays in entering treatment due to being classified by medical professionals as at low risk for HIV/AIDS. Middle-class HIV-positive women have also been found to perceive associating with AIDS service organizations as stigmatizing, thus compromising their social support networks (Watkins-Hayes 2013). The ability to exercise some control over their life circumstances protects middle-class Americans to a degree against HIV/AIDS, but should they be unlucky enough to become infected, their desire to protect their privileged social status may compromise their treatment and care.

See also: Cancer; Homophobia; Long-Term Care; Marriage Equality Movement; Same-Sex Couples and Health Care
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Julie A. Honnold

LONG-TERM CARE

For older adults, the decision to enter a nursing home or an assisted living facility—or to make other arrangements for long-term care—is an important individual and family gerontological issue. Few of us look forward to needing help with daily living. Most people want to maintain their independence, and not depend on formal or informal long-term care. Older adults are living longer, impacting the need for long-term care service options, influencing the number of families involved with long-term care. Decisions regarding what type of long-term care to select are permeated with emotional, social, and financial complexities for older adults and their families. Ensuring the best possible quality of life is just one goal for long-term care. Adding to the complexity of decision making are the expected variations in family member perceptions with the experience and quality of nursing home life.

Older adults and families often choose the nursing home when a medical crisis arises, when they perceive they have no other options, or when they find they need around-the-clock care. The older adult may have no choice but to move from his or her home into an institutional setting. Many Americans feel there really is no place like home. “When asked about their preference for housing, most seniors answer, ‘What I would really like to do is stay right here.’ The person’s own home represents security and independence to most Americans” (Administration on Aging 2006, 1). Making the decision to enter into a nursing home might not be an older adult’s or their family members’ first choice.

Life expectancy is lengthening and older adults over 85 as a cohort is growing, placing a greater demand for long-term care needs, and this is projected to increase through 2050. As of now persons reaching age 65 have an average life expectancy of an additional 19.2 years or 20.4 years for females and 17.8 years for males (AOA 2012). The number of people impacted by long-term care is partly caused by demographic changes within the United States and in other parts of the world (Aalgaard Kelly 2013; Markeson 2003). Population projections include a 38.8 percent increase in persons aged 64–84 between the years 2010 and 2020 (U.S. Census Bureau 2004). It is expected by the year 2030, 33 percent of Americans will be 65 years of age and older (AOA 2012).

There are direct relationships between increased population of older adults and the demand for long-term care (Markeson 2003). With this projected increase, it is necessary to focus research on older adults’ and baby boomers’ perceptions of nursing homes. Therefore, understanding older adult expectations and perceptions as well as those of their adult children is important to prepare for future changes in long-term care. Family members and nursing home residents together have a stake in quality nursing home care (McKee et al. 2002). Bowers (1988) suggested that the nursing home care is a family issue and also stated, “Investigations of family relationships with nursing home residents have demonstrated that, in general, placement in a nursing home neither reflects nor causes family breakdown” (Bowers 1988, 361). Also, family outside of the long-term care facility is the most important source of social support and intimate relationships for elderly residents (Nelson 1989; Noelker & Poulshock 1984). Moreover families are advocates for their family members living in the nursing home. If an outside family member perceives the issues differently than the resident, the outside person might not be an accurate advocate for the resident, possibly resulting in a worse situation for the resident at the nursing home.

Multiple losses often precede the need for long-term care, especially in the nursing home setting (Bowers 1988). These losses are sometimes perceived differently among older adults and family members involved with the transition into long-term care. Older adults who experience loss of independence and become more dependent on caregivers may feel loss of dignity, control, and social networks (Bowers 1988; Markeson 2003). For example, losses of social networks, which could include family and friends, may affect changes in roles of older adult parents and their adult child(ren). Many factors affect the level of difficulty in acceptance and adaptation to role changes and losses (Friedemann et al. 1997; Janzen 2001).

The family system is important because perceptions of the nursing home experience vary (Gaugler 2005), and the majority of family members involved with relatives before nursing home placement are also involved after placement (Friedemann et al. 1997; Gaugler 2005; Janzen 2001). Usually, multiple family members are involved in preserving continuity for family members through participation in formal and informal involvement at the nursing home or other forms of long-term care (Aalgaard Kelly 2013; Friedemann et al. 1997; Gaugler 2005; Janzen 2001; Pruchno, Burrant, & Peters 1997). Involved family members include spouses, siblings, children (e.g., adult children, usually), grandchildren, and significant others (Janzen 2001). Though many family members are involved, variations in family involvement (i.e., in type and amount) exist across families. Centers for Medicaid and Medicare (2006) found adult daughters remain the primary care provider, averaging 60 percent of the time for all family caregivers in long-term care settings. However, in 10 years’ time, adult sons’ caregiving role has increased from 19 percent to 32 percent (CMM 2006). This shift in the last decade suggests significant changes have occurred and will continue to occur in coming decades.

Nursing homes play a critical role in long-term care. Kane, Kane, and Ladd (1998) defined long-term care as “assistance given over a sustained period of time to people who are experiencing long-term inabilities or difficulties in functioning because of a disability” (p. 4). Nursing homes are the most commonly recognized site for long-term care for the elderly. However, nursing homes are just one type of long-term care available to older adults in the United States. Nursing homes provide 24-hour care for persons who need help with their daily functioning because of one or more chronic conditions. Other forms of long-term care include assisted living, retirement care communities, group homes, home care, respite care, and independent living communities.

Long-term care often is viewed on a continuum of care that meet a range of care needs. On one end of the continuum, an older adult might have one or two care needs and utilize home health care as a form of long-term care. Conversely, an older adult who has multiple care needs might require around-the-clock supervision offered in a nursing home.

There are limited resources for long-term care, and family members bear much of the financial weight. Over $250 billion annually are saved in long-term care by having family members provide long-term care for older adults in the United States (Administration on Aging 2006; Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 2006, 2010). Funding for nursing homes comes from a variety of sources, with residents and family paying out-of-pocket for about 33 percent of the financial resources. Programs with the government such as Medicare (25 percent) and Medicaid (35 percent), provide major contributions for financial resources including nursing homes. A final contributor, providing less than 5 percent, is private long-term care insurance. Therefore, older adults, their families, and public dollars are used to pay for long-term care.

The majority of older adults in the United States do not live in nursing homes (Markeson 2003). Rather, elders utilize other forms of community-based long-term care. Alternatives include individually owned single-family homes, apartments, family members’ homes, assisted living, or board and care homes. Approximately, 5 to 6 percent of older adults live in nursing home settings (Markeson 2003). As people age, the likelihood of admittance into a nursing home at least once during their lifetime increases. At age 85, a dramatic increase of nursing home placement occurs (Markeson 2003).

A study by Aalgaard Kelly (2007) contributed to understanding how congruency between residents’ and family members’ perceptions can directly inform nursing home facilities about programs and services offered. The more congruent family members’ perceptions of the resident, the better equipped they are to effectively advocate for the needs of their family member. The findings contributed to understanding these issues and others by identifying family factors related to quality of life family congruence.

In summary, research suggests that care in nursing homes is an important family issue (Aalgaard Kelly 2007, 2013; Caron 1997; Janzen 2001). This concept is supported by the interconnected nature of family systems, specifically with roles, relationships, involvement, interaction, and caregiving that continue after a change in environment, such as moving to a nursing home (Aalgaard Kelly 2013; Friedemann et al. 1997; Gaugler 2005; Janzen 2001; McKee et al. 2002). Individual family members (i.e., the older adult family member or other family members) are consumers of long-term care who have expectations of care and services from the facility. With changing demographics, the growing number of older adults living longer and the increasing need for nursing home care raise concerns to better understand older adult and family issues with long-term care.

See also: Age Discrimination in Employment Act; Age Discrimination in the 21st Century; Aging; Body Image Issues; Cancer; Death and Dying; HIV/AIDS

Further Reading

Aalgaard Kelly, G. (2007). Quality of life family congruence in nursing homes. Dissertation title. University of Minnesota. Ann Arbor, MI. ProQuest Learning and Information Company.

Aalgaard Kelly, G. (2013). Quality of life in nursing homes: A theoretical and empirical review. Great Plains Sociologist, 23, 33–63.

Abeles, R. P., Gift, H. C., & Ory, M. G. (1994). Aging and quality of life. Springer Series on Life Styles and Issues in Aging. New York: Springer Publishing Company.

Administration on Aging. (2006). Retrieved February 28, 2015, from http://www.aoa.acl.gov/Aging_Statistics/Profile/2006/2.aspx.

Administration on Aging. (2012). Retrieved March 11, 2015, from http://www.aoa.acl.gov/Aging_Statistics/Profile/2012/2.aspx

Aller, L. J., & Coeling, H. V. (1995). Quality of life: Its meaning to the long-term care resident. Journal of Gerontological Nursing, 21(2), 20–25.

Bowers, B. (1988). Family perceptions of care in a nursing home. The Gerontolgist, 28(3), 361–368.

Caron, W. (1997). Family systems and nursing homes systems: An ecosystemic perspective for the systems practitioner. In T. Hargrave & S. M. Hanna (Eds.), The aging family: New visions in theory, practice, and reality. New York: Brunn/Mazel Publishers.

Centers for Medicaid and Medicare. (2006). Retrieved March 1, 2015, from http://www.cms.gov/Research-Statistics-Data-and-Systems/Statistics-Trends-and-Reports/MedicareMedicaidStatSupp/2006.html

Centers for Medicaid and Medicare. (2010). Retrieved March 11, 2015, from http://www.cms.gov/Research-Statistics-Data-and-Systems/Statistics-Trends-and-Reports/MedicareMedicaidStatSupp/2010.html

Challinger, Y., Julious, S., Watson, R., & Philp, I. (1995). Quality of care, quality of life and the relationship between them in long-term care institutions for the elderly. International Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry, 11, 883–888.

Friedemann, M., Montgomery, R. J., Maiberger, B., & Smith, A. (1997). Family involvement in the nursing home: Family-orientated practices and staff-family relationships. Research in Nursing & Health, 20, 527–537.

Gaugler, J. (2005). Promoting family involvement in long-term care settings. Baltimore: Health Care Professionals Press.

Gaugler, J., Leach, C., & Anderson, K. (2004). Correlates of resident psychosocial status in long-term care. International Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry, 19, 773–780.

Iwasiw, C., Goldenber, D., Bol, N. & MacMaster, E. (2003). Resident and family perspectives: The first year in a long-term care facility. Journal of Gerontological Nursing, 29(1), 45–54.

Janzen, W. (2001). Long-term care for older adults: The role of family. Journal of Gerontological Nursing, 28, 36–43.

Kane, R. A. (2001). Long-term care and a good quality of life: Bringing them closer together. The Gerontologist, 41(3), 293–304.

Kane, R. A. (2003). Definition, measurement, and correlates of quality of life in nursing homes: Toward a reasonable practice, research and policy agenda. The Gerontologist, 43(2), 28–36.

Kane, R. A., Kane, R. L., & Ladd, R. (1998). The heart of long-term care. New York: University Press.

Markeson, E. W. (2003). Social gerontology today: An introduction. Los Angeles: Roxbury Publishing Company.

McKee, K., Houston, D., & Barnes, S. (2002). Methods for assessing quality of life and well-being in frail older adults. Psychology and Health, 17(6), 737–751.

Nelson, P. (1989). Social support, self esteem, and depression in the institutionalized elderly. Issues in Mental Health Nursing, 10, 55–68.

Noelker, L., & Poulshock, S. (1984). Intimacy: Factors affecting its development among members of a home for the aged. International Journal of Aging and Human Development, 19(3), 177–190.

Peak, T. (2005). Support for families in the nursing home environment: Family caregiving, social support, and support group benefits of the family project. In J. Gaugler (Ed.), Promoting family involvement in long-term care settings. Baltimore: Health Professionals Press.

Pruchno, R., Burant, C., & Peters, N. (1997). Typologies of caregiving families: Family congruence and individual well-being. The Gerontologist, 37(2), 157–167.

Ready, R. E., Ott, B. R., Grace, J., & Fernandez, I. (2002). The Cornell-Brown scale for quality of life in dementia. Alzheimer Disease and Associated Disorders, 16(2), 109–115.

Tornatore, J., & Grant, L. (2004). Family caregiver satisfaction with the nursing home after placement of a relative with dementia. Journal of Gerontology, 59B(2), S80-S88.

U.S. Census Bureau. (2003). Aging in the United States: Past, present, and future. National Institutes on Aging, U.S. Department of Commerce Economics and Statistics Administration. Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/population/international/files/97agewc.pdf

U.S. Census Bureau. (2004). We the people: Aging in the United States. U.S. Department of Commerce Economics and Statistics Administration. Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/prod/2004pubs/censr-19.pdf

Gina Aalgaard Kelly

MENTAL ILLNESS

Mental illnesses include disorders of varying levels of impairment characterized by “dysregulation of mood, thought, and/or behavior” (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2013). The extent to which mental illness is represented in the United States has been somewhat contested due to questions surrounding its operationalization. Although pathological conditions such as those represented within the Diagnostic Statistical Manual of the American Psychiatric Association are typically accepted as mental illnesses, normal distress experienced in life is viewed by many as symptomatic of mental illness, but not necessarily clinically significant mental illness (Horowitz 2007; Horowitz & Wakefield 2006; Kessler 2013). Further confounding the problem of accurately determining mental illness prevalence in the United States is the issue of how mental illness statistics are collected. For a number of reasons, estimates from data collected in clinical settings are considered more accurate in identifying genuine mental illness experience than those collected in large community surveys, but clinical settings fall short in their representation of the general population (Horowitz 2007; Horowitz & Wakefield 2006). Regardless of these issues, mental illnesses are considered to be common in the United States, with estimates ranging from 18 to 30 percent of adults (Bekiempis 2014; National Institute for Mental Health 2012) and around 20 percent of children (Perry & Pescosolido 2011) suffering from at least one mental illness. High comorbidities among mental illnesses are well documented with the most prevalent illnesses represented in order by anxiety disorders, behavior disorders, mood disorders, and substance use disorders (Kessler 2013).

Mental illness is usually viewed as an individual characteristic in American society, although recently public views have shifted from mental illness as indicative of flawed character to mental illness as another type of medical disease with biological and genetic origins. Although this shift has not resulted in a decrease in perceived stigma related to mental illness, it has led to increased public support for and use of mental illness treatments (Pescosolido et al. 2010). Unfortunately, the social influence and experience of mental illness continues to be overlooked even though a consistent, inverse relationship between social status and mental illness has been well documented. Perhaps unsurprisingly, mental illnesses occur more frequently within social groups with the fewest social and economic resources (Aneshensel, Phelan, & Bierman 2013). With this in mind, the literature on social inequality and mental health disparities has tended to focus on socioeconomic status (SES) more than social class, but research on social class continues to increase over time. Generally speaking, SES reflects a gradational perspective of social inequality, emphasizing individual ranking along a hierarchy, whereas social class gives attention to the relational aspects of social inequality, emphasizing the struggle among groups for valuable resources. The distinction between SES and social class differences in mental illness research is notable because findings indicate that “social class affects mental health over and above standard SES indicators” (Muntaner et al. 2013, 216). Furthermore, while some complementary findings have emerged from research focusing on each form of inequality, the social mechanisms that lead some social class groups to be dominated and exploited by others help to explain the mental health advantages enjoyed by the dominating classes.

The lowest social classes include higher rates of all mental illnesses than their proportion in the population justifies, including “common” mental health problems such as anxiety and depression. Likewise, serious mental illnesses such as schizophrenia and personality disorders are consistently demonstrated at significantly higher rates in lower social classes (Rogers & Pilgrim 2011). Among the middle and highest social classes, mood disorders have a steady prevalence rate, but a more proportionate relationship exists between those who experience mental illness and the size of the population (Rogers & Pilgrim 2011). Research suggests that middle-class status affords individuals some health advantages regarding mental illness prevalence, but not always. For instance, it has been found that those in the middle of the income distribution experience the greatest mental health drawbacks from carrying debt (Hodson, Dwyer, & Nielson 2014). Furthermore, when considered in concert with other social statuses, middle-class status is not found to provide a uniform mental health advantage across social categories. For instance, inconsistent health advantages have been found among members of the black middle class, providing some evidence that middle-class status alone does not result in better mental health (Braboy Jackson & Cummings 2011). This example of the intersection of social class and race reveals the complexity involved in comprehending the impact of multiple systems of social inequality on mental health outcomes.

Although the distribution of mental illness across social classes is important, perhaps more noteworthy is social class differences in what occurs following the onset of mental illness. Research indicates that mental illness duration, likelihood of recovery, and chance of recurrence may be remarkably different for individuals who have the same mental illness but reside in different social classes (Aneshensel, Phelan, & Bierman 2013). Some research has suggested that the mental health needs of more advantaged social class groups are unfairly favored, with members of these groups having lower rates of mental health problems in general but showing a higher likelihood of being diagnosed with and treated for certain mental illnesses compared to lower class groups. For instance, in the case of children, diagnoses for mental illnesses such as anxiety, depression, attention deficit disorder, attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, and autism are more prevalent among the middle class than other class groups (Potter 2013). Some research suggests that middle-class children may be overrepresented among the diagnosed because they are more likely to successfully progress through the social process toward a diagnosis, which “involves several stages and requires initiation and (often times) persistence on the part of the individual being diagnosed” or the parent in this case (Potter 2013, 776). In accordance with increased diagnoses are increased resources to assist with need, resulting in a comparative shortage of mental health resources for lower class members. Moreover, where treatment is concerned, social class has been found to influence treatment type such that members of lower social classes are more likely to receive prescription medications, whereas members of higher social classes are more likely to receive analytic psychotherapy (Holman 2014; Rogers & Pilgrim 2011). When lower class members do receive psychotherapy, it is more often directive and patient attrition is significantly higher (Barrett et al. 2008).

Increased attention to social class differences in mental health research is warranted in order to properly address mental health policies within the context of this form of social inequality. When mental health researchers and practitioners neglect to take into account social arrangements that produce differentially distressing outcomes for whole groups of people, the prevalence of mental illness in the American population may appear excessive and epidemic. Scarce treatment resources may be inappropriately distributed to those with the least need, overlooking underserved members of the population who are more likely to be represented in lower class groups (Horowitz 2007; Mechanic 2006). All social class groups would ultimately benefit from understanding the impact of social class on mental health, including the middle class.

See also: Autism; Down Syndrome; Health and Economic Inequality; Long-Term Care; Special Education; Suicide
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OBESITY, ECONOMICS OF

Obesity is one of the largest and fastest-growing public health challenges for both American children and adults. The mental, physical, and economic consequences of obesity are serious, and policy makers have an interest in both reducing current levels and slowing the rise in prevalence. Although obesity is considered a preventable problem, there is little clarity or consensus on how best to prevent or treat it. Because obesity is ultimately the result of a series of dynamic decisions regarding health behaviors, economists can offer insights to aid in the design of effective policy. Understanding the ways in which individuals make trade-offs between food and weight gain is a central question for economists seeking to study the obesity epidemic.

Background on Obesity in the United States

Obesity rates have risen sharply in recent years. In the 1960s, only 13 percent of Americans were obese, but over the last several decades, we’ve seen a drastic increase in the prevalence. Currently over 32 percent of American adults and 17 percent of American children are obese (Ogden et al. 2014). Although obesity prevalence has historically been higher in lower-income and lower-education groups, the rate of increase in obesity has actually been fastest in the higher-income and higher-education groups (Singh et al. 2011).

Obesity imposes a massive physical, mental, and economic burden on both individuals and societies. The physical consequences include lower life expectancy and increased risk of heart disease, type 2 diabetes, sleep apnea, cancer, and stroke, among chronic conditions (Flegal et al. 2013). In addition, overweight and obese children are more likely to have low self-esteem, higher rates of anxiety disorders and depression, and become obese adults (Vila et al. 2004). Financially, it’s estimated that obesity costs anywhere between 147 and 210 billion dollars per year when accounting for direct costs to health care systems and diminished economic productivity (Cawley & Meyerhoefer 2012; Finkelstein et al. 2009).

The Role of Economics

At the individual level, obesity is the result of a series of dynamic short-term and long-term decisions regarding health behaviors. These decisions involve trade-offs between time, money, and health to maximize a person’s overall happiness (or utility). As such, economic theory can help explain the rise in obesity rates and also offer insights into the design of effective policies and interventions to reduce obesity in the future. Many economists believe that the rise in obesity rates is a direct result of changes in relative prices (or costs) that promote excess food consumption, promote inactivity, and decrease the motivation to engage in health-seeking behaviors (Finkelstein & Strombotne, 2010). Economic forces and advances in technology have (1) made it cheaper to prepare and consume calorie-dense, highly satiable food, (2) promoted sedentary behavior at work and at home, and (3) lowered the health and financial consequences that result from excess weight.

Energy Consumption

Americans now consume more calories and more unhealthy calories than they did five decades ago. The consumption and availability of sugars, cereals, and high-fat, high-salt processed foods have increased simultaneously with obesity rates (Basu et al. 2013). One reason for this is that food has become cheaper. Overall, food prices have dropped steadily since the 1970s, relative to other goods and services (Lakdawalla & Philipson 2009). In particular, high-calorie, low-nutrient dense food has become cheaper than healthier alternatives (Finkelstein & Zuckerman, 2008).

The opportunity costs of acquiring and preparing food have also fallen due to advances in technology (Lakdawalla & Philipson 2009). Take the microwave, for example. In 1978, only 8 percent of American households owned a microwave oven, compared with 95 percent of U.S. homes today (Cutler, Glaeser, & Shapiro 2003). Foods that used to spoil in days can now last for years on grocery store and convenience store shelves due to innovations like vacuum packaging, freeze drying, and additive preservatives like high-fructose corn syrup. Americans can now walk into a restaurant or drive up to a window and buy a fast food meal, eliminating the need for meal planning, grocery shopping, cooking, and postmeal cleaning.

Energy Expenditure

And while the time and monetary costs of consuming calories have decreased, the opportunity cost of expending those calories has increased—both at work and during our leisure time. In the context of our work life, technological advances have allowed employees to be more productive and to earn higher wages, but this also means that jobs that burn large numbers of calories are increasingly hard to find. Jobs that involve more manual labor also pay lower wages, and few people are willing to take a substantial pay-cut in exchange for weight loss. In the context of our leisure time, the Internet, video games, cable television, smartphones, and other new technologies compete for our free time (Finkelstein & Zuckerman 2008).

Health Costs to Individuals

So while the costs of energy consumption are falling and the costs of energy expenditure are rising, economic forces are simultaneously lowering the costs associated with being obese for individuals. There have been tremendous advances in the drugs and surgical procedures than can effectively treat cholesterol, blood pressure, diabetes, and other risk factors that obesity promotes, meaning that being obese in 2015 is relatively easier than being obese in 1970. Additionally, insurance can further reduce the out-of-pocket medicals costs of these treatments for individuals with generous coverage. Although these changes offer financial protection and medical benefits, they may also have the perverse effect of making individuals less concerned about their weight and therefore less motivated to engage in obesity-prevention efforts.

Policy Response

Although the majority of Americans recognize that obesity is a serious public health issue, there is less of a consensus about whether or not the government should intervene, and what that intervention should look like. The traditional, or neoclassical, economic perspective on government intervention states that governments should intervene only in instances of market failures, or instances where the allocation of goods and services in a market is naturally inefficient. We may identify several instances of failures in the market for food with regard to the obesity problem.

The first is negative externalities in the form of increased medical care expenditures from the comorbidities associated with obesity. Estimates suggest that the public finances half of the economic burden of obesity through Medicare and Medicaid, and the other half through higher premiums for private insurance (Finkelstein et al. 2009). In the context of negative externalities, policies that place taxes on unhealthy food and sugar-sweetened beverages may discourage the consumption of these products and also raise money to offset growing health care bills.

Another important market failure may be imperfect information. If consumers do not have the appropriate information about the health and nutrition content of the foods they eat, they may overconsume food from a utility-maximizing standpoint. Policy makers have sought to raise awareness about health and nutrition through informational campaigns and through menu-labeling legislation that require restaurants and food chains to post the number of calories in their foods.

Finally, consumer irrationality in the form of food addiction constitutes a third potential market failure. Emerging research from neuroscientists and chemists suggests that certain palatable foods like fat, sugar, and salt can be highly addictive (Kessler 2009). In fact, one of the most politically attractive cases for government intervention is regulating food environments for children and adolescents who may not yet make rational, forward-looking decisions with regard to health and nutrition.

There are an overwhelming number of proposed solutions to the obesity epidemic, and while no one policy has proven to be the silver bullet in stemming rising obesity rates, understanding the decisions that individuals make regarding trade-offs between money, time, and health will be critical for designing effective policy.

See also: Body Image Issues; Diabetes, Cost of; Diet; Eating Disorders; Fitness Industry; Food and Nutrition; Social Determinants of Health

Further Reading

Basu, S., Yoffe, P., Hills, N., & Lustig, R. (2013). The relationship of sugar to population-level diabetes prevalence: An econometric analysis of repeated cross-sectional data. PLoS ONE, 8(2), e57873.

Cawley, J., & Meyerhoefer, C. (2012). The medical care costs of obesity: An instrumental variables approach. Journal of Health Economics, 31(1), 219–230.

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), National Center for Health Statistics. (2006). Health, United States, 2006. Retrieved July 30, 2015, from www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/hus/hus06.pdf#073

Cutler, D. M., Glaeser, E. L., & Shapiro, J. M. (2003). Why have Americans become more obese? Journal of Economic Perspectives, 17(3), 93–118.

Finkelstein, E. A., & Strombotne, K. L. (2010). The economics of obesity. American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 91(5), 1520S-4.

Finkelstein, E., Trogdon, J., Cohen, J., & Dietz, W. (2009). Annual medical spending attributable to obesity: Payer- and service-specific estimates. Health Affairs, 28(5), w822–w831.

Finkelstein, E., & Zuckerman, L. (2008). The fattening of America: How the economy makes us fat, if it matters, and what to do about it. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Flegal, K., Kit, B., Orpana, H., & Graubard, B. (2013). Association of all-cause mortality with overweight and obesity using standard body mass index categories: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of the American Medical Association, 309(1), 71–82.

Kessler, D. (2009). The end of overeating: Taking control of the insatiable American appetite. Emmaus, PA: Rodale Books.

Lakdawalla, D., & Philipson, T. (2009). The growth of obesity and technological change. Economics and Human Biology, 7(3), 283–293.

Ogden, C., Carroll, M. D., Kit, B. K., & Flegal, K. M. (2014). Prevalence of childhood and adult obesity in the United States, 2011–2012. Journal of the American Medical Association, 311(8), 806–814.

Singh, G., Siahpush, M., Hiatt, R., & Timsina, L. (2011). Dramatic increases in obesity and overweight prevalence and body mass index among ethnic-immigrant and social class groups in the United States, 1976–2008. Journal of Community Health, 36(1), 94–110.

Vila, G., Zipper, E., Dabbas, M., Bertrand, C., Robert, J. J., Ricour, C., & Mouren-Simeoni, M. C. (2004). Mental disorders in obese children and adolescents. Psychosomatic Medicine, 66(3), 387–394.

Kiersten L. Strombotne

SMOKING

Of the many risk factors for chronic illness, the most significant might be tobacco consumption, particularly cigarette smoking. Smoking is currently the leading cause of preventable death in the United States (CDC 2015; USDHHS 2014). Smoking has been definitively linked to a variety of deadly and nondeadly ailments including coronary heart disease, asthma, blindness, stroke, diabetes, and cancers of the lungs, esophagus, stomach, and liver (CDC 2015; USDHHS 2014). Ever since the first issued Surgeon General’s report on smoking in 1964, smoking cessation has been a major public health priority.

Current Prevalence

Smoking rates have greatly decreased from 1965’s peak rate of 42.4 percent (CDC 2013; USDHEW 1964). Smoking death rates have also fallen (Holdford et al. 2014). Current estimates indicate that the proportion of American adults who smoke was 17.8 percent in 2013, down from 20.9 percent in 2005, including decreases in both everyday smoking and in heavy smoking (Jamal et al. 2014). Today there are more former smokers than current smokers in the United States (USDHHS 2014).





	Table 1    Percentage of U.S. Adults Who Smoke Cigarettes




	



	Category

	
	Smoking (%)




	



	Overall

	
	17.8




	Sex




	    Men

	
	20.5




	    Women

	
	15.3




	Age




	    18–24

	
	18.7




	    25–44

	
	20.1




	    45–64

	
	19.9




	    ≥ 65

	
	  8.8




	Race/ethnicity




	    White

	
	19.4




	    Black

	
	18.3




	    Hispanic

	
	12.1




	    American Indian/Alaskan Native

	
	26.1




	    Asian

	
	  9.6




	    Multiple race

	
	26.8




	Education level




	    < 12 years

	
	24.2




	    GED

	
	41.4




	    High school graduate

	
	22.0




	    Undergraduate degree

	
	  9.1




	    Graduate degree

	
	  5.6




	Poverty status




	    At or above poverty level

	
	16.2




	    Below poverty level

	
	29.2




	Annual household income ($)a




	    < 20,000

	
	26.4




	    20,000–49,999

	
	22.6




	    50,000–99,999

	
	15.7




	    ≥ 100,000

	
	  9.3




	Disability/limitation




	    Yes

	
	23.0




	    No

	
	17.0




	Sexual orientation




	    Straight

	
	17.6




	    Lesbian/gay/bisexual

	
	26.6





	U.S. Census region




	    Northeast

	
	16.9




	    Midwest

	
	20.5




	    South

	
	19.2




	    West

	
	13.6





	Psychiatric diagnosisb




	    Any

	
	41.0




	    Major depression

	
	44.7




	    Nonaffective psychosis (includes schizophrenia and related disorders)

	
	45.3




	    Generalized anxiety disorder

	
	54.6




	    Alcohol abuse/dependence

	
	56.1




	    Bipolar disorder

	
	60.6




	    Drug abuse/dependence

	
	67.9




	



	Notes: Cigarette smoking defined as smoking at least 100 cigarettes lifetime and currently smoking “every day” or “some days.” Data are from Jamal et al. (2014) unless otherwise noted.




	aSource: Agaku et al. (2014).




	bSource: Lasser et al. (2000).








Despite these encouraging numbers, certain populations continue to smoke disproportionately (see Table 1). Men and individuals with a high school education or less are more likely to be smokers than women and those with college or graduate degrees. Persons self-identifying as multiracial or Native American/Alaskan, reporting a disability status, and self-identifying as lesbian, gay, or bisexual are also more likely to smoke. Individuals 65 and older and individuals self-identifying as Hispanic or Asian are less likely to report smoking (Jamal et al. 2014). Tendency to use all tobacco products, particularly cigarettes, increases as household income decreases (Agaku et al. 2014) and is particularly high for individuals below the poverty level (Jamal et al. 2014). Other reviews indicate that smoking is more prevalent in certain disadvantaged groups such as the homeless, chronically unemployed, those with mental health difficulties, single parents, and those in public housing (Hiscock et al. 2012; Lasser et al. 2000; Murray et al. 2009). Similar patterns are seen for smoking cessation. For example, African Americans and individuals with lower educational levels report less success in quitting smoking (see Table 2; Malarcher et al. 2011).

Noteworthy in Table 1 is the high prevalence of smoking among individuals with mental health problems, which is 41 percent overall and ranges to more than 60 percent for some categories. It has been estimated that individuals with mental illness consume from nearly one-third (30.9 percent) to nearly one-half (44.3 percent) of all cigarettes smoked (Gfroerer et al. 2013; Lasser et al. 2000) and that depression is three times higher in smokers than in nonsmokers (Farrell et al. 2001). Contrary to conventional thought, individuals with depression not only want to quit smoking but are able to do so with the help of intervention programs without adversely affecting their mental health functioning (Hall et al. 2006; Prochaska et al. 2004, 2008).




	Table 2    Percentage of U.S. Adults Interested in Quitting and Recently Quit Smoking




	



	Category

	
	Interested in quitting (%)

	
	Recently quit (%)




	



	Overall

	
	68.8

	
	  6.2




	Sex




	    Men

	
	67.3

	
	  6.2




	    Women

	
	70.7

	
	  6.3




	Age




	    18–24

	
	66.7

	
	  8.2




	    25–44

	
	72.5

	
	  7.1




	    45–64

	
	69.0

	
	  4.7




	    ≥ 65

	
	53.8

	
	  5.3




	Race/ethnicity




	    White

	
	69.1

	
	  6.0




	    Black

	
	75.6

	
	  3.3




	    Hispanic

	
	61.0

	
	  9.5




	    Other races

	
	62.5

	
	10.2




	Education level




	    < 12 years

	
	69.3

	
	  3.2




	    GED

	
	73.9

	
	  4.4




	    High school graduate

	
	65.9

	
	  4.6




	    Undergraduate degree

	
	68.4

	
	  8.1




	    Graduate degree

	
	70.1

	
	11.4




	Poverty status




	    At or above poverty level

	
	69.2

	
	  6.5




	    Below poverty level

	
	67.5

	
	  5.1




	Health plan




	    Private

	
	70.4

	
	  7.8




	    Medicaid

	
	71.2

	
	  4.6




	    Medicare

	
	60.7

	
	  5.5




	    Military

	
	55.3

	
	  9.3




	    Other public plan

	
	69.5

	
	  4.9




	    Uninsured

	
	68.8

	
	  3.6




	



	Notes: Interest in quitting defined as current smokers who reported that they wanted to stop smoking completely. Recent smoking cessation based on former smokers who quit in the past year for at least six months.




	Source: Malarcher et al. (2011).






Collectively, these results indicate that smokers tend to belong to disadvantaged groups, especially those with mental health difficulties, less education, and fewer financial resources (Gfroerer et al. 2013; Jamal et al. 2014; Lasser et al. 2000).

Effects on Health and Employment

The question why those of a lower socioeconomic status are more likely to smoke or less likely to quit smoking compared with those of higher socioeconomic status is of much current interest. The average cost of a pack of cigarettes is $5.51 (American Lung Association 2015). This equates to more than $2,000 per year for someone with a pack-a-day habit. One would assume that cigarettes would be an expensive luxury for those experiencing financial difficulty. Yet paradoxically, this group continues to smoke and smoke more heavily than those of higher incomes. There are two ways to approach this question. Are certain groups more disadvantaged because they smoke? Or does being a member of that group make one more likely to smoke and make quitting more difficult?

It is plausible that smoking contributes to people remaining in a lower socioeconomic class. As previously stated, smoking is an expensive habit that would consume much of an individual’s disposable income. In addition, smoking contributes to the development of many serious illnesses, as well as overall poor health. These health consequences then have financial consequences, both in terms of increased medical costs and difficulty holding a job. Current smokers were found to show greater workplace absenteeism compared to never smokers. Furthermore, former smokers showed intermediate absenteeism that decreased the longer they stayed away from cigarettes. Workplace productivity also increased for former smokers who had quit for longer than one year (Halpern et al. 2001). Smoking, along with depression, physical inactivity, high body weight, and stress, was found to be among the top modifiable risk factors accounting for about one-fifth of employer-employee health care costs (Goetzel et al. 2012).

Smoking also tends to be related to other health behaviors such that current smokers are more likely to eat unhealthily, not exercise, and consume alcohol excessively (Chiolero et al. 2006; deRuiter et al. 2014). As these behaviors have also been definitively linked to poor health, it follows that smoking contributes to an overall unhealthy lifestyle, which then leads to increased health care costs and limited ability to work.

Difficulties Quitting

The inverse, that being in a lower socioeconomic group makes a person more likely to smoke, is also true. Perhaps, given that smoking rates were once high among all social groups, a better question is why those of higher socioeconomic classes quit smoking and those in lower classes did not. After all, most smokers today are aware that smoking carries some health risks, even if they often underestimate them (Hammond et al. 2006), and most current smokers (68.8 percent) want to quit (Malarcher et al. 2011). Even so, success in quitting varies considerably across groups (see Table 2).

Differences in who is able to quit smoking may largely depend on cessation support and access to services. For example, interest in quitting and number of quit attempts are quite similar across poverty and education levels (Malarcher et al. 2011). However, those with private insurance and with more education were more likely to quit successfully than those with Medicaid or no health insurance and those with less education. Similarly, African Americans showed greater interest in quitting than Caucasian Americans and reported more frequent quit attempts, but were less likely to successfully quit. Those without a health care plan were also less likely to receive advice from physicians about quitting, use counseling, or use medication to quit compared to those with health insurance. Although those with Medicare and Medicaid showed comparable rates of receiving advice and services (Malarcher et al. 2011), it must be noted that the smoking cessation services offered by Medicaid are limited and a substantial number of states have recently either reduced Medicaid-covered cessation services or added barriers to receiving them, such as limits on duration or annual limits on number of quit attempts. Few states cover all forms of evidence-based cessation treatments and none do so without barriers (Singleterry et al. 2014).

There may be other barriers to smoking cessation besides financial ones. Some theories posit that unhealthier lifestyles, including smoking, exist at lower socioeconomic statuses due to a higher level of detrimental factors such as environmental stress and constraints, and fewer protective factors such as cognitive, affective, and interpersonal resources, as well as less access to material and institutional resources (Adler & Ostrove 1999; Businelle et al. 2010; Gallo & Matthews 2003). Because fewer positive coping mechanisms are available to them, cigarettes may provide one of very few stress-relief outlets, particularly among individuals with mental illness.

Table 2 shows substantial discrepancy between interest in quitting and success in quitting across all demographic and economic groups. This has given rise to a great deal of public health, behavioral, and medical research designed to develop and enhance the effectiveness of clinical and educational approaches to smoking cessation and to ensure access to successful treatment strategies to all social and economic groups (USDHHS 2014). Although this work is still in progress and has met with varying degrees of success, there is now considerable evidence that smokers are able to quit on their own and that those who cannot can benefit substantially with the help of behavioral intervention programs (Cohen et al. 1989; Krebs et al. 2010; Smith & Chapman 2014; USDHHS 2014).

Social Attitudes

Social attitudes toward smoking have changed over the past several decades. In earlier decades, smoking was seen as a healthy habit practiced by everyone including physicians and celebrities. The tobacco industry made great efforts to deny any links between ill health and smoking. Starting with the 1964 Surgeon General’s warning, public perception began to change and smoking was seen as a health hazard (Cummings & Proctor 2014; USDHHS 2014). The dangers of second-hand smoke contributed to this image, making smokers into a public menace endangering the health of those around them. A recent survey found that a majority of smokers agree that second-hand smoke is dangerous to nonsmokers and smoking is a socially undesirable behavior (Hyland et al. 2009). The majority of American nonsmokers and former smokers believe worksites, restaurants, bars, and casinos should be smoke-free (CDC 2014). Areas where cigarettes are less socially acceptable tend to have lower smoking rates (Hyland et al. 2009). In this way, nonsmokers put pressure on smokers to quit, such that decreased smoking rates tend to accelerate quitting among the remaining smokers. Conversely, those who successfully quit while away from their home environments tend to relapse after they return (Prochaska et al. 2006; Smith & Chapman 2014), possibly because their friends and family continue to smoke.

Furthermore, it is not just cigarettes themselves, but also the smell, smoke, and ash that are now seen negatively. Negative perceptions for people who smoke are common. Smokers are often perceived as addicted and, more unfairly, as deviant and weak-willed (Graham 2012). It is possible that for smokers who already belong to stigmatized groups, such as the poor and the mentally ill, this extra layer of stigmatization provides less motivation to quit than for individuals who are otherwise in the majority.

Other Products

This article has focused on cigarettes, the most commonly used tobacco product. It must be noted that there are other products, including cigars, cigarillos, pipes, water pipes/hookahs, and smokeless tobacco products (Agaku et al. 2014). These other products, such as e-cigarettes, cigars, and chewing tobacco, are more likely to be used “rarely” rather than every day (Agaku et al. 2014). Electronic e-cigarettes in particular are becoming popular, especially among cigarette smokers and people with college degrees, many of whom perceive e-cigarettes as less harmful than tobacco cigarettes (Pearson et al. 2012). As e-cigarettes are designed to appeal to young people, there is concern that they will become a starter product possibly leading to later tobacco use (Pearson et al. 2012).

See also: Cancer; Substance Abuse
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SOCIAL DETERMINANTS OF HEALTH

Social determinants of health are conditions into which we are born and within which we live and eventually die. They exert powerful influences on our health as individuals, and they play important roles in shaping health disparities in human populations. These are factors that affect us from birth, and their influences across the life course are both persistent and undeniable. This entry will briefly explore the social determinants of health and their effects in contemporary society. Because these factors affect health and well-being across the human life course and are often beyond our control, understanding the precise processes that underlie these conditions is essential, both for individuals but also for health care providers and policy makers. We will first provide an introductory discussion of social determinants, including several examples of these important health influences. Next, we will explore the health effects associated with a fundamental social determinant—socioeconomic status—along with how these mechanisms work at multiple levels of scale. Lastly, we will look toward the future, and discuss ways that research in social epidemiology and medical sociology might help ameliorate the negative consequences associated with the social determinants of health.

The World Health Organization (CSDH 2008) defines the social determinants of health as the conditions in which people are born, grow, work, live, and age, and the wider set of forces and systems (e.g., economic and political policies and systems, social norms) shaping the conditions of daily life. This definition focuses on two major areas: (1) social conditions and (2) social forces and systems. This two-part definition links broad, systemic social determinants to individual health outcomes. In order to understand how these influences work, we must recognize how social structures (i.e., aspects and arrangements in the broader society) directly affect social conditions, which, in turn, directly affect individuals through their experience and their choices within those conditions. As a result, there exist discernible trends when we examine health across various social groups sharing similar social backgrounds, whether through age cohorts, gender, socioeconomic position, occupation, race, ethnicity, etc.

Socioeconomic Status as a Fundamental Cause

Socioeconomic status (SES) is by far the most powerful predictor of health and well-being in developed Western societies—so much so that it is commonly referred to as a fundamental social cause. We can see the effects of SES differentials in large-scale health inequalities in the United States, as well as the individual-level health situations of everyday Americans like you. We will first briefly discuss a few of the mechanisms involved in individual health outcomes before moving on to outline the role that SES plays in contributing to broader health inequalities.

Socioeconomic status is typically measured with one or more of the following: income, education, occupation, or wealth. But the power of this concept in predicting health comes down to one word—resources. At the individual level of analysis, SES directly affects one’s access to resources, as a result shaping one’s quality of health and life chances. Life chances refers to an individual’s probabilities of realizing wants, needs, and desires, and like SES resources, they are unequally distributed across our society (Hinote 2014a). Most people think of SES and life chances as discrete concepts, meaning that someone possesses SES and life chance resources (i.e., they are affluent) or they do not (i.e., they are poor). But the reality is that these assets are spread all across the entire socioeconomic hierarchy, from top, to middle, to the bottom of society. This means that all of us are affected in some way by the distribution of these resources. In other words, the resources available to us as individuals (as a product of our SES) either enable or constrain our abilities to navigate potential risks to our health (i.e., risk factors) as well as health benefits (i.e., protective factors), thereby shaping our health—good, bad, or somewhere in the middle.

Because people nearer the top of our society have more resources than people in the middle, who in turn possess greater resources than those nearer the bottom, individual health outcomes tend to mirror society’s distribution of resources. In this way, SES either empowers or constrains individuals (but typically both at one time or another) to navigate disease risks, thereby shaping health. It is important to remember that SES does not typically place strict, unbreakable boundaries on individuals, but rather shapes the sets of behaviors and practices into which individuals in certain levels of SES fall. Some of the specific mechanisms associated with these resources include the components of SES listed previously, but also access to health care (specifically the latest screening procedures), access to healthy lifestyles, social support, locus of control, coping resources, stable living and working conditions, and on and on, even things that we don’t typically consider important to our health and well-being like leisure time and sleep quality. The bottom line is that all resources that exert an impact on our health are in some way related to the concept of socioeconomic status. Hence, it is considered a fundamental cause.

Although individual effects like the ones just described might be more tangible, we can similarly observe the effects of SES as a social determinant at the macrolevel, a term that refers to conditions existing above us as individuals. For instance, we can easily observe the effects of SES in group- or population-level morbidity and mortality rates. As we mention previously, health disparities are about much more than distinctions between rich and poor—an observation best illustrated with the Whitehall Studies, which first uncovered what is called the health-wealth gradient. This term describes a population-level pattern whereby differences in health and well-being exist not only between the top and bottom of the socioeconomic hierarchy, but also everywhere in between affluence and poverty. That is, those at the top of society exhibit better health (i.e., greater longevity, lower mortality, less morbidities) than those second from the top, who have better health than those third from the top, and so on, all the way down the gradient. Think of a stair step where at each socioeconomic level, virtually every indicator of health and well-being decreases slightly as you move down each step, until you reach the bottom. This gradient is important, especially alongside the explanation of fundamental cause, because it shows us how very large levels of socioeconomic inequalities in a society also have the potential to yield similarly large health disparities, primarily through the mechanisms associated with social determinants of health, especially fundamental causes like SES. This is why nations with very high levels of inequality frequently have very steep and tall gradients with large health disparities between top and bottom (like ours), while more egalitarian societies have less extreme disparities. In short, this is one way to think about how social determinants work at the broader group or societal level.

Conclusion: The Future of the Social Determinants of Health

Recognition of the impact of social and environmental factors on health outcomes goes back to ancient times. As a result, there have been many attempts to address or eliminate the effects of the social determinants of health, many of which focused on community-based approaches, disease-fighting technology, health promotion, and primary care, among others (Irwin & Scali 2010). There are also more recent widespread efforts that aim to downplay the detrimental health effects of social and environmental factors. These efforts largely focus on promoting healthy social and physical environments for individuals in order to reduce or eliminate inequalities and health disparities. These programs and movements acknowledge that health policies and larger social, political, and economic systems exert great influences on individual and population health, and they work to aid those falling victim to broader structures of stratification. Programs such as the National Partnership for Action to End Health Disparities, the National Prevention and Health Promotion Strategy, and Healthy People 2020 are prime examples of steps taken to close generational gaps with regard to health disparities (CSDH 2008). However, it is essential to also look into the role that research plays in eliminating these health effects and ameliorating the negative consequences of the social determinants of health.

Rather than solely focusing on the eradication of all consequences and health effects of the social determinants of health, research in medical sociology and social epidemiology should now focus on the causes underlying the social determinants of health. Put another way, current and future research should focus on exploring the mechanisms through which individuals are placed into particular social strata and how life chances are transmitted intergenerationally, subsequently affecting probabilities of good or bad health. This is in addition to developing ways to aid those already in less advantaged socioeconomic circumstances and environments and to ameliorate the negative consequences of these influences. Put another way, as we continue to identify risk factors for disease, what is now critically important is specifying precisely what puts people at risk for those risk factors (Hinote 2014b). The conclusions flowing out of such research might enable soundly crafted policies to work in a number of ways (Irwin & Scali 2010). First, policies might attempt to decrease massive inequalities in power, prestige, income, and wealth that are so closely linked to the social determinants of health. Next, policy could intervene to decrease exposure to deleterious social determinants among less advantaged populations, thereby lessening the vulnerability of those groups. Third, while health care utilization typically comes after the onset of many diseases, policies might intervene through health care systems to reduce the unequal consequences of ill health and prevent further socioeconomic disadvantage among those same populations.

Recognizing the real and measurable impacts of the social determinants of health also compels us to reconsider various elements of health care delivery today, which are typically built around curative models of diagnosis and treatment. In other words, the ascendance of social determinants of health, along with the epidemiological shift toward chronic illness, necessitates rethinking our existing models of medical education, health care administration and reimbursement, health care divisions of labor, and even the structure of the modern clinic itself (see Wasserman & Hinote 2012). But perhaps most importantly for our audience, recognizing the ways that social, economic, political, and environmental factors influence us on a personal level enables us to make better health and life decisions for ourselves now and in the future. After all, many of these determinants often work cyclically; we as individuals repeat what we know in terms of acceptable behavior in this or that situation. This includes health lifestyles, our behavioral responses to stress, the levels and types of education that we pursue, the neighborhoods in which we choose to live, the schools to which we eventually send our children, and on and on. However, by learning how these mechanisms operate, we are empowered to shape their consequences for us and our families, not only for our generation, but also for generations to come.
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE

Substance abuse is a continuing problem in the United States, affecting all social classes. Surveys indicate that abuse of some substances is decreasing, while misuse of others continues to grow. The abuse of both legal and illicit substances is costly for both the individual and the larger society. A variety of programs and strategies have been developed to prevent, reduce, control, and treat drug abuse, the most successful of which utilize sociological principles.

A Sociological Definition of Substance Abuse

Substance abuse is a tricky concept to define. What is considered substance abuse is often subjective, and not scientific, relying on the labeler’s personal beliefs. A sociological definition of substance abuse would focus on whether or not use has affected the user’s health, behavior, and social relationships. The problem with this definition is that many of these problems only show up much later in the abuser’s deviant career. There are, for example, what are called “functioning alcoholics,” who go to work, take care of their families, and do not seem, at least for years, to have any health or relationship issues. The same can be said for occasional users of other drugs, such as tobacco, heroin, cocaine, marijuana, and methamphetamine. It is only in retrospect that we may say that the person was a substance abuser.

Researchers have tried to develop tools to help to define substance abuse more objectively. A self-administered questionnaire, called the Michigan Alcohol Screening Test (MAST), asks questions about how much an individual drinks, how frequently he or she drinks, and when during the day alcohol is consumed. Additionally, there are also questions about whether or not they have had problems at work or in social relationships. The Quantity-Frequency Index is another attempt to classify drinkers in terms of how much and how often they drink.

Many, but not all, substance abusers become addicted to their drug or drugs of choice (we often see individuals with multiple drug abuse, for instance, heroin users who also take barbiturates, heroin mixed with cocaine, which is termed a “speed ball,” alcohol combined with other drugs, etc.) A simple definition of addiction is that it is both a chemical and psychological condition in which the individual needs more and more of the substance to get the same result. This is referred to as building a tolerance to the drug.

The Extent of Substance Abuse

It appears that the use or abuse of some drugs has been increasing, while for others it has stayed the same or even decreased. Evidence of substance use trends comes from a number of sources, including the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) and the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) and surveys such as those administered by the Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN), Monitoring the Future (MTF) and the National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH), the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA), the national Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS), and data collected from emergency room visits (SAMHSA). These sources indicate that the use of heroin (Epstein & Gfroerer 2008; Rawlings 2013; SAMHSA 2013a; Volkow 2014; Wihbey 2014), the nonmedical use of pharmaceuticals (PDMP 2013) and marijuana (Rawlings 2013) has increased, while smoking (NIDA 2014; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2014), the use of alcohol (NIAAA 2009), and methamphetamines (Rawlings 2013) has decreased, especially among teenagers. Although there is no way of knowing the extent of substance abuse, we do get some idea about this from emergency department (ED) visits. In 2011, there were 2,462,948 ED visits for drug misuse or abuse. Included in these visits were 1,428,145 visits for pharmaceuticals and 1,252,500 visits for illicit drugs (SAMHSA 2013b).

Consequences of Substance Abuse

The abuse of substances has heavy consequences both for the individual user and the larger society. Depending on the substance and how it is administered, abusers may develop infections, cancer, emphysema, cardiovascular problems, cirrhosis, hepatitis, and AIDS. Some people overdose, a real danger when the effective dose of a substance is close to its lethal dose (Goode 2015, 76–77), and may even die. For the society at large, substance abuse is costly in terms of a loss of productivity, medical expenses, accidents, trials, and incarcerations. For example, NIDA estimates that the annual cost to the U.S. economy from abuse of alcohol, tobacco, and illicit drugs is about $559 billion, of which illicit drugs account for $181 billion (NIDA 2008). The National Institutes of Health (NIH) reports that of the national costs for 33 conditions and illnesses, alcohol, tobacco, and drug disorders ranked, in order, second, sixth, and seventh (NIH 2000). Between 1992 and 2002, the costs of drug abuse increased an average of 5.3 percent annually (Office of National Drug Control Policy 2004).

Efforts to Control Substance Abuse

Social control efforts to reduce or control substance abuse have focused on both the societal and individual levels. On the societal level, laws outlawing some drugs and regulating others have been ineffective. Concerted efforts such as the “War on Drugs” and “Operation Intercept” under former President Nixon have had little effect on preventing or containing substance use (Golgowski 2013). Similarly, stringent legal penalties and mandatory prison sentences do not seem to have stemmed the tide of illicit drug use.

On the individual level, substance abusers have been treated in outpatient clinics, general hospitals, hospitals specializing in addiction, halfway houses, and therapeutic communities. Strategies for controlling substance abuse include the use of other drugs to block the effects of particular substances (such as antibuse for alcohol or cyclozocine for heroin) or to ease withdrawal, group and individual therapy, psychotherapy, self-help groups, and various combinations of all of these. The more successful of these programs follow basic sociological principles: first, remove the user from the old, using group. Second, integrate him or her into a new group of former users, whose goal is abstinence. Third, provide the individual with opportunities to develop nonusing attitudes and behaviors, and finally, establish rewards for abstinence.
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SUICIDE

Perhaps the most extreme manifestation of human distress and hopelessness is the act of suicide, which is the intentional ending of one’s own life. As the tenth leading cause of death in the United States (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2013), it is a major public health concern that affects all races, ages, and social classes, though at differential rates. The American middle class is not immune to this phenomenon, and has characteristics that place its members at risk, as well as characteristics that act in a protective manner. Although intrapersonal factors such as mental, physical, and emotional states are important, one must also consider how sociocultural factors influence rates of suicide in certain subsets of the population, such as the middle class.

Research has identified a vast array of individual risk factors and warning signs for suicide. Their sheer number makes it difficult to identify specific individuals at risk for suicide with great accuracy. However, some of the most common individual risk factors for suicidality include chronic use of alcohol or substances, divorce or relationship difficulties, physical health problems, social isolation, history of mental illness (especially depression), experience of one or more serious personal losses or defeats, hopelessness about one’s situation improving, and access to means of suicide (e.g., firearms) (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2015).

Much less is known about broader sociocultural factors that influence rates of suicide. Although their effect on suicide is often more indirect and account for a relatively small proportion of the variance in suicide rates, it would be impossible to understand the varying rates of suicide without consideration of broader social trends. Specifically, to understand suicide in the middle class, we must give attention to the impact of the broader economic climate.

Since the Great Depression in the United States, suicide rates fluctuate in correspondence to the economic climate (Luo et al. 2011). During periods of economic stability and expansion, suicide rates decline as more opportunities for self-improvement are evident; however, during periods of economic recession, suicide rates increase, among men more than women (Reeves, McKee, & Stuckler 2014), and particularly among the working age (ages 25–64), with little observed change among youth and the elderly (Luo et al. 2011). Economic strain negatively impacts families and communities due to rising rates of unemployment and elimination of socially funded programs that support distressed citizens. These conditions lead to the deterioration of social integration, which serves a protective function against suicide, increased anxiety, depression, and hopelessness.

Rising unemployment during economic recessions is a particularly noteworthy risk factor for suicide in affluent countries such as the United States, where unemployment is associated with threats to one’s social status, loss of identity, and reduced social involvement (Phillips & Nugent 2014). Furthermore unemployment puts individuals at risk for potential home foreclosure, loss of health insurance, and increasing debt—all independent predictors of suicide (Reeves, McKee, & Stuckler 2014). The overwhelming stress of not being able to provide for one’s family and loss of one’s place in society certainly can contribute to the desire for suicide, particularly in those who have other risk factors or vulnerabilities, such as a history of mental illness. Individuals facing a sudden loss in economic status may compare themselves to peers who are not experiencing similar difficulties, and as a result experience shame or despair, leading them to isolate and withdraw from seeking out the very social support and other protective resources needed to get through these challenges. Alternatively, mass layoffs have a negative impact on community suicide rates, because they suggest limited opportunities for reemployment and advancement (Leventhal & van Dulmen 2014). Even when controlling for individual-level socioeconomic status, we see that adults living in cities with more socioeconomic disadvantage are at greater risk for suicide compared to those in cities with less social disadvantage (Denney et al. 2015). High rates of unemployment and poverty in a community potentially lead to a greater sense of hopelessness among all residents, so that even those who are employed and not experiencing severe economic strain are at greater risk.

Although the evidence is more limited, suicide has also been shown to be related to social class. Durkheim (1951) proposed that suicide was related to a lack of social integration, and thus would be more prevalent in those of higher socioeconomic status, who hold to the value of individualism and experience an associated greater amount of social isolation. However, the relationship between suicide and socioeconomic status proves much more complex. In the poorest, developing countries, Durkheim’s hypothesis is supported, with lower rates of suicide overall, and deep poverty serving a protective function, likely through greater interdependence among its citizens in the struggle to survive (Baudelot & Establet 2008). Alternatively, in the United States, prior to World War II, a bimodal relationship existed between suicide and socioeconomic status, such that members of the lowest and highest social classes demonstrated higher rates of suicide, while the middle class remained relatively unaffected by this social ill. Following the war, the trend changed, with social class being negatively correlated with suicide. Relative wealth within these countries serves a protective function. Economic development brought about stability for the middle and upper classes, enabling them to pursue creative individualism, which emphasizes personal development and autonomy, making unique contributions to the group, and focusing on work as a source of happiness and self-esteem. But as Durkheim proposed, citizens of these wealthy nations are at greater risk for suicide. Creative individualism provides a sense of purpose and place in society, but it also requires independence leading to social isolation and a greater sense of personal responsibility for failure. Thus, while wealth facilitates social integration, job security, better living conditions, and improved health outcomes, it also presents sociocultural challenges that place the entire society at greater risk.

In conclusion, as most of the present research is cross-sectional or retrospective, the causal relationship between socioeconomic climate, social class, and suicidal behavior is unclear. For example, both suicide and economic difficulty may be the result of other risk factors such as mental illness. However, understanding the associations between suicide and the economic climate is essential in order to appreciate how suicide uniquely impacts the American middle class. The extent to which the middle class is affected by economic strain, threat of sudden unemployment, loss of social status, difficulties achieving upward mobility, and a decline in social resources that serve as a safety net in times of challenge is likely to determine if rates of suicide will significantly increase in this portion of the population.
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CRIME AND THE AMERICAN MIDDLE CLASS

The issue of whether or not social class is associated with crime has been a long-standing debate in the field of criminology. There are two important veins of research that need to be discussed in regard to both adolescent and adult offending patterns. The first issue is how much crime is committed by the middle class in comparison to lower classes. The consensus on this issue is that middle-class youth are just as likely to engage in minor types of delinquency as lower class youth. However, lower class youth are more likely to engage in serious violent crime than their middle-class counterparts. The second issue is what type of crime middle-class adults are likely to commit and why. Research shows that middle-class adults are more likely to engage in white-collar crime at their place of employment and are less likely to commit “street” crimes such as armed robbery or drug selling.

Historically, it was believed that lower class people were responsible for almost all crime that was committed. This was because crime data was gathered from official sources such as police reports or court records. A famous study conducted in Chicago by Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay located the address of every person charged with a crime from 1900 to 1933 on a large map and found that almost all crime happened in the poor parts of town and was committed by lower class people (1942). This prompted two important theories that attempt to explain offending, both resting on the assumption that most crime is committed by poor people. Social disorganization theory argues that neighborhoods that have consistently high crime rates are characterized by poverty, transiency, and the presence of many different races and/or ethnicities (Shaw & McKay 1942). Because of this, citizens are unable to work together to achieve common goals such as safety and proper supervision of children. Anomie/strain theory proposes that everyone wants the American dream of wealth and success, but not everybody has the means to achieve these goals through conventional means such as education and employment due to economic inequality, racism, sexism, and other types of inequality. Therefore, some people use illegitimate means to achieve material gains such as theft or drug selling (Merton 1968).

In the 1960s, criminologists began using a new method to collect data regarding how much crime was occurring, who was most likely to commit crime, and why. Self-report studies are surveys in which people are asked to report on their involvement in criminal activity. Typically, these surveys would be administered to adolescents or college students. This is because levels of offending are highest in late adolescence and young adulthood, and also because students are gathered together in one place, which makes it convenient for researchers to access them. Researchers were astounded by the findings from these studies because middle-class youth reported committing as much crime as lower class youth (see Tittle et al. 1978). This sparked a huge debate in the field of criminology.

Researchers who used self-report data argued that middle-class kids commit as much crime as lower class kids—they were just less likely to get caught. They maintained that the criminal justice system is biased against the poor in three important ways. First, law enforcement is more likely to perceive poor people as criminal. They are more likely to interpret the appearance and demeanor of poor people as menacing, more likely to detain and question poor people, and more likely to patrol poor neighborhoods. Second, when middle-class people are arrested they have more resources that work to their advantage at every decision point in the criminal justice process. Middle-class people are more likely to receive bail or be released on their own recognizance while awaiting court dates. They are also able to afford their own attorney instead of relying on public defenders, which is a huge advantage. Third, the way that we define crime favors the middle class. The types of crime that citizens fear and that are punished harshly are crimes that poor people are more likely to commit such as armed robbery, burglary, or assault. Crimes that middle-class people are more likely to commit such as fraud, embezzlement, or tax evasion are treated very leniently. Furthermore, some decisions by CEOs or managers that result in social harm are not even considered criminal. Instead, they are simply regarded as bad managerial decisions. An example of this would be ignoring safety regulations in the workplace in order to save money and workers are injured as a result.

The current consensus on this debate is based on a seminal study by Elliott and Ageton; their research showed that there were some serious measurement errors in previous self-report studies (1980). Their findings concluded that middle-class youth are just as likely to engage in minor forms of delinquency such as shoplifting or underage drinking as lower class youth. However, lower class youth are more likely to engage in serious violent crime such as armed robbery and aggravated assault than middle-class youth. Subsequent studies have supported these findings.

Examinations of offending patterns across the life course show that most people act out as adolescents and young adults, but quit committing crime all together by their late twenties. For the small group of people who continue to offend across the life course, the type of crime committed by adults varies by social class. White-collar crime was originally defined as offenses committed by people of respectability or high status, usually in connection with their employment (Sutherland 1949). These types of crime include fraud, embezzlement, insider trading, bribery, and tax evasion. It was thought that different theories would be needed to explain this type of offending, since middle-class people do not face the same type of financial strain that has been used to explain some lower class offending and they usually do not live in communities with high crime rates. One proposed idea is that middle-class people might engage in financial crimes because they face some type of problem that they want to keep hidden such as gambling debts or drug addiction (Cressey 1969). Other theorists proposed that some criminal behaviors become part of the culture in the workplace and employees learn these behaviors as simply “cutting corners” or “the way things are done” (Sutherland 1949).

In their controversial research, prominent criminologists Michael Gottfredson and Travis Hirschi proposed what they call a general theory of crime that explains all deviant behavior regardless of social class (1990). They argue that all crime is caused by a lack of self-control, whether the crime occurs “in the street or in the suite.” A person who has low self-control is impulsive, risk-taking, and unable to calculate the long-term consequences of their behavior. Furthermore, they typically have a low tolerance for frustration, have anger management issues, and tend to solve their problems in a physical instead of verbal manner. Most deviant behavior requires little planning or skill, but instead results from the presentation of what is perceived to be a tempting opportunity. This theory purports that nobody is born with self-control; rather it is taught through proper parenting. If a person does not receive adequate socialization, he or she will have low self-control. Levels of self-control are set by approximately the age of 8. For middle-class children who are not properly socialized, the amount and type of deviance that they engage in will be a function of their level of self-control and the deviant opportunities to which they are exposed. It may be that their opportunities for deviance are very different from a lower class child. So they may not be engaging in serious drug use or weapons charges because they are not exposed to those types of opportunities. However, they will do other things such as shoplifting, alcohol abuse, cheating on an exam, or lying. As they grow older, they may succeed in school and perhaps get a good job, but their low levels of self-control will still lead them to engage in deviant behavior if that behavior results in instant gratification (like promiscuous sex) or helps them to avoid something seen as negative (like studying for an exam).

Contemporary research does little to support the claims of Gottfredson and Hirschi. One study gathered a random stratified sample of convicted white-collar offenders from their prosecution records across eight different offense types. They examined “high end” offenses such as antitrust violations, securities fraud, tax fraud, and bribery and compared them to “lower end” offenses such as credit card fraud, mail fraud, bank embezzlement, and providing false information to the government to obtain benefits (Weisburd & Waring 2001). This study compared offender characteristics and found that offenders who engage in the more “high end” offenses are more likely to be college educated, married, wealthy, homeowners, and are very rarely unemployed. In contrast, people who engage in the “lower end” offenses are less educated, have less assets, and are more likely to be unemployed. In addition, those who engage in lower end crimes are more likely to have had prior arrests for other types of criminal endeavors. This gives support to the idea that high end white-collar criminals are not typical offenders, in contrast to the claims of low self-control theory. However, the low end offenders do fit the description of those with low self-control; over 60 percent had prior arrests and for a variety of other types of crimes. The fact that they didn’t specialize in white-collar or financial crimes is evidence that they are opportunistic and will engage in activity that fulfills instant gratification.

Another study compared street criminals to white-collar criminals and found mixed results (Shover & Hochstetler 2006). Those who engage in street crimes such as murder, armed robbery, and assault fit Gottfredson and Hirschi’s description of people with low self-control; they had extensive criminal histories with little specialization. In comparison, white-collar criminals were much more likely to have had no prior criminal record and to only engage in financial crimes. In addition, this study illustrated that white-collar criminals are treated much more leniently despite the fact that the amount of dollar damages caused by their crimes were much higher than the monetary costs of street crimes. These findings also support the claim that our criminal justice system defines street crimes as much more serious and ignores or minimally punishes white-collar criminals.

In summary, middle-class people do engage in criminal behavior. In their youth, they engage in minor delinquency but as adults are more likely to engage in white-collar crimes. Lower class people are prohibited from much white-collar offenses because they don’t have access to those types of opportunities because of their employment limitations. Research also supports the notion that high end white-collar criminals engage in crime for different reasons than lower class people engage in street crimes.

See also: Great Gatsby Curve; Intimate Partner Violence; Marijuana Legalization; Poverty by Race, Ethnicity, and Gender in the United States; What Happened to the American Dream?
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ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION

As of the end of 2013, the U.S. prison population climbed to over 1.5 million persons (Carson 2014) at an average yearly per inmate cost of $31,286 (Henrichson & Delaney 2012). In addition to prisons’ demanding financial costs to state budgets, incarcerated individuals endure economic and social losses from prolonged custody, including disruptions to employment and school involvement, reduced eligibility for state issued benefits (e.g., housing and medical insurance), and broken ties with communities and families. These costs are especially burdensome to families dependent on the incarcerated individual’s income, time, and support. Mass incarceration, the steadily increasing flow of individuals sentenced to prison despite declining crime rates, and its direct and indirect costs represent important barriers to reducing poverty and expanding the American middle class. As a possible remedy to mass incarceration, judges may employ several alternatives to incarceration (ATIs). Although ATIs vary by jurisdiction, they commonly include fines and restitution, community service, community monitoring, treatment programming, probation, and diversion.

Fines and restitution are common monetary punishments set by judges for less serious, nonviolent offenses or combined with a variety of other options for more serious crimes. Individuals sentenced to fines or restitution pay these fees directly to the state. However, victims receive some/all of the payment as a way of repairing financial harms that resulted from the crime(s). The value is determined by the seriousness of the offense, financial harm caused to the community or victim, and the offending individual’s daily income. The intention is to deprive criminally convicted individuals of income to deter future offending, but not to economically debilitate them. Some critics argue, however, that predetermined ceilings for monetary punishments negate intentions by trivializing costs for wealthy offenders. Despite efforts to prorate totals, this system remains overwhelmingly burdensome for poor offenders (Ruback 2004, 21–26). Although this sanction can be fiscally concerning, it does not interrupt employment, family, or school commitments. Instead, it generates revenue for state correctional operating costs, provides financial reparations to victims, and does not require prolonged and costly prison stays.

Similar to restitution, community service offers restoration through a system where convicted individuals physically repair the harm(s) caused by their crime. When reparations cannot be directed to a victim, the community service sanction serves as symbolic remedy. Community service often includes unpaid work for neighborhood beautification (e.g., graffiti and trash removal). Although community service fosters neighborhood cleanliness and community networks for individuals and serves as a financially suitable alternative for poor offenders, many critics argue it is ineffective at sustaining feelings of empathy toward the community and fails to deter future offending.

More punitive and surveillance-oriented ATIs also exist, including home confinement and electronic monitoring (EM). Home confinement mandates convicted individuals remain within their home for a specified period of time with exceptions for court-approved locations (i.e., doctor’s office, work, and school). In many cases, individuals directed to home placement wear an EM device that monitors their positions and alerts authorities when they are out of approved zones. However, if the device is not properly charged or maintained it may not provide timely information to authorities, and some jurisdictions report false positives for malfunctioning devices. Researchers found shaming effects for both convicted individuals who publicly wore the devices and their families (Martin et al. 2009, 547–570). However, studies in California and Florida suggest EM is a cost-effective option for reducing recidivism for high-risk populations at an approximate cost of only $36 a day ($13,140 per year) per person (Geis et al. 2012; Padgett et al. 2006, 61–91). Additionally, home confinement provides convicted individuals with mobility to work and attend school.

Particularly for offenders convicted of drug-related crimes and individuals with a history of substance abuse, judges regularly mandate urinalysis and substance treatment programming. Urinalysis refers to the submission of urine samples for testing. Urinalysis is often scheduled concurrently with community-based rehabilitative treatment programs. These methods link individuals with sober advocates and teach self-sustaining abstinence strategies. Criticism exists concerning the limited timetable available for testing the presence of drugs utilizing urine samples (Mieczkowski 1992, 132–150). Although hair and blood methodologies exist, they are generally at an escalated cost. Advocates of substance abuse treatment discuss the flexibility of programming as treatment classes are offered regularly and at varying times reducing impact on work and school while critics note the varying approaches and lack of evidence supporting methods and validating outcomes.

In total, these ATIs may be exclusive punishments for conviction or used as supplemental conditions of community supervision known as probation. With a U.S. probation population of approximately 3.9 million individuals at year end 2013 (Herberman & Bonczar 2015) and an average state cost of $3.42 per person per day (PEW Center on the States 2009), this popular ATI includes a period of community supervision that generally includes meeting regularly with a probation officer and adhering to a formal set of probation conditions. These conditions include abstinence from substance use/abuse or weapons possession, rules about where the probationer can live/travel (usually only within the county of conviction), and who they can associate with (no criminal peers or known gang members). Probation officers determine the specific supervision severity, which can range from minimal (usually requiring monthly check in via phone, kiosk, or mail), to medium (several monthly contacts), to high (many monthly contacts).

Other ATIs include channeling first-time offenders, juveniles, and DUI offenders, from the sentencing or adjudication phase of trial into a diversion program. Successful completion from the program results in dismissal of charges. Diversion programming, as well as decriminalization, is the legislative removal of state penalties associated with previously criminal behavior; both serve to lessen the depth of criminal histories—a precipitating screening factor in workplace and academic eligibility. Problem-solving courts represent a relatively new diversionary ATI. Convicted individuals in some jurisdictions may voluntarily enter this program where a courtroom work group comprised of judge, probation officer, defense attorney, and prosecutor (and sometimes others) works with them using a therapeutic approach to lower their likelihood of recidivism (recommittal of crime). After a period of generally 12 to 18 months of good performance (adherence to court rules and treatment plan), graduates of this type of court may have their sentence (and even charges) dropped.

Collectively, critics of alternatives to incarceration draw attention to the opportunity for continued offending by convicted individuals due to their continuity of community residency. However, some data suggest a criminogenic (criminal producing) effect of prison/jail (Nagin et al. 2009, 115–200). ATIs provide criminal punishments to individuals with minimal disruptions to earned income and continuing academic studies thereby limiting the number of families economically deprived due to incarceration, minimizing broken social networks, and allowing the possibility for growth of the American middle class. Although ATIs maintain community residence for convicted individuals, failure to comply with any aspect of alternative sentencing can result in stricter conditions of surveillance or in arrest and custodial sentences.

See also: Clemency; Mass Incarceration, Politics of; Prison and Public Policy; Recidivism; U.S. Prison System
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BULLYING

Getting picked on, teased, and even pushed around by peers is often seen as a “normal” component of childhood and adolescence. However, bullying is recognized by psychologists and educators as a form of abuse, as it often entails physical and/or psychological harm to individuals. Such behavior can be found in workplaces, within families, and overwhelmingly in schools. Given the prevalence of bullying among children in schools, much research has sought to uncover the rates and trends of bullying in America. Despite the implementation of a plethora of antibullying programs in schools across America (e.g., see Kosciw et al. 2011; Menesini et al. 2003; Sullivan 2011), childhood bullying remains widespread and cyberbullying in particular is growing in magnitude. Following is a brief summary of the definition and scope of bullying, followed by specific trends of perpetrators and victims.

There is widespread agreement that bullying is a serious problem in schools, which affects a large amount of children. Olweus (1993) explains that bullying is unwanted behavior that happens on a regular basis, is intended to hurt, scare, or threaten the target, and involves an imbalance of power. Although Olweus is recognized as a leading scholar in bullying research, other researchers argue that this definition excludes other behaviors that may be reflective of peer mistreatment (Pascoe 2013; Swearer & Espelage 2011), such as cyberbullying (Patchin 2014). Since there are varying definitions of bullying, rates and trends of bullying fluctuate. For instance, one study estimated that 52 percent of children have been bullied (Gruber & Fineran 2008), while another study estimated that the rates are between 40 and 80 percent (Juvonen & Graham 2001). Despite some disagreement in the definition and scope of bullying, researchers have uncovered various patterns of perpetrators and victims of bullying.

For instance, there are general characteristics that distinguish victims from bullies. Bullies typically have a favorable view of violence, are assertive, dominant, impulsive, and unapologetic toward their victims (Sullivan 2011). Some perpetrators who do not embody these antisocial traits, act out because of their own insecurities and are classified as anxious bullies (see Sullivan 2011). Meanwhile, victims are often identified by their insecurities, unassertiveness, and exhibit characteristics such as shyness, anxiety, depression, and loneliness (see Sullivan 2011). Bullies often target these children because of their social isolation, since the victims do not have fellow friends to stand up for them. Most commonly, children are targets of bullying based on their appearance (i.e., gender nonconformity and size), sex (specifically sexual harassment), sexual orientation (lesbians, gays, and bisexuals), race/ethnicity, or disabilities and special needs (physical and mental).

Widely noted in the literature are the gendered differences of bullying behavior. General themes of previous studies suggest that girls primarily partake in relational aggression (covert), whereas boys enact physical (overt) forms of bullying (Crick & Grotpeter 1995; Espelage et al. 2004; Sullivan 2011). Overt forms of bullying are easily detectable and therefore likely to warrant immediate intervention and attention (Simmons 2002). However, girls’ use of subtle forms of mistreatment are often hidden and silenced, making relational aggression harder to detect and address (Simmons 2002).

Given the prevalence of technology today, it is not surprising that a lot of school-based bullying is extended beyond the classroom and is appearing on social media sites. Cyberbullying, also referred to as Internet harassment, is defined as “willful and repeated harm inflicted through the medium of electronic text” (Patchin & Hinduja 2006, 152; Ybarra & Mitchell 2004). Increasingly today, children have access to cell phones and personal computers, enabling harassment to spread via text messages and social networking sites such as Facebook, Twitter, and Tumbler (Hinduja & Patchin 2010; Patchin & Hinduja 2006). As in the case for traditional bullying, cyberbullies are malicious aggressors whose intent is to intimidate, embarrass, and harm their victims (Patchin & Hinduja 2006). Given children’s access to electronic sources, cyberbullying is especially insidious as children are able to repeatedly harass their peers through multiple means and any time of the day. Of the selected studies that have focused on rates and consequences of bullying, Ybarra and Mitchell (2004) found that within their sample, 19 percent of children between 10 and 17 years old reported being a victim or offender of cyberbullying. Other scholars found that roughly 10–12 percent of students admitted to cyberbullying their peers, while 15–35 percent of students reported being a victim of cyberbullying (Hinduja & Patchin 2010).

The immediate and long-term effects of being the victim or perpetrator of bullying have been thoroughly explored. When compared to their peers, children who are bullied are more likely to have lower self-esteem and self-confidence, poor health, exhibit anxious and depressive traits, be stigmatized by their peers, have suicide ideology, and have a difficult time learning in school (Bond et al. 2001; Espelage & Swearer 2003; Sourander et al. 2007; Sullivan 2011; Wheeler & Baron 1994). Meanwhile, children who bully are more likely to drop out of school (Townsend et al. 2008), be depressed themselves (Espelage & Swearer 2003), use drugs and alcohol (Nansel et al. 2001), and in extreme cases, resort to school shootings (Kimmel & Mahler 2003). Given the prevalence of depression experienced by bully/victims (children who bully and are victims) and victims, it is not surprising to note the growing rate of children who contemplate suicide (Hinduja & Patchin 2010; Swearer et al. 2004). The immediate consequences of bullying, from either the perpetrator or victim standpoint, are clear. However, such consequences are likely to impact other dimensions of their lives, as well as influence their life course.

There is evidence to suggest that children who bully are likely to bully as adults, making workplace environments hostile and unsafe for other workers (see Salin 2003; Wheeler & Baron 1994), as well as fall into later adult criminal offending (Cullingford & Morrison 1995; Sourander et al. 2007; Sullivan 2011). In fact, researchers have discerned a clear relationship between bullying, criminality, and recidivism. For example, in examining Australian adolescents, Rigby and Cox (1996) found that children who were bullies were more likely to be involved in writing graffiti, truancy, shoplifting, and having interactions with the police as adults. Additionally, the growing documentation of cyberbullying illustrates that bullying does not occur only at school (Patchin & Hinduja 2006; Underwood & Rosen 2004). Given the pervasiveness of bullying behavior, some antibullying advocates argue that preventing bullying is “a public health priority” (Spriggs et al. 2007; see also Swearer et al. 2004) and is a human rights issue (Sullivan 2011).

The trends and characteristics of children involved with bullying have offered educators and scholars great insight into conceptualizing how to structure and implement antibullying campaigns. However, some studies have uncovered trends that suggest the problem is not as widespread as many are led to believe. According to Finkelhor and colleagues (2010), there was a 15 to 22 percent drop in reports of physical bullying among youth between 2003 and 2008. In 2011, the Bureau of Justice Statistics (2013) found that 28 percent of 12- to 18-year-olds reported being bullied. In 2013, this percentage dropped to 22 percent (U.S. Department of Education 2015). Some posit that this decrease can be attributed to antibullying campaigns and interventions that have been implemented in schools across America (e.g., see Menesini et al. 2003; Sullivan 2011).

Despite a gradual decline in bullying over the years (see Finkelhor 2013; Finkelhor et al. 2010; U.S. Department of Education 2015), attention and media coverage of bullying has greatly increased. In 2000, bullying was mentioned 160 times in the New York Times (Pascoe 2014, 88; see also Perkins et al. 2011). This number greatly increased in 2012, in which there were 6,730 mentions of bullying (Pascoe 2014, 88). Clearly there is dissonance between actual rates of bullying and perceived rates of bullying. This gap may be explained by “conformity to peer norms”; children may be conforming to behavior that their peers partake in, therefore exacerbating perceived rates of peer mistreatment (Perkins et al. 2011, 704).

In addition to considering the high rates of reported bullying is the reported severity of such incidences. Based on their research in midwestern schools in America, Hoover, Oliver, and Hazler (1992) found that of their sample, 76 percent of children (ages 12–18) reported being bullied during their school years. However, when questioned of the severity of their experiences, only 14 percent of children (both girls and boys) reported experiencing a severe response (Hoover et al. 1992). This suggests that while incidences of peer mistreatment may occur frequently and are perceived to be a major problem by students, the actual impact of such cases may not be very concerning for some children. Kochenderfer-Ladd and Skinner (2002) aimed to explain why peer mistreatment is more cause for alarm for some children, compared to others. They argue that depending on a child’s coping resources, even a relatively benign incident may be perceived as a great concern if the child has poor coping techniques (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner 2002). From this, one can extrapolate that if children learned healthy coping techniques when confronted with opposition or mistreatment, the actual rates of mistreatment might not be decreased but the perceived severity of such mistreatment might be diminished (see Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner 2002).

It is indisputable that bullying can have dire consequences. However, many scholars caution antibullying advocates to consider how the lack of a uniform definition may inflate perceived incidences of peer mistreatment. To adequately address and tackle the problem of bullying within American schools, it is recommended that teachers, staff, parents, and children be involved in invention programs (Sullivian 2011), schools promote “befriending, conflict resolution, and counseling-based approaches” (Menesini et al. 2003, 3), and improve the school’s ethos. Bullying is not likely to be tolerated if a school’s ethos embodies mutual respect, trust, caring, and consideration for others (as cited in Sullivan 2011). By considering all parties involved with bullying, dissuading future incidences may be achieved.

See also: Hate Crimes; Intimate Partner Violence; Mental Illness; Suicide
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CLEMENCY

Article II, Section 2 of the Constitution states the president shall have “the power to … grant reprieves and pardons for offenses against the United States, except in cases of impeachment.” The Supreme Court has, however, interpreted this language to grant presidents broad clemency powers (“Clementia” being the Roman goddess of forgiveness and mercy). These powers include the ability to grant pardons, commutations of sentence, respites and reprieves, remissions of fines, and forfeitures and amnesties (general, or group pardons).

Today, the Office of the Pardon Attorney (Department of Justice) accepts and considers applications for federal executive clemency, under the supervision of the deputy attorney general. However, the rules and guidelines associated with that process do not in any way limit the president’s plenary power to grant clemency at any time, before, during, or after conviction, for any federal offense (and offenses committed in the District of Columbia), with or without conditions, for any reason, or no reason at all. Previously (until the late 1800s), such requests were processed in the State Department.

Since the administration of Franklin D. Roosevelt (1933–1944), pardons have been the most commonly used form of clemency. A pardon may be granted on the ground of wrongful conviction, or innocence, but just about always has had the effect of ending punishment, and merely restoring civil rights (allowing recipients to serve on juries, vote, run for political office, own a hunting rifle, travel without restriction, etc.). The typical pardon recipient is a complete unknown, has no “connections” in government, has committed a minor, nonviolent crime, often decades in the past, has served his or her time (if a prison sentence was even involved), and has evidenced—via an FBI background check—a productive, law-abiding life. No judgment of a judge or jury is overturned. There is no element of “controversy” whatsoever.

From the 1890s to the 1930s, available data suggest commutations of sentence (most often reducing the length of prison sentences or the amount of fines) were almost as common as pardons. In part, this was because federal prisoners were inconveniently housed in state owned and operated facilities and judges who opposed overly harsh mandatory minimum sentences often supported clemency applications. With the advent of a federal prison system and alternative release mechanisms (probation and parole) commutations became increasingly rare. Presidents since Lyndon Johnson (1963–1969) have been notably stingy despite even more mandatory minimum sentencing laws, a boom in the federal prison population, and record numbers of applications for commutations of sentence.

Today, the remaining forms of clemency are granted even more rarely than commutations of sentence. In the late 1700s and 1800s, it was not uncommon for pardons and commutations to be accompanied by remissions (removals) of fines and forfeitures. Today, remissions are simply categorized as “commutations.”

Respites and reprieves (which simply delay the execution of a sentence) have been used most often in death penalty cases, often to allow the president or other public officials to further consider new or additional evidence. Typically, respites and reprieves have been granted for a set period of time (30 or 60 days) but, in some instances, they have delayed sentences indefinitely, until “further action” by the president.

Although infrequent, amnesties (general, or group pardons) have been an important part of postwar politics, forgiving those in rebellion after the Civil War as well as draft evaders, deserters, and violators of espionage laws after the world wars and the wars in Korea and Vietnam. Amnesties have also been granted to other classes of persons such as the Whiskey Rebels, participants in Shays’ Rebellion, Mormons practicing polygamy, and Baratarian pirates who assisted in the War of 1812. Many thousands of Americans have benefited from amnesties throughout history.

Empirical research on federal executive clemency has been notably scarce, but it is now known that there have been almost 30,000 individual grants of clemency, in addition to group pardons, or amnesties. For most of our nation’s history, presidents have made individual grants regularly, throughout the term, at least once a month. Beginning with Dwight Eisenhower (1953–1961), presidents granted clemency more sporadically, sometimes waiting long periods of time before pardoning anyone. It is also true that most presidents have granted the largest number of pardons and commutations in the fourth and final year of their terms. Last-minute surges (in the last days and/or final hours in office), on the other hand, have been rare. Since the 1960s, about half of all individual grants of clemency have been made in a single month of each year, the month of December.

The most notable trend in the exercise of federal executive clemency over the last century has been its general decline. Scholars contend that, since the late 1960s, a combination of factors have created an environment where presidents prefer to err on the side of caution, granting clemency to no one (or as few individuals as possible) for fear that some recipient(s) might gain notoriety by committing additional offenses. This strategy (as the explanation goes) was perhaps further institutionalized by the emergence of crime as a major issue of national concern in public opinion polls, the law and order campaigns of Richard Nixon, the dominance of the retributive model of criminal justice (which emphasized punishment over rehabilitation), and the controversy surrounding the weekend furlough of Willie Horton, a Massachusetts prisoner serving a life sentence for murder, who, while free, committed armed robbery, assault, and rape.

Assuming the Founding Fathers placed the pardon power in the Constitution so presidents would be coequal, regular participants in our system of checks and balances—as they were for most of history—the decline in the use of clemency raises important questions about the approximation of justice in our modern system of criminal law.

See also: Alternatives to Incarceration; Mass Incarceration, Politics of; Prison and Public Policy; Recidivism; U.S. Prison System
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COUNTERTERRORISM POLICY

Counterterrorism policy refers to laws or efforts undertaken by the government to prevent terrorism. Preventing terrorism and, specifically, defeating Al Qaeda, became a key national priority following the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 (9/11). Although prior attacks had occurred in the United States, 9/11 prompted the government to devote greatly increased resources to combating terrorism (Mueller & Stewart 2011). Polls conducted following the attacks demonstrated that Americans supported prioritizing counterterrorism above other goals, with many Americans ranking terrorism as the top concern of the nation (Gallup 2014).

On September 14, 2001, Congress overwhelmingly passed the Authorization for the Use of Military Force (AUMF). The AUMF authorized the president to use “all necessary and appropriate force” against “nations, organizations, or persons” who “authorized, committed, or aided” the attacks of 9/11, “or harbored such organizations or persons.” In October 2001, President George W. Bush initiated war under this authorization against Afghanistan, where Al Qaeda based its operations. Since 2001, the Bush and Obama administrations have each cited the AUMF as legal authorization for a wide range of counterterrorist policies, including wiretapping, detentions, and drone strikes. Thus, the AUMF has also been criticized because of the extensive, “blanket” authorization it seemingly provides, placing few clear limits on executive action. The AUMF remains in place as of 2015.

In October 2001, Congress also passed the Uniting and Strengthening America by Providing Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism Act (USA PATRIOT Act), a key piece of post-9/11 legislation. Initially, the PATRIOT Act received considerable support from government officials and the public (Gallup 2003). Critics argued, however, that the act’s rapid passage following 9/11 may have led many members of Congress to vote on the provisions without fully reading them. Opponents have also suggested that certain sections were not drafted in response to the attacks, but rather represented provisions copied from prior failed legislative efforts that now passed amid a climate where government representatives felt unable to question their wisdom (Roberts 2008; Tokaji 2004). Numerous critics have also asserted that provisions of the PATRIOT Act contracted civil liberties protections in the United States (Cole & Dempsey 2006; Turley 2012; White 2003). For example, section 215 allowed for the government collection of materials held by a third party to protect against international terrorism or clandestine activity, including records of phone calls, Internet activity, emails, postal mail, and even library records.

Additionally, in November 2001, President Bush signed the Aviation and Transportation Security Act, creating the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) to staff airport security screening positions with federal employees. Later, in November 2002, Congress passed the Homeland Security Act, creating a new cabinet-level department, called the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), with the goal of relocating terrorism and domestic security-related functions (including the TSA) and concentrating resources. To further aid domestic preparedness, in March 2002, the government created the Homeland Security Advisory System, containing a color-coded threat severity scale. Following its creation, though, the threat-level indicator remained at yellow (elevated) or above, prompting critics to contend that it was of limited utility to the public because of difficulty in understanding how it should inform behavior. In 2011, the threat-level indicator was changed to a two-level system that would also provide more specific information to the public.

Post-9/11 counterterrorism policy has also focused on intercepting terror communications for the purposes of preventing attacks. Before 9/11, communications of foreign assets in the United States could be monitored with a warrant from the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) Court (1978). Among other legal changes, the PATRIOT Act amended FISA to allow terror suspects to fall under the FISA Court’s jurisdiction, circumventing the requirement that wiretapping warrants for terror suspects be obtained through ordinary court processes. Despite this, in 2005, newspaper reports revealed that President Bush had authorized the National Security Agency to engage in wiretapping without warrants, bypassing even the FISA Court. Amid public opposition, oversight of the surveillance program was eventually returned to the FISA Court in 2007. Although nearly all FISA Court proceedings are secret, the overall numbers of warrants granted by the court are released to the public. As of 2013, 35,530 warrants were approved by the FISA Court of the 35,537 applications made. In addition to wiretapping, the government has collected and stored bulk communications data from telephone and email providers for use in detecting terrorist plots. In 2015, Congress passed the USA Freedom Act to improve this and other controversial policies sanctioned by the PATRIOT Act; however, critics argued that the new law contained too many loopholes to be effective.

Another important aspect of post-9/11 counterterrorism policy relates to the detention of suspected terrorists at a leased military base in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. Following 9/11, the Bush administration argued that terror detainees were not entitled to protections under the Geneva Conventions (1949) and were also out of the reach of U.S. courts. As a result, these detainees were initially prevented from challenging their detentions even through habeas corpus provisions. Over a series of cases, however, the U.S. Supreme Court ultimately mandated that these individuals be allowed a meaningful opportunity to challenge their detentions (Hamdi v. Rumsfeld 2004; Rasul v. Bush 2004; Hamdan v. Rumsfeld 2006; Boumediene v. Bush 2008). Reports and photographs eventually also surfaced showing “enhanced interrogation techniques” used on detainees in Guantanamo Bay and elsewhere, including stress positions, water-boarding, and forced rectal feeding (CCR 2006). At the time of his election in 2008, President Barack Obama pledged to close the Guantanamo Bay detention facility and move detainees to the United States for trial. Many members of Congress and the public opposed this, citing safety concerns. In 2011, President Obama also released a new National Counterterrorism Strategy document which asserted that counterterrorism efforts would be “consistent with our core values as a nation” including respect for human rights, civil liberties, transparency, and the rule of law (United States 2011). The Guantanamo Bay facility remains open as of 2015, but in July 2015, President Obama again stated that he will close the facility before he leaves office.

See also: Terrorism; Terrorist Attacks of September 11, 2001, American Reactions to
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DEATH PENALTY

The debate over repealing the death penalty, also known as capital punishment, has long concerned the American middle class. Rooted in the English common law, which promotes the principle that both judicial precedents and civil law are binding, the penalty was commonly practiced in America from the colonial period to the present. The U.S. Constitution does not directly address the death penalty. The 8th Amendment states only that “cruel and unusual punishments” should not be “inflicted.” Although the U.S. Supreme Court has never ruled that capital punishment is cruel and unusual, it has determined the circumstances under which federal and state governments may use the penalty. In 2002, for example, the Court, voting six to three, held that intellectually challenged prisoners should not be executed for a capital crime. Three years later, a bare five to four majority ruled that a person who committed a capital crime before they turned 18 years old was ineligible to receive the death penalty.

As of 2014, 32 states as well as the U.S. government and military permitted capital punishment. During the first decade of the 21st century, seven state legislatures repealed their capital punishment laws, while none added the penalty to their codes. The repealing states included New York and New Jersey in 2007, New Mexico in 2009, Illinois and Minnesota in 2011, Connecticut in 2012, and Maryland in 2013. New Hampshire, Delaware, Kansas, Nebraska, and Florida in 2014 considered repeal. In January 2014, just over 3,000 inmates were on death row in the United States. California had the most, 742. The record total occurred in 2000 when 3,600 inmates were held on death row.

The repeal effort sparked the interest of the American middle class as a new debate arose over the effectiveness of the death penalty. Conservative and liberal proponents offer two reasons to maintain capital punishment laws: retribution and deterrence. They argue that some crimes, like murder in the course of a felony, the rape of a child, the killing of a public official or law enforcement officer, or mass murder, are so heinous and cruel that the perpetrator deserves the ultimate punishment. They also contend that if more criminals convicted of capital crimes were executed, fewer people would commit these offenses knowing they may face the death penalty. Proponents conclude that the decline in the number of executions in the United States since 1999 has undermined the efficaciousness of capital punishment. In that year, 98 death row inmates were executed whereas in 2012, only 39 were.

Opponents, who also include liberals and conservatives, insist that the United States today is a maturing society no longer in need of a barbarous act like the death penalty. The key principle they cite comes from a non-capital punishment Supreme Court opinion decided in 1958, concerning an American combat soldier’s loss of U.S. citizenship after he deserted during World War II. The principle the court used to overturn the State Department’s decision was that no person could lose his citizenship because of “the evolving standards of decency that mark the progress of a maturing society.” For those opposed to the death penalty, this principle determines which punishments were disproportionate to their crimes as to be “cruel and unusual.” Opponents also cite evidence that juries may make mistakes and sentence innocent persons to death. Since 1971, studies have shown that authorities have released 146 death row inmates because DNA evidence proved that they were innocent.

Those opposed also claim that prosecutors have long had a racial bias when it comes to seeking the penalty at trial. They cite a study by Columbia University law professor David Baldus and his colleagues that showed that prosecutors sought the death penalty 70 percent of the time when a black man was charged with killing a white man versus only 32 percent when a white man killed a white victim. The Supreme Court rejected this argument in 1987 unless a defendant could prove that a prosecutor sought the death penalty because it would have a racially discriminatory effect.

In 2014, death penalty proponents continued to outnumber opponents. According to a 2014 Gallup poll, 60 percent of the American people favored it, although this figure was lower than its high point in 1995 when 80 percent were in favor. That figure dropped to a 50-50 percentage split when respondents had a choice between capital punishment and life imprisonment without parole. Meantime, some studies, according to the Death Penalty Information Center and Conservatives Concerned About the Death Penalty, have shown that the trial and appeal phases of death penalty cases cost millions of dollars more than those involved in trials concerning life sentences without parole.

The debate has most recently focused on the current execution method of choice, lethal injection, in which the condemned receives three drugs: a sedative to put the convicted to sleep, a dose to stop the breathing, and a drug to stop the heart. Problems arose almost immediately, including needles popping out of an inmate’s arm or insufficient drug potency. More controversy developed after American pharmaceutical companies declined to manufacture the drugs. States now obtain a single drug manufactured outside the United States, leading to several problems such as prisoners failing to die immediately or suffering severe pain for several minutes, even up to two hours, before they died. In 2014, every execution was by lethal injection.

The American middle class will continue to debate these issues as additional states rethink their capital punishment laws and lethal injection protocols.

See also: Alternatives to Incarceration; Clemency; Mass Incarceration, Politics of; Prison and Public Policy; Racism and the U.S. Prison System; Recidivism; U.S. Prison System

Further Reading

Atkins v. Virginia, 536 U.S. 304 (2002).

Baldus, D. C., Woodworth, G., & Pulaski, C. A., Jr. (1990). Equal justice and the death penalty: A legal and empirical analysis. Boston: Northeastern University Press.

Banner, S. (2002). The death penalty: An American history. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Conservatives Concerned About the Death Penalty. (2014). Waste and inefficient: The alarming cost of the death penalty. Retrieved October 9, 2014, from http://conservativesconcerned.org

Death Penalty Information Center. (2014). Costs of the death penalty. Retrieved October 9, 2014, from http://www.deathpenaltyinfo.org

Gallup Poll. (2014). Death penalty. Retrieved October 9, 2014, from http://www.gallup.com/poll/1606/death-penalty.aspx

Garland, D. (2012). Peculiar institution: America’s death penalty in an age of abolition. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

Mandery, E. J. (2013). A wild justice: The death and resurrection of capital punishment in America. New York: Norton.

McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987).

Roper v. Simmons, 543 U.S. 551 (2005).

Sarat, A. (2014). Gruesome spectacles: Botched executions and America’s death penalty. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Trop v. Dulles, 356 U.S. 86 (1958).

Jack Fruchtman

DRUG TRAFFICKING AND ITS IMPACT ON CRIME IN THE UNITED STATES

Drug trafficking organizations (DTOs)—the largest ones are commonly called “drug cartels”—are criminal organizations developed for the primary purpose of promoting, controlling, and profiting from the unlawful production and sale of drugs, although most also engage in a broader range of criminal activities. DTOs operate both outside and inside of the United States and are a significant driver of crime in this country. Although major DTOs are typically based in producer and supplier countries, their trafficking operations cross international boundaries and have far-reaching effects on crime and society along the trafficking routes where they operate as well as the communities in which they distribute drugs. The violence and crime associated with these groups stretches from South American supplier countries, to Central American transport countries, up to the primary consumer country in the region, the United States.

The now defunct Cali and Medellin cartels became infamous for their activities in Colombia during the 1980s and 1990s. Today, however, the largest and most powerful DTOs in the world are based in Mexico. They include the Sinaloa cartel, the Zetas, the Knights Templar, the Gulf cartel, and the Juarez cartel, and they periodically engage in violent struggles with each other for control of trafficking routes and drug markets. Although the Mexican government has begun to combat these cartels, its efforts have failed to date to meaningfully stem drug-related violence in Mexico. There are estimates of upwards of 100,000 killed since 2006. The Mexican drug cartels have a large presence in many U.S. cities, where they engage in the wholesale distribution of drugs. They also engage in laundering drug sales proceeds, weapons smuggling, human trafficking, and murder. In the United States these activities are often closely tied to criminal gangs, with competing DTOs forming business partnerships with rival gangs, an arrangement that often results in further violence.

Within the United States, DTOs traffic in drugs including cocaine, heroin, methamphetamine, marijuana, and synthetic “designer” substances, and often collaborate with street gangs involved in retail distribution for enforcement. Although the consumption of cocaine and meth have declined in the United States, the United States still remains one of the largest consumers of drugs in the world. Consumers are present across the social spectrum, and the problem is not confined by community or socioeconomic class. Some studies estimate illicit drug use as high as 10 percent of the adult and teenage population in any given month, although most of the usage is marijuana as opposed to hard drugs.

Despite significant drug trafficking activity, the United States has not witnessed the high level of visible violence seen in Mexico. So-called spillover violence has been minimal. In fact, cities along the U.S. border have remained relatively unscathed. For example, in 2009 Juarez, Mexico, became one of the most violent cities in the world with upwards of 1,500 homicides, while neighboring El Paso, Texas, remained one of the safest cities in the United States with just 16. Yet it would be a mistake to think that the illegal drug trade does not contribute greatly to crime and violence in America. It does.

Some crimes are related to the drug trafficking system itself. Many crimes are motivated by economic factors such as the desire to sell or purchase drugs, and many are related to pharmaceutical effects of the drugs themselves. Crimes related to the drug system include the manufacture and distribution of controlled drugs, which are criminal acts in their own right, as well as money laundering of drug proceeds, smuggling and illegal possession of firearms, and violent crimes that directly result from the business of selling illicit drugs. Violent crime within the drug trade is common, with assaults and murders often linked to drug deals that have fallen through, debts that have not been paid, disputes over trafficking routes and territory, and gang rivalries.

In addition, many drug users engage in crimes against people and property in an effort to obtain money for drugs. In some instances, up to a quarter of prison inmates surveyed have reported committing their crimes in an effort to finance an addiction. These crimes range from theft and fraud to armed robbery and murder. Finally, the ingestion of drugs themselves has been linked to the commission of crimes, often violent, with many offenders reporting that they acted while under the influence of illicit substances. Drug use is believed to be widespread among gang members, and incidences of wanton gang violence are likely influenced by drug use.

Drug trafficking drives crime and erodes rule of law both in the United States and abroad, and the ramifications of the drug trade on crime in this country are widespread and significant. Although law enforcement investigations, counter-drug educational campaigns, increased border security measures, and security cooperation and assistance to Latin American partners will prove valuable in mitigating DTO activities and their effects in this country, supply and demand ultimately drive the drug trade and motivate the organizations that facilitate it. The goal of a sound counter-drug strategy, then, must be to reduce the number of users of drugs and to assist Mexico in dismantling the drug cartels and establishing the rule of law.

See also: Drug Use and Crime in the United States; Mass Incarceration, Politics of; Substance Abuse; Violent Crime
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DRUG USE AND CRIME IN THE UNITED STATES

The relationship between drugs and crime is often assumed to be a simple causal one where the use of drugs causes crime (Harrison 1992). Although there is a relationship between drug use and criminality that relationship is complex, reciprocal, and drugs are but one of many factors related to crime (Raskin White & Gorman 2000). A brief review of the existing empirical literature is followed by a more detailed overview of the impact of drug laws and policy on the drugs-crime relationship. The general category of drugs that will be discussed in relation to crime are the illicit substances. (In this entry the terms “drugs,” “substances,” and “psychoactive substances” will be used interchangeably.)

Psychoactive drugs act on the central nervous system and affect mental processes, for example, cognition or affect (World Health Organization 2015). Psychoactive substances are used in medicine and psychiatry to treat illness; they are also used recreationally to induce pleasurable states in social settings. All these substances (which include alcohol, nicotine, and other drugs) have the potential for harm. The potential for harm is why national and international regulations are in place to control the production, supply, and use of these substances. It is noted however that the estimates of the total overall costs of substance abuse in the United States, including productivity and health- and crime-related costs, exceed $600 billion annually (National Drug Intelligence Center 2011). This includes approximately $193 billion for illicit drugs (National Drug Intelligence Center 2011), $193 billion for tobacco (Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report 2008), and $235 billion for alcohol (Rehm et al. 2009). The prohibition of certain substances based on likelihood for misuse and harmful consequences has created a vast, highly profitable, and violent illicit drug market that has proven extremely difficult to control. The intricacies of the drugs-crime relationship spring largely from that fact.

The Empirical Relationship between Drugs and Crime

The theoretical approaches explaining the drug-crime link can be summarized into three broad themes. The first is that drug use causes crime. Goldstein’s (1985) research of drug problems in New York City produced a tripartite conceptualization of the drug-causes-crime thesis. He posited three explanations: the psychopharmacological, the economic-compulsive, and the systemic approaches (see Goldstein 1985). The second theory is that crime leads to drug use, and finally that both drug use and crime are caused by the same factors (Raskin White & Gorman 2000).

The types of crimes associated with drug use, in addition to violent crimes, include acquisitive crimes, for example, theft and robbery. Other types of crimes are drug-law violations, bribery, and corruption offenses that are the result of prohibition (McBride, VanderWaal, & Terry-McElrath 2003). In addition there is street level crime and vice such as prostitution, money laundering, and gang-related violence (McBride et al. 2003).

The empirical relationship between drugs and crime is complicated. There are no definitive conclusions about the nature of that relationship despite many scientific studies examining this connection (Bennett & Holloway 2009; Bennett, Holloway, & Farrington 2008; Gizzi & Gerkin 2010; Keene 2005; Kopak, Vartanian, Hoffmann, & Hunt 2014; Markowitz 2005; Quinn & Sneed 2008; Werb et al. 2010). This evidence suggests a strong statistical overlap between the numbers of offenders in the criminal justice system who are illegal drug users. Likewise a high proportion of those in drug treatment have extensive involvement in the criminal justice system and long criminal histories. The drugs-crime relationship is also impacted by the laws and policies that govern the supply of illicit drugs (Harrison 1992). The extent and precise nature of the drug-crime connection remains open to further investigation (Keene 2005).

A central feature of the drugs-crime relationship is the socially constructed nature of the problem, that is, the influence of the media, science, and politics on attitudes and responses to drug users (Goode 2012). In particular, policy has had a definitive impact on the drugs-crime relationship via the measures introduced to solve drug problems. The interrelationship between illicit drugs and crime is complex precisely because of the impact of social factors such as income and race inequality, a high rate of associated violence, and punitive policy responses that all promote the use of illicit drugs and exacerbate the consequences of that use (Reuter 1997). The criminalization of people who use illegal substances in the United States has resulted in unintended harms to groups of people who are disproportionately drawn from disadvantaged and minority groups (Chesney-Lind & Mauer 2002). The prohibition of substances itself creates a highly profitable and violent (global) illicit drug market that is highly resistant to control (Werb et al. 2010). The examination of the development of the drugs-crime link over the past 150 years in the United States illustrates the contingent nature of the relationship. That is, solutions to drug use reflect broader social changes and attitudes that lead to conflicting policy responses that emphasize drug use as a criminal versus a health issue.

The Development of the Drugs-Crime Relationship

The way in which a substance (or substances) becomes defined as illegal differs by historical and social context and therefore changes over time (Gerstein & Harwood 1990). During the 19th century there was virtually no regulation of substances such as opium, cocaine, and cannabis (Raskin White & Gorman 2000). The beginnings of drug prohibition did not occur until the early 20th century, and the association of the use (and abuse) of drugs with criminality were underpinned by a number of factors including power-elite concerns with class, race, urbanization, and global economic politics (Acker 2002; Courtwright 2001; Musto 1999).

The Classic Era of Narcotic Control

Early in the 20th century the use of cocaine began to be associated with violent and lascivious behavior among African Americans (Williams 1914). Opium smoking among the Chinese alarmed the middle class and led to political pressure to both suppress opium dens and to exclude the Chinese from emigrating to the United States (Ahmad 2007). The prohibition regime originated in 1909 when Congress passed the Opium Exclusion Act, barring the importation of opium for smoking, but not the medicinal opium used by white Americans (Courtwright 2001). The Harrison Narcotic Act followed in 1914 and was enforced by the Treasury Department. The act was introduced as a tax law that regulated the importation and distribution of opium and cocoa.

The period following the introduction of the Harrison Narcotic Act until World War II introduced a criminalized view of the drug user and is considered to be the “classic era of narcotic control” (Acker 2002). The Marihuana Tax Act of 1937 was passed at a time when Mexican immigrant workers who had been an important supplement to the workforce became a threat during the Depression era (Peterson 1985). It was this classic era that “pathological” links between drug use and criminality were established and the drug user was viewed as a degenerate criminal (Acker 2002; Aurin 2000; Carstairs 2000; Musto 1999; Reasons 1976). By the 1950s the nonmedical use of heroin, morphine, and cocaine declined such that personal knowledge of a “dope fiend” was unusual for the vast majority of Americans (Musto 1999).

The Rehabilitation Era

The 1960s and 1970s was a period of radical social change that was characterized by a large number of largely middle-class young people, experimenting with and using drugs recreationally—the so-called drug revolution (Musto 1999). During this period there was a shift from strict law enforcement to a stronger treatment and rehabilitation focus. In 1966 the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act encouraged civil commitment to treatment rather than prosecution. In 1970, the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act consolidated and replaced a myriad of federal drug laws (McBride et al. 2003). The act established a regulatory system designed to control the distribution of drugs. It established five schedules of drugs, with each schedule representing the degree with which the drug is likely to be abused and the level of accepted medical use (Peterson 1985). Drug addiction during this time was seen as a disease and funding for community based treatment was expanded (Courtwright 1992).

In 1972 President Nixon declared the “War on Drugs” as the increase in drug use and related crime began to cause concern. There was the so-called GI heroin epidemic among soldiers returning from Vietnam (Musto 1999), and the second wave of migration of blacks from the South to the industrial North (Muhammad 2011). The social problems associated with urbanization, poverty, and minority groups created a moral panic (Cohen 2002) about the “black junkie” as black arrests for narcotics, especially in New York City neighborhoods where indices of black narcotic use appeared to soar (Courtwright 1992). In this period drug abuse was viewed as a disease, but with renewed moral panics about an urban heroin epidemic and drug related crime, a new wave of prohibition swept the nation. Accompanying the new drug war was a renewed association of drug use with criminality, and that criminality was racialized (Muhammad 2011).

The War on Drugs

In 1973, in a dramatic turnaround New York Governor Nelson Rockefeller renounced drug treatment programs and enacted the most punitive sentencing laws yet seen in the United States (Kohler-Hausmann 2010). New York’s Rockefeller Drug Laws established mandatory prison sentences of up to 20 years for the sale of any amount of heroin or cocaine. This punitive model served as inspiration at the national level and was the harbinger of the “get tough” movement that escalated through the late 1970s and into the 1980s; drug related arrests nearly quadrupled between 1980 and 1989 (Harrison 1992).

By the mid-1980s heroin use had waned and “crack” had replaced it as the drug of choice in American ghettos (Courtwright 1992). In New York, Miami, and Los Angeles between 1986 and 1992 the drug crack (a smokeable form of free-base cocaine) was at the center of arguably the most intense drug scare of the 20th century, as poor inner-city blacks and Latinos increasingly began to show up in emergency rooms and police stations (Reinarman & Levine 2004). In 1986 the Anti-Drug Abuse Act strengthened the federal government’s efforts and notably provided for the introduction of mandatory minimum sentences for offenders who possessed crack or powdered cocaine. Congress viewed crack cocaine as inherently more dangerous that the powder version and implemented the 100 to 1 quantity ratio that resulted in the vast sentencing disparities for much smaller quantities of crack used by predominately inner-city blacks who used crack (Reinarman & Levine 2004).

The war on drugs intensified through Reagan’s and Bush’s presidencies, but it was President Bill Clinton’s “tough on crime” policies of the 1990s that saw the greatest growth in incarceration in the United States in the 20th century (Feldman, Schiraldi, & Ziedenberg 2001). The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 provided $30 billion to employ 100,000 more police officers and correctional staff and to build new prisons. This was the largest increase in crime control funding ever in the United States (Feldman et al. 2001). The groups that bore the greatest consequence of these policies have been black and Hispanic low level drug offenders (Stevenson 2010). Mass incarceration continues to have debilitating impacts on their life chances as well as on their communities and children (Stevenson 2010).

Conclusion: Dismantling the War on Drugs

The drugs-crime relationship in the United States has evolved in the context of a highly punitive “tough on crime” agenda. The key outcome has been the overuse of criminal justice solutions and the highest incarceration rate in the world (Stevenson 2010). The key mechanisms of this outcome have been drastic changes in drug and sentencing laws over the past 30 years or so. The prohibitive costs of the last few decades of war on drugs and the mass incarceration that resulted has led various commentators, researchers, and policy analysts to call for criminal justice and drug policy reform (Ashcroft, Daniels, & Hart 2003; Count the Costs 2012; Kleinman 2012). The drugs-crime relationship is highly contingent on the intersections of the social contexts of drug use, the images of the drug user, and the dominant political ideology of the time.

See also: Drug Trafficking and Its Impact on Crime in the United States; Mass Incarceration, Politics of; Race, Gender, and Class Disparities in the Criminal Justice System; Racism and the U.S. Prison System; Substance Abuse; Violent Crime
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Ingrid D. McGuffog

ENVIRONMENTAL CRIME: THE CASE OF THE NAVAJO

“Leetso,” the Yellow Monster: Uranium Mining on the Colorado Plateau

To the Navajos, when people suffer from an illness of any sort, they are out of balance and unable to lead a successful, happy life. The core of the problem one may be facing is caused by what the Navajo refer to as a “monster.” In Navajo stories, these monsters were born when an evil act was committed during a transgression. In ancient times, Navajos tell of being destroyed by monsters that roamed their traditional lands. The Hero Twins had the wisdom and power to overcome and kill these monsters.

The first monster the Twins destroyed was Yeetso (“Big Monster”), who roamed the sacred mountain Tsoodzil (Mount Taylor) in New Mexico. When a monster is given a name, it loses much of its power and becomes weak. The Navajo name for uranium is “leetso,” meaning “yellow brown” or “yellow dirt,” after the color of uranium-bearing ore. Tsoodzil is where the world’s largest underground uranium mine would be built. When the mine was built, Leetso, the yellow monster, escaped into Dinétah, or Navajo land (Quartaroli, 1).

In the Beginning

Robyn (2011) writes that beginning in the 1870s, Navajos were involved in “land grab” efforts to secure lands along the northern borders. Non-Mormon expansion into Montezuma Creek and Aneth area, Mormons settling in the Tuba City and Moenkopi areas, and the huge cattle industry of San Juan County in Utah made competition for scarce resources inevitable. (See Robert S. McPherson, The Northern Navajo Frontier, 1860–1890; Garrick Bailey and Roberta Bailey, A History of the Navajo: The Reservation Years; and Alfonso Ortiz and William Sturtevant, Handbook of North American Indians.) Congress opened public domain for both Native and Anglo use, but the Navajos and Utes utilized the land in ways that white men did not believe to be prosperous. Between 1868 and 1991 the Navajo land base was extended no less than 15 times, mostly at the cost of what the Hopi consider their traditional land base, but also incorporating on the northern and western edges of Utes and Southern Paiute reservation land.

As a result, Navajo families were displaced as lines were drawn, and some families refused to leave their homelands. Because of families refusing to leave, the government fabricated a case that a dispute between the Hopi and Navajo tribes would eventually call for government action to avoid bloodshed between the two tribes. This government action is known as the “Bennett Freeze” and was in place from 1966 until President Obama lifted the freeze in 2006, allowing the Navajos to begin seeking federal funding to rehabilitate an area the size of Delaware. In 1966, BIA director Robert Bennett ordered any development on this area of the reservation be suspended. No infrastructure repairs were allowed during this 40-year period. This controversy opened lands for exploitation of minerals by the U.S. government and corporations at the expense of the Navajo people. The beginning of the controversy around taking uranium, copper, and coal from the reservations actually starts on the Hopi reservation. There are billions of tons of valuable minerals under the earth in this area. High-quality, easily recoverable coal was found under Black Mesa in 1909 (Benedek 1992, 133). Had that not been the case, the relocation of thousands of Navajo sheepherders would more than likely never have happened.

When boundary lines were drawn and promises made to the Hopi that they could recover their lands did not materialize, it became clear very quickly that mineral development would be inevitable. To make matters even worse, the Hopis’ deep beliefs about being caretakers of the land and their close ties to and love for the land were considered merely an obstacle that could easily be pushed aside by mining companies. Once the politics of all this began, environmental devastation soon followed. Today, Hopi and Navajo reservation lands have been completely strip-mined for uranium and coal. Despite protests of the Hopi and Navajo people against forced removal, the Navajo were helpless in being forced off homelands they had occupied forever. Navajo and Hopi lands were partitioned and people were forcefully moved out with no one in political leadership stepping in to do anything to stop it. For the Navajo, to be relocated (for which there is no word) is to disappear and never be seen again.

Early Mining

In the late 19th century, Anglo American miners came to the Colorado Plateau to extract uranium, radium, and vanadium from small amounts of pitchblende and carnotite ore (Quartaroli, 1). At the time, miners came with pick and shovel to gather the ore, and burros or donkeys trucked out the ore with limited impact on the environment. Beginning with the 20th century, methods of mining changed dramatically, and so did the impact of uranium mining on the people and environment. Reservations are of strategic importance to corporations and the government because they constitute one of the largest and least known mineral repositories on the continent.

During the 1940s through the 1960s, the development of a boomtown economy occurred on the Colorado Plateau. Development of this economy coincided with the federal government’s involvement in uranium mining. Financial incentives such as guaranteed ore prices, production bonuses, among others, prompted intense mining mostly on reservation lands. “The boom-time changed everything: size of the leases, depths of the mines, number of mill recovery facilities, number of people involved in the industry, and the impact to the land and resources” (Quartaroli, 2).

In the early times, working conditions in the mine were miserable. The dangers of uranium mining were known, even back then. “By the time the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 was signed into law, the medical community and the government were very aware of the dangers of radiation. The medical community warned the government about the effects uranium mining would have on people, but government officials did not see any cause for harm (Eichstadt 1994, 97). However, miners were never told of these dangers. Even if they had known, would it have made a difference? When people are desperately poor, the meager benefits gained from unsafe mining can outweigh the dangers. Not only the miners, but their families as well were exposed to radiation levels as much as 750 times the 1950 standards. Because there were no showers or places to change clothes, miners unknowingly brought contaminated clothing home to be put in the family wash. Very few of the underground mines had any ventilation. The smaller mining companies felt they could not afford ventilation because it would reduce their profits. “Others, eager to remove as much uranium as possible per hour, regularly sent workers back into the mines within minutes after blasting” (ibid., 50).

Lethal Health Impacts

The legacy of lethal mining continues today with contaminated water, and equally toxic houses built with radioactive debris during the 1960s, 1970s, and into the 1980s. When blasting occurred during mining, chunks of sandy mill tailings and ore were blown into squares during the process. Unaware of the danger, people picked up these chunks of radioactive material and made bread ovens, cisterns, foundations for houses, fireplaces, floors, and walls. The homes were passed from one generation to the next. By this time, the dangers of uranium mining were well known by the U.S. government, but no one told the people these building materials were toxic and would lead to severe illnesses and eventually death.

People living on the Navajo Nation were once believed to have a special immunity to cancer, but something happened in the 1950s and 1960s to cause severe changes in the health of the people. In 1982 physician Dr. Richard Auld came to the reservation after completing his residency in internal medicine at UC San Diego. Dr. Auld began working at Indian Health Services in Shiprock, New Mexico. Within two years he treated six cases of stomach cancer. Two of the patients were women 18 and 20 years of age. Because these women were so young, this became a cause for concern for the doctor. Dr. Auld worked with another specialist and found the incidence of stomach cancer 15 times the national average for people living in some areas near uranium deposits. These cancers were not limited to former miners. In two western parts of the reservation filled with old pit mines, stomach cancer was 200 times the U.S. average for women ages 29 to 40 (Pasternak 2010, 142–143).

The Struggle to Reclaim Their Health and Land

From 1944 to 1986, nearly four tons of uranium ore was extracted from the entire reservation, which constitutes an area the size of West Virginia. The Navajo Nation spans northeastern Arizona and parts of New Mexico and Utah. Demand for uranium dried up after the Cold War, and mining companies simply abandoned roughly 1,300 mines, leaving behind mounds of radioactive uranium tailings waste. Navajos, Hopi, and others near the area inhaled radioactive dust, drank water contaminated with uranium, arsenic, and other heavy metals, and the cancer rate doubled, according to Indian Health Service data (MacMillan 2013, 1).

With uranium prices currently on the rise, and the economic situation being what it is today, mining companies are once again setting their sights to explore for uranium in the Southwest. Due to the drastic economic issues in the state of Arizona, the uranium mining industry continues to exert pressure on key senators to open areas near the Grand Canyon for mining. Arizona former governor, Jan Brewer, expressed interest in uranium mining near the Grand Canyon by Denison Mines (Arizona Geological Society). However, Denison Mines recently received notice from the Office of Enforcement, Compliance, and Environmental Justice in 2010 citing recent air and water violations by this corporation. When the price for uranium began to rise in 2006, thousands of new claims were filed within watersheds that drain directly into Grand Canyon National Park and the Colorado River. A Canadian-owned company reopened the White Mesa Mill in Blanding, Utah, and began processing uranium for powering nuclear reactors in South Korea and France. The U.S. Forest Service began permitting exploratory drilling for uranium without requiring an environmental assessment. The Bureau of Land Management moved to allow uranium mines that were abandoned by previous owners in the 1980s without requiring any revisions to outdated environmental assessments (Grand Canyon Trust Uranium Campaign Chronicle 2012, 1–2).

Given the circumstances surrounding uranium mining, and considering the safety, the people who live on and near the Colorado Plateau have every reason to be wary of new uranium mines. From the 1940s until today, government scientists understood the lethality of uranium mining. This was a serious ethical failure on the part of the federal government. Government officials should have regulated mining and protected the people, but instead they studied them for another 15 years and watched the devastating effects on the people.

Then There Are the Zombie Mines on the Colorado Plateau

True to their name, they are the undead, put to rest for years, buried and forgotten. We have all but forgotten about them, but what happens when, without warning, they rise again leaving trails of contamination, threatening everything they encounter. Such is the case of a “zombie mine.” A zombie mine is one that has been shut down, but can be allowed to resume operations with no modifications to outdated plans of operation and no new environmental review. There are dozens of these mines on the Colorado Plateau ready to rise again with no conscience for the environmental and cultural harm they cause.

Zombie mines are not subject to the 20-year uranium mining ban achieved in 2009 by the Grand Canyon Trust in a coalition of tribal, business, and civic leaders, hunting, fishing, ranching, and conservation groups, and country officials. One of these zombies named Canyon Mine is only six miles from the entrance to Grand Canyon National Park that began operating again in 1986 over protests and lawsuits of the Havasupai tribe. The tribe objected to the potential impacts this uranium mine would have on groundwater, springs, creeks, ecosystems, and cultural values. The mind closed in 1992 when the price of uranium hit bottom. In 2010, even though the U.S. Geological Survey found dissolved uranium concentrations in this groundwater exceeding EPA drinking standards, the mine reopened 26 years after its original approval—a full 21 years after it was declared nonliving.

Arizona 1 and Pinenut Mine are two zombies on the Colorado Plateau that have resumed operation with no agency willing to stop the operations of these mines. Grand Canyon Trust has filed a lawsuit to require Canyon Mine to undergo a new environmental review. This is a risky proposition, and one the mine owners might not want to risk (Robyn 2011).

“Safer” Uranium Mining?

Officials from VANE minerals believe breccia pipe mining operations will not contaminate water or soil, and will bring much-needed jobs to the region (Vane Minerals Company 2011). 13 Even so, these promises were made before, and the legacy of uranium mining left no one, other than the mining companies, in a better place. In the 1940s and 1950s when the mining companies came to the reservation, they exploited Navajo workers by paying them substandard wages while exposing them to “yellowcake” (radioactive dust). People were poisoned, along with their livestock, and were left with hopelessly contaminated drinking water and soil. Even with better oversight today regarding health and environmental impacts, even though safety standards have improved for miners with better ventilation and protection from radiation exposure, even though there are strict controls for processing mills who will have to cap and seal tailings piles immediately, that is not good enough. With the economic conditions being what they are today, and given the fact that our government and corporations have exploited and turned the area where the Navajo live into a sacrifice area, it may be naïve to believe or expect the federal government to oversee and regulate this industry effectively.

Harms to the Navajo People

Thousands of Navajo residents live in the “Bennett Freeze” area on the Navajo Nation. During my visits to this area, I have observed that to this day in 2015 there are people living in homes that are barely mended together with baling wire, cardboard, tarps, and whatever they can salvage. We are shown images on television about people living in third world countries, but a visit to this area of the reservation leads one to wonder why residents cannot have the basic necessities that all human beings have a right to such as clean water, adequate shelter that includes indoor plumbing, and the like.

On another of my visits to this area of the reservation, 84-year-old Myrtle Yellowhorse said:

I can’t express enough how this land dispute has devastated people and how many lives it has taken of the Navajo people … (Yellowhorse 2010)

Richard Anderson Jr., and his family of Whitecone on the Navajo Nation, are victims of this massive relocation effort by the U.S. government to open reservation land for toxic energy redevelopment. With boundary lines redrawn, Anderson and his family became squatters on their own land and were deprived of a place to call home. Anderson said:

They [the government] took our land. All of my civil rights under the Constitution were violated—my religious rights, my pursuit to happiness.… Relocation is just a government word for genocide. That’s all they’re doing is killing us. They’ve been doing it for 500 years and they’re doing it to this day and it’s not right. (Anderson 2010)

Navajo Nation Ban on Mining

People living on the Navajo Nation are not willing to take such a potentially hazardous chance with mining any longer. On April 19, 2005, the Navajo Nation Council voted 63–19 and passed the Diné Natural Resources Protection Act of 2005 (DNRPA). This statute bans uranium mining and processing anywhere on the vast Navajo Nation in Arizona and New Mexico (Third World Network 2005). Former President Joe Shirley signed the measure into law at the Crownpoint Chapter House on April 29, 2005. In addition, several members of the U.S. Congress said they would support former President Shirley and the prohibition on uranium mining (Brugee, Benally, Yazzie-Lewis 2006, 172). Former president Shirley is quoted as saying, “Many of my people have died … many are dying today. Some are on their deathbed. Why continue to mine that which kills? So the Diné Nation said no more.” To be sure, not all potable water on the Navajo Nation is contaminated. To help ensure all people living on the reservation have safe drinking water, former President Joe Shirley signed a Public Health State of Emergency for Navajo residents living in areas (Black Falls, Grand Falls, Box Springs) exposed to unsafe uranium-contaminated drinking water in their homes. The Navajo Commission on Emergency Management drafted this document January 15, 2010 (Robyn 2011).

Cleanup Efforts

The former Skyline Mine in Monument Valley, Utah, caught the attention of the Environmental Protection Agency after decades of government indifference. In 2007, Representative Henry Waxman (D-Calif.), then chair of the House Oversight Committee held a congressional hearing in which Doug Brugge, scientific witness for the Navajo Nation, described how waste from uranium mining can cause cancer and urged more research “… to understand the full extent of this injustice” (MacMillan 2012, 2). Plans went into effect for Skyline to remove two piles of contaminated soil from the bottom of the mesa at a cost of $7.5 million. Jason Musante, overseer of the project for Skyline Mine, came up with an idea to bury the waste in a giant plastic-lined repository on top of the mesa. The people living in the Skyline Mine area wanted the company to remove the waste totally from the Navajo Nation. Musante said there was not enough money to drive all the waste from Navajo lands, and stated “[T]hat’s a political issue, because the Navajos say ‘we want this stuff off our land.’ But it’s their land. This is their stuff” (ibid., 2).

Skyline Mine completed the cleanup in October 2011 and was hailed as a milestone by the EPA. However, many Navajos are very skeptical and unbelieving. A Navajo manager of a hotel near the Skyline site said he and “a buddy” were taking water samples from the San Juan River in back of the hotel and sending the samples to a private lab in Phoenix for testing. He said the Feds shut down the operation because “… the government doesn’t want people to know that Navajos are living in a hot area” (ibid., 3).

Water is a huge issue on the Navajo Nation. Only one out of three Navajos has access to drinking water that is not contaminated with uranium, arsenic, and other heavy metals from mining. We talk about clean drinking water for people around the world, but here in our own country, thousands of people in the Southwest do not have that luxury. As an example, the father of a family of six has to load up two 55-gallon drums in his truck, drive for an hour to a community well, to use a government issued “water card” to unlock a spigot. The water is used for drinking, livestock, cooking, laundry, and bathing—in that order. There is usually not enough water left at the end of the week, so the family has to bathe in the river.

According to Doug Brugge, the issue with the contaminated water is that it could be moving into the Little Colorado River Basin. “Contamination can leach slowly for decades, depending on the movement of water … it seems likely that groundwater would flow toward the river, since that is almost always the case when a site is in the immediate vicinity of a river.” The Colorado supplies drinking water to millions of people from Arizona to California (ibid., 3).

In an article for the Gallup Independent, Kathy Helms writes that the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Indian Affairs has been fined $136,000 for violations of the Safe Drinking Water Act at the Keams Canyon public water supply system (Helms 2013). Keams Canyon is located on the Hopi reservation. The water supply system is owned and operated by the BIA and serves a population of approximately 2,000 people. The EPA found that the BIA exceeded drinking water standards for arsenic and failed to monitor for arsenic and disinfection compounds (ibid., 1). Hopi Tribal Chairman LeRoy N. Shingoitewa said the EPA fine “is really the result of BIA’s foot-dragging on a solution to bring clean water to the villages” (ibid., 1). Students in Hopi schools have been exposed to excessive arsenic levels for many years. The Hopi High School system and the Second Mesa Day School system exceeded the maximum contaminant level for arsenic in 2007 and 2008 (ibid., 1).

Accountability

The deaths of miners on the Navajo Nation in the 1940s, and others who have, and continue to experience poverty, lethal illnesses, birth defects, and environmental devastation, is a result of negligence on the part of the U.S. government and multinational corporations who have taken shortcuts in their quest to turn a profit. Neither the U.S. government nor multinational corporations are criminal organizations set out to harm people. Corporations are in the business of providing jobs and making money. No one has an argument with that, but at what point should corporations be responsible for their impact on human life, especially when dealing with extremely harmful and even deadly products? When a powerful corporation produces anything that causes grave social harms, they need to be held responsible. The U.S. government plays a part as well by allowing the lines of the Navajo and Hopi reservations to be drawn such that corporations were able to come in with their machinery and tear up peoples’ homelands for monetary gain. The deaths that have, and continue, to occur from mining and contamination on this part of the Colorado Plateau are tantamount to reckless homicide. There should be accountability, especially since the U.S. government has known about the dangers of exposure to this mineral since 1946.

Since 2011, the Navajo-Hopi Land Commission reports that it has nearly $4 million available to start helping Navajo families in the affected area. There are alternatives to using uranium for energy purposes. Solar and wind energy are resources abundantly available in this area, and should begin to be used. Instead of inflicting environmentally destructive projects on the Colorado Plateau, people throughout the United States can begin working on proposals with the government and corporations to create long-term, sustainable energy producing projects that sustain jobs, as an alternative to short-term destructive projects proposed by multinational corporations and the U.S. government. Because in the end, we all live downstream.

See also: Climate Change, Economics of; Environmentalism; Sustainability
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GANGS

Criminologists have yet to reach a consensus on what constitutes a “gang” and who should be considered “gang members.” In general though, criminological literature typically treats gangs as those groups of juveniles and/or young adults who (1) participate in illicit activities, (2) self-identify as a gang member, and (3) are motivated by the obtainment of power, status, and/or monetary gain. Although gangs oftentimes operate within prisons and jails (such as the Texas Syndicate), roving clusters (such as the Hells Angels), and rural environments (such as the Hillbilly Mafia), the typical portrayal of gangs by both criminologists and the media is one that is focused more acutely on “street gangs” (such as the Bloods, Crips, and Gangster Disciples). Most contemporary criminological research therefore focuses on young minority males who operate within lower income neighborhoods situated in large cities throughout the United States.

Gang members operating within our urban spaces typically, but not always, go through an initiation process when first joining; this may involve the recruit being forced to commit a serious crime or being assaulted by other gang members. Gangs also typically have rules, sometimes in the form of a written creed, along with some type of formal or informal hierarchy or organizational model. Many street gangs take control of a territory or neighborhood and use violent behavior to keep rival gang members and outsiders away. Gangs often use symbolic identifiers in the form of clothes, colors, gang signs, graffiti, and tattoos in order to distinguish themselves from rival gangs and non-gang members.

History

In the United States, gang culture can be traced back to the 1800s, when immigrants flocked to urban areas by the thousands. As a product of this rapid urbanization, job opportunities became scarce resulting in the development of city slums (Thomas & Znaniecki 1918). Young foreign-born and second generation immigrants began forming groups that self-identified, mainly through dress, as gangs. These gangs were immediately involved in illicit activities, most notoriously large violent brawls in places such as New York City’s “Five Points” slum (see Yamin, 2001). Hoping to climb the economic ladder and thrive in the United States, these youth, discouraged by a lack of opportunities, instead had to survive within harsh conditions characterized by severe poverty and the constant threat of violence.

Today, gangs are still primarily found within the urban environment and, above all, continue to appear as a product of severe poverty; however, gang culture of the 21st century has expanded out of large cities, infiltrating both suburban and rural areas. In 2012, an expected 86 percent of larger cities reported gang problems; however, also an alarming 50 percent of suburban counties, 25 percent of smaller cities, and 16 percent of rural counties reported a gang presence (National Gang Center 2015). Criminologists currently know very little about the origins, organization, and day-to-day operations of gangs outside of the urban landscape; therefore the future of gang research and knowledge may look quite a bit different in coming years as criminologists have just begun focusing on these previously peripheral areas.

Gang Initiation

Gangs typically target individuals from a variety of ages, but mostly between ages 12 and 13 who are oftentimes relatives of older members. The actual initiation process varies greatly from gang to gang. For example, the Gangster Disciples typically do not “jump in” (or assault) initiates; instead gang membership is offered to anyone living within a certain neighborhood or housing development (DeGarmo 2015, forthcoming). Conversely, other gangs require a jumping-in where initiates must withstand 30 seconds to a minute of current members assaulting them; if they make it through without complaining or quitting, the initiates are respected for their toughness and offered full membership (Vigil 1996). Overall, initiation is a selective recruitment process that varies by gang and ranges from an open invitation to a series of tests.

Identifiers

Gang members use a variety of symbols to distinguish themselves, such as signs, colors, graffiti, clothing, and tattoos. Symbols are used as a way to identify themselves from rival gangs and to show their status and reputation within gang culture and/or their affiliation with a larger social section, such as a neighborhood or housing complex.

Graffiti, the most popular area of interest among criminologists, usually depicts a gang’s logo and is often used to mark territories, informally setting boundaries between the gang’s “turf” and another gang’s turf. Although a gang typically uses graffiti to mark gang boundaries, according to Adams and Winter (1997), graffiti has also been used for self-advertisement, social networking, expression, and public mourning. Graffiti is typically denser around gang territories; however, marks can be seen outside of gang boundaries, even in rival gang territories, possibly as a sign of disrespect (Adams & Winter 1997).

Crime

Gang members often partake in violent crimes involving burglary, drug trafficking, contraband, extortion, property crimes, prostitution, robbery, theft, assault, and murder (National Gang Report 2013). However, prior to the 1980s gangs were primarily identified by their propensity for violent behavior, within the gang (such as “jumping in”) and between gangs (such as the 1950s gang “rumble”). Although we know that gangs were involved with drug distribution prior to the proliferation of crack cocaine into inner cities, it was more of a rarity, and while gangs still commit violent acts, their purpose now revolves more around the distribution of narcotics. Following the infusion of crack (called the crack epidemic) many gangs began to resemble businesses, essentially dividing members among various sectors such as manufacturing, logistics, and sales. As Hagedorn (1994) puts it, gang crime has transformed factory-working youths to gang members, selling drugs as part of an organized system. Today, gangs have become synonymous with drug trafficking and distribution, many gangs now acting as part of illicit multinational corporations that manufacture large amounts of narcotics and distribute them across international borders. Presently, large quantities of methamphetamine are being manufactured on foreign soil prior to being distributed in the United States by local gangs (such as the Gangster Disciples); this may be a continuing trend within the next decade or two, where criminologists see a further funneling of power to a select few gang leaders (and/or cartel leaders) while disenfranchising a majority of lower to midlevel gang members.

See also: Death Penalty; Drug Trafficking and Its Impact on Crime in the United States; Drug Use and Crime in the United States; Juvenile Delinquency; Mass Incarceration, Politics of; Organized Crime; Race, Gender, and Class Disparities in the Criminal Justice System; Racism and the U.S. Prison System; Tattoos; Violent Crime
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HATE CRIMES

Hate crime, also called “bias crime,” is a criminal offense motivated by prejudice based on, but not limited to, race, religion, ethnicity, national origin, sexual orientation, or disability. The definition and reporting of hate crimes began in 1985, when Representatives John Conyers (D-Michigan), Barbara Kennelly (D-Connecticut), and Mario Biaggi (D-New York) cosponsored a bill to require the Department of Justice to collect and publish statistics on the nature and number of crimes motivated by racial, religious, and ethnic prejudice. In 1990, President Bush signed the Hate Crime Statistics Act (HCST) into law, which gave national recognition to hate crimes as a bona fide category of crime that manifests evidence of prejudice.

Hate crime involves actions that have already been defined as illegal in state or federal statutes such as assault, battery, rape, vandalism, and arson and does not criminalize new behaviors, but rather recriminalizes and increases punishment for behaviors that are already against the law. The classification of an offense as a hate crime requires that a designated legislative prejudice such as racism or homophobia had some role in inspiring the criminal act. However, because no federal statute prohibits hate crime where defining hate crime is left up to the states, there are no specific sets of individuals protected by federal law, thus creating controversy on whether certain groups such as women should be shielded under hate crime legislation. The discrepancies among states in how they define hate crime and differences in law enforcement procedures across geographic areas also makes it difficult to record, measure, and analyze hate crime. In addition, the stigma attached to being a victim of hate crime and belonging to a marginalized population contributes to the underreported and underestimated nature of bias crime in the United States. For example, a transgendered person who is violently attacked may not disclose to police that they are transgendered for fear of even further victimization or humiliation.

It is important to remember that hate crimes do not necessarily involve hate and are more about bias and prejudice, while crimes that perhaps do involve hate, such as crimes of passion, are not necessarily hate crimes. Hate speech is also different than hate crime, where prohibiting hate speech has often been ruled unconstitutional in the United States. In addition, there is a difference between hate crime and hate groups where hate groups are infrequently involved in hate crimes because they are often secluded. That is not to say, however, that hate groups do not provide the ideological framework from which perpetrators of hate crime may legitimize their behavior.

The United States has yet to follow the lead of other nations such as Canada, France, Great Britain, Germany, and Ireland, which have all passed laws prohibiting at least some forms of hate speech. Long tradition of free speech protection has resulted in the United States’ refusal to address the issue of hate speech where even on colleges campuses, which are often designated to be progressive spaces, speech codes have been met with resistance (Levin & McDevitt 1999). In March 2012, 21-year-old English college student, Liam Stacey, was sentenced to 56 days in prison for posting racially offensive remarks on Twitter about Fabrice Muamba, a black soccer player who had a heart attack on the field and almost died. Whereas this incident would be protected under the guise of freedom and civil liberties in the United States, it was classified as racial abuse in Britain and the offender was punished accordingly.

Hate crimes are more than isolated, bigoted acts; they are embedded in structural and cultural context in which groups use violence as an instrument of intimidation to control and reaffirm both perpetrators’ and victims’ place within the social hierarchy. This is evident in the way in which dominant groups such as whites, males, heterosexuals, and American-born citizens have utilized violence and the threat of violence to reinforce their privilege and simultaneously reinforce the stigmatized and marginalized position of racialized, sexualized, and religious others. Throughout history, Native Americans, freed black slaves, and immigrants, and in recent times, blacks, women, and homosexuals who have fought for equal rights and thus challenged the social structure have been targeted for victimization. Aside from the way in which current legislation downplays the oppressive nature of the racialized and gender social order in the intent of hate motivated crime, scholars have criticized the way in which hate crime is legally defined in that it does not account for violations that may be legal, such as the Holocaust. Because there is currently no federal law that prohibits discrimination against homosexuals or non-gender-conforming individuals, denying employment or housing to gay or transgendered people is not considered a hate crime even though the behavior is motivated by prejudice, since a hate crime is predicated only when another violation of an existing criminal code occurs.

Throughout the 1990s, nearly two-thirds of the motivation for hate crime was race based and hate crimes tended to be more severe than criminal actions alone. For instance, those injured in nonbiased assaults were not nearly as likely to need medical treatment as victims of hate crimes. This trend still continues today where more than 80 percent of hate crimes reported in 2009 were associated with violent crime such as rape, assault, and robbery. In 2006, the FBI reported 7,722 incidents of hate crimes, 52 percent of which were directed at individuals because of their race. Of the bias hate crimes in 2009, 48.8 percent were racially motivated, and of racially motivated incidents, 71.5 percent were inspired by an offender’s antiblack bias (U.S. Department of Justice 2009). The percentage of race-based bias crime has declined in recent years due to a dramatic spike in crimes targeting Muslims and sexual minorities. However, the Southern Poverty Law Center (2011) predicts that the 2011 data will show a rise in anti-Latino hate crimes due to the anti-immigrant rhetoric surrounding the passage of Arizona’s S.B. 1070.

Though the defining and recording of hate crime is seen as a positive step toward equality, the ever-changing landscape of diversity in the United States continues to result in bias crimes similarly to the way in which violence has been used against minorities throughout American history.

See also: Bullying; Intimate Partner Violence; Racism; Sexism; Sexual Assault; Violent Crime
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IDENTITY THEFT

Identity theft occurs when an unauthorized person uses another’s personal information without permission for a wide range of criminal activities that victimize both individuals and organizations affiliated with their information. Criminals obtain personal information in many ways, ranging from personal contact to hi-tech international breaches of large electronic databases, but offenders are seldom identified and punished. Law enforcement and government entities are currently creating collaborative interjurisdictional and international programs they hope will increase the chances of perpetrators being held accountable. However, victims still receive little help from law enforcement in clearing their names and correcting their records, which has proven to be a time consuming and frustrating process.

Identity Theft Crimes

It is difficult to accurately count identity theft crimes, because victims often believe the victimization was their own fault, don’t know they are victims, or their financial institutions don’t report these crimes. However, in 2013 alone 290,056 Americans reported to the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) that they were identity theft victims (Federal Trade Commission 2014). Of these, 33.9 percent pertained to government documents or benefits, 16.9 percent to credit cards, 13.5 percent to phone and utilities, 7.7 percent to bank accounts, 5.6 percent to employment, and 3.9 percent to loans. Between 2011 and 2014 the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) stopped 19 million suspicious tax returns totaling $63 billion (United States Internal Revenue Service). In fiscal year 2014 the IRS prosecuted 748 tax-related identity theft cases. Further, an estimated 2.32 million middle-aged Americans have had their medical identities stolen during or before 2014 (Ponemon Institute 2015, 8).

Identity Theft Criminals

Identity theft criminals fall into two main categories. First, opportunistic criminals who are scam artists set out to entice people to share their personal information, often through the use of telephone calls and emails. They obtain access to personal information through individual interaction, sophisticated computer programs, and other forms of technology. Second, personal contact criminals use relationships with relatives, friends, government workers, and doctors’ offices to gain access to personal information. Both categories of criminals use various methods of gaining others’ personal information. Such methods include creating programs to place malware on computers and smartphones, which in turn captures bank account and password information. Other methods include hacking into electronic databases containing valuable personal information, or placing scanners in cash registers and near ATMs to capture names, account numbers, and passwords. Access to such information allows criminals to forge credit and debit cards, transfer funds illegally, and commit many other crimes.

Social Security numbers (SSNs) are the most valuable personal information for identity thieves, because they help criminals gain access to most other types of information needed to commit identity theft. Young children’s SSNs are particularly valued as the credit reports associated with them are usually clean. The fraudulent activity committed with their identity is usually not discovered until the child is old enough to get a job or credit card and find they have open accounts and lines of credit that they did not initiate. Thieves use SSNs to request fraudulent income tax refunds or illegally gain employment, which are crimes mainly discovered when the United States Internal Revenue Service (IRS) notifies victims they have already been issued a tax refund or haven’t reported all their earned income.

Protected health information (PHI) can be misused for illegal purposes ranging from making fake claims for monetary gains to obtaining addictive drugs (Coalition Against Insurance Fraud 2015). The most prominent types of criminals for medical identity theft fall in the personal contact category, with the main perpetrators being the victims’ family members. The smaller percentages of criminals fall in the opportunistic category, such as those who gain access to PHI through stored data maintained by health care institutions (Ponemon Institute 2015, 13).

Reporting Identity Theft Crimes

The United States has no central place for victims to report all identity theft crimes. Victims report employment identity theft to the Social Security Administration (SSA), financial identity theft to the FTC, federal tax-related offenses to the IRS, Internet crimes to the United States Internet Crimes Complaint Center (IC3), and Medicare benefits crimes to the Department of Health & Human Services Office of Inspector General Hotline or the Medicare Call Center. Besides the appropriate federal agencies, victims should report incidents to any organization or government entity also victimized such as their credit card company or utility company, local police, and one of the three credit reporting bureaus, Equifax, Trans Union, or Experian.

Identity Theft Impact

Individuals do not know they have been an identity theft victim until their personal information is used fraudulently and consequently feel fearful, angry, confused, and don’t know who to trust or who stole their identity. Their information can be repeatedly sold until it no longer has criminal value, which may take many years. During this time victims must take on most of the burden of proving their victimization, clearing their names, and correcting their credit reports and other records, often spending hundreds of hours and hundreds of dollars to do so.

Victim Rights

Identity theft victims have certain federal rights including the right to create an identity theft report with the FTC to use for filing reports with local law enforcement, having a 90-day initial fraud alert and a seven-year extended fraud alert placed on their credit report, and immediately obtaining a copy of their credit report. Federal law limits victims’ financial liability to $50 when their credit cards are misused, and most states place their own limits on debit cards and other types of credit misuse; they also do not allow identity theft victims to be held liable for fraudulent debts in their name. Correcting falsified medical records can be difficult because health care institutions are not required to fix inaccuracies, unless they are the current provider or insurer responsible for the victims’ records (Coalition Against Insurance Fraud 2015).

Identity Theft Prevention Strategies

To reduce the risk of identity theft, individuals should maintain appropriate security on computers and electronic devices, overwrite electronic equipment hard drive memories before getting rid of them, give out little personal information on the phone or in emails, and avoid following email links to potentially sham organizations. Individuals should shred anything with their name on it, carry limited identifiers with them, carefully review all financial and medical statements for unauthorized changes, as well as give out only the minimum required information to anyone including doctors’ offices and social media sites.

Although these strategies reduce some identity theft opportunities, individuals cannot protect themselves from criminals using hi-tech equipment that captures thousands of individuals’ personal information from electronic databases at a time. Most states have mandatory notification laws requiring all affected individuals be notified of electronic database breaches or when personal information is mistakenly sent to unauthorized computers.

Identity theft is a crime that can be prosecuted at the federal, state, and local judicial levels. Federal penalties carry prison terms up to 25 years and fines up to $250,000. Federal law also provides support to state and local efforts by adding federal charges for identity theft conspiracy, substantial fraud, access device fraud, and aggravated identity at the state and local levels. Further, individuals whose identities have been stolen only need to demonstrate financial loss to be considered crime victims; the loss of their good names and damage to their credit ratings now are considered sufficient evidence.

Because SSNs are crucial to identity theft crimes, public and private entities are working to create accurate personal identifiers that would be alternates to SSNs. To date these alternatives, such as biometric indicators, have faced technological challenges and raised significant personal privacy concerns.

Many European countries require individuals’ permission for collection and use of personal information, thus acknowledging individuals’ rights to their personal information, making them less vulnerable to identity theft. American laws have taken away individuals’ rights to control their personal information collection and use, and given these rights to organizations such as businesses, governments, and charities that collect, use, and sell the information without permission or compensation to the individual. Massive collections of personal information in numerous unknown databases make individuals very vulnerable to identity theft as shown by the Target, Dairy Queen, and Anthem breaches.

Conclusion

There are many ways criminals obtain personal information. Organizations widely use electronic databases, data sharing, and data aggregating programs to amass vast amounts of personal information that becomes vulnerable to identity theft. This happens when data is mistakenly sent to unauthorized computers, encryption programs aren’t regularly updated, passwords are weak, or equipment hard drives aren’t wiped before disposal. Further, state governments have official documents publically available electronically that criminals can legally access. The National Security Agency (NSA) has spent billions developing computer software and hardware that defeat electronic privacy protections on computers and smartphones worldwide in the name of national security (Larson 2013). Consequently, electronics experts believe these innovations cannot be kept from criminals, which makes Americans even more vulnerable to widespread electronic identity theft.

Identity theft victimizes individuals and organizations, and opportunities for criminals to commit identity theft are widespread. Until perpetrators are regularly held accountable for these crimes, they will continue to be low risk/high reward ventures. Individuals can make victimization less likely, but cannot fully protect themselves because electronic databases that collect and store vast amounts of personal information are targeted by criminals on a daily basis. Allowing individuals more control of their personal information would reduce this jeopardy.

See also: Privacy and Big Data
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JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

Juvenile delinquency has been defined as the participation by juveniles in acts which would be criminal if the acts were committed by adults. Statistics indicate that juvenile delinquency is not a big problem for most middle-class youth but is primarily a problem of minorities and the lower class. Even still, middle-class juveniles are confronted with some of the same problems as juveniles in the lower class and must negotiate those challenges in order to avoid being labeled juvenile delinquents.

Because of the pace with which our society moves, the youth of today are challenged on many fronts. They are challenged by raging hormones, family disputes within the home, the use of social media, cyberbullying, cyberstalking and sexting, and the challenges of school life. Confronted with so many choices, it is no wonder that oftentimes, youth make decisions that can result in legal consequences.

When we look at our society today, juveniles are responsible for about 14 percent of the Part 1 violent crime arrests and about 23 percent of the property crime arrests in this country. Because juveniles aged 14 through 17 constitute only about 6 percent of the population, these data show that teens account for a significantly disproportionate share of all arrests (Siegel & Welsh 2014). Not only do youth commit crimes disproportionately, they are also the most victimized segment of our society. Teens are 10 times more likely to become victims than their grandparents. They are victimized by their living circumstances, by their family situations, by strangers, and most often, by their peers. They live a more dangerous lifestyle than do their parents and spend more time in one of the most dangerous areas in the community, the local school, and hang out with the most dangerous people, their fellow peers (Siegel & Welsh 2014).

Some studies conducted in the 1950s and 1960s indicated that socioeconomic status was a major contributing factor in determining delinquency. Further research revealed, however, that the actual relationship between social class and delinquency may be in not determining whether a juvenile will actually commit a delinquent act but whether a particular juvenile becomes part of the social statistics (Cox, Allen, Hanser, & Conrad 2014).

Current statistics support that minority youth and those juveniles from poverty-stricken environments commit more serious crimes than do juveniles from the middle class. Self-report data, on the other hand, reveals that youth in all socioeconomic groups commit crime at a relatively equal rate. Even so, middle-class youth are subjected to the juvenile justice system and other adverse consequences of delinquency at a rate that is less than that of poor and minority youth. Research also indicates that middle-class youth generally commit less serious crimes, like selling pot or vandalism, rather than committing more serious felony offenses. Other researchers, however, contend that it is not that the crimes committed by middle-class youth are less serious than those committed by poor and minority youth but that society perceives the actions of middle-class youth as being less serious when all circumstances are considered including their demeanor, their economic status, their family background, their general good reputation, their prior involvement with police and the juvenile justice system, and their potential for rehabilitation (Cox et al. 2014, 56–58).

Research conducted by William Chambliss in his article “The Saints and the Roughnecks,” on the differing perceptions by society of delinquent behavior of upper-middle-class delinquents and lower-class delinquents, supports this perspective. After observing the delinquent conduct of two sets of boys over a period of time, the Saints from upper-middle-class backgrounds and the Roughnecks from lower-class backgrounds, his observations confirmed that both sets of boys committed delinquent acts that were dangerous to their communities. The acts of the Saints, however, were not as visible as the acts of the Roughnecks. He concluded that the likelihood and extent of prosecution of the Saints by law enforcement was impacted by the police and community’s perception of the conduct of the upper-middle-class youth. The police and the community were more likely to accept the positive traits of the upper-middle-class youth and give them the benefit of the doubt by charging them less severely and disciplining them less harshly than the lower-class youth (Chambliss 1999). This differential treatment resulted in the upper-middle-class youth being able to age out of criminal conduct and to have successful adult lives while several of the lower-class youth ended up with criminal records and unsuccessful adult lives. In our juvenile justice system, middle-class juveniles are in a better place than their lower-class and minority counterparts even when they are charged with serious delinquent acts because they have better family structures, access to better legal resources, have better school records, and are eligible for better treatment by the system because they do not possess prior juvenile records (Siegel & Welsh 2014).

Although statistics continue to support that middle-class youth are not as involved in juvenile delinquency as lower-class youth, the ability of middle-class youth to continue to avoid the label of “juvenile delinquents” and to continue to sidestep adverse treatment by the juvenile justice system may be in jeopardy because of zero tolerance policies presently employed by most U.S. school systems, which require school systems to exclude from the classroom juveniles who bring drugs or weapons to the classroom or who otherwise disrupt the positive deportment of the classroom and to charge them with juvenile or adult crime. When middle-class youth are confronted with demands to surrender their cell phones or be charged with disruption of the classroom, they may be charged with criminal conduct and end up in the juvenile/criminal justice system, labeled as delinquents.

See also: Bullying; Gangs
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Doris L. Edmonds

MASS INCARCERATION, POLITICS OF

The United States incarcerates more individuals than any other nation in the world (Walmsley 2011). Between 1970 and 2009, incarceration rates in the United States reached unprecedented levels; at its peak, nearly 1 in every 100 people in the adult population was behind bars, increasing from 300,000 in 1981 to 2.2 million in 2007 (Garland 2001; Pew Center 2009; Wacquant 2009; Western & Muller 2013). Significantly, the current era of “mass incarceration” in the United States is a novel phenomenon; prior to 1970, incarceration rates in the United States mirrored those of other industrialized nations (Raphael & Stoll 2009; Wacquant 2010).

Incarceration rates in the United States are disproportionately higher for nonwhite and low-income groups (Bobo & Thompson 2006, 2010). Although whites make up 62 percent of the U.S. population, they account for 32 percent of the prison population. In contrast, African Americans make up 13 percent of the U.S. population and Latinos 27 percent, yet they comprise 37 percent and 22 percent of the incarcerated population, respectively (The Pew Charitable Trusts 2010; Toobin 2015). African American men are six times more likely than white males to be incarcerated (The Pew Charitable Trusts 2010), and Latinos are more than twice as likely to go to prison than their white counterparts.

Although the number of men incarcerated exceeds that of women, between 1980 and 2010, women were incarcerated at 1.5 times the rate of men (The Sentencing Project 2012). Despite the narrowing of incarceration rates by race among female offenders, African American and Latina women are imprisoned at approximately 3 times and 1.5 times the rates of white women (Cox 2012; The Sentencing Project 2012).

Research demonstrates that low-class status and educational outcomes are highly correlated with the future likelihood of incarceration (Pettit & Western 2004); the majority of incarceration growth since 1970 has occurred among populations with higher school dropout rates (Wacquant 2009; Western & Muller 2013).

Causes of Contemporary Incarceration

Although some social scientists and policy makers maintain that unprecedented prison growth was spurred by higher violent crime rates (Beckett & Sassoon 2004), other researchers point to the criminalization of drug use and possession. During the 1970s and 1980s, nationwide bipartisan support for stricter drug laws and harsher sentences, including mandatory minimum sentencing guidelines and three-strikes laws, resulted in more people going to prison and local jails (Bobo & Thompson 2006). At the same time, police in many major cities adopted a strategy of “broken-windows” policing designed to reduce crime and disorder at lower levels (criminal violations and misdemeanors) in hopes of deterring major crimes (Wilson & Kelling 1982). This resulted in increased legal sanctions on a broader swath of the public as prosecution and incarceration came to be seen as the sole response to crime (Bobo & Thompson 2010; Venkatesh & Coughlin 2003).

Proponents of harsher sentencing laws argue that the expansion of the carceral state did in fact mitigate crime in most major cities (Rakoff 2015). In contrast, other scholars contend that increased crime was not the primary catalyst for penal expansion (Beckett & Sassoon 2004; Davis 2003). They insist that America’s current penal system reflects larger shifts in the political economy and America’s legacy of racial discrimination.

Two leading theories explain the root of racialized mass incarceration. First, the “New Jim Crow” perspective set forth by Michelle Alexander (2010), maintains that mass incarceration perpetuates racialized social control and produces a contemporary racial caste system that parallels antebellum Jim Crow laws. Alexander points to the fact that, while African Americans and whites report usage of illicit drugs at nearly the same rate, African Americans are targeted for arrest twice as often as their white counterparts and face harsher sentences (Alexander 2010; Toobin 2015). In the 1980s, Congress approved criminal sentences for crack cocaine, primarily used in low-income, nonwhite communities, that were as much as 100 times longer than sentences for powder cocaine, primarily used in higher income, white communities (Alexander 2010; Parenti 2008).

Similar to Michelle Alexander, Loic Wacquant argues that increased penal practices have disproportionately targeted African Americans. This second theory, however, maintains that the phenomenon of “mass incarceration” is more aptly described as “hyperincarceration,” which conveys the tri-fold class, racial, and geographic impact of incarceration, not race alone, on a narrow subsection of the U.S. population (Wacquant 2010). Scholars such as Wacquant assert that booming incarceration rates are a response to social insecurities triggered by the postindustrial economy (Wacquant 2009). The War on Drugs “tough on crime” approach was intended to manage the “unskilled factions of the post-industrial laboring class” after globalization pushed working-class jobs overseas and the capitalist system expanded the gap between the rich and poor (Wacquant 2009, 74).

Effects of Mass Incarceration

A prior incarceration record can limit civic participation through political disenfranchisement, such as voting restrictions, and exclusion from jury service, denial of welfare and government benefits, and social service restrictions (Alexander 2010; The Pew Charitable Trusts 2010; Uggen et al. 2010; Wacquant 2012). This type of punishment helps to construct the social world and produce classifications by which individuals make sense of themselves, their communities, and social “others” (Garland 2001; Rios 2011). Mass incarceration confers a negative social stigma on the incarcerated that is often racialized and classed. African Americans experience a greater negative impact for possessing a criminal record (Pager 2003), and research shows that African American men without a criminal record are even less likely to receive employment consideration than white men with a felony conviction (Pager 2003). Convict status has collateral consequences on the life chances of prison releases and has led to a “systemic imprisonment of whole groups of the population,” affecting convicts, individuals no longer behind bars, and their families (Comfort 2002; Garland 2001, 2; Pettit & Western 2004).

Contemporary Discussion

In 2013, the attorney general of the United States launched the “Smart on Crime” campaign that successfully lowered the number of prosecutions, allocating mandatory minimum sentences for drug-trafficking cases from two-thirds to one-half, and a 2010 reform of narcotics law lowered the ratio between crack and powder cocaine to 18 to 1 (Toobin 2015). An array of scholars and politicians are rethinking the ethics and economics of mass imprisonment. Some critics argue that prison has become too expensive in unpredictable fiscal times, while others have come to see prisoners, especially youth offenders, as worthy of redemption (Dagan & Teles 2016; Somin 2014). The current policy and political trend is toward reducing sentencing for nonviolent criminal offenses and incarceration rates nationwide.

See also: Alternatives to Incarceration; Clemency; Drug Trafficking and Its Impact on Crime in the United States; Drug Use and Crime in the United States; Prison and Public Policy; Race, Gender, and Class Disparities in the Criminal Justice System; Racism and the U.S. Prison System; Recidivism; U.S. Prison System
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Jessica L. Dunning-Lozano and Hannah Celli

ORGANIZED CRIME

“Organized crime” is a term surrounded by the imagery of the mafia, but its scope is much broader than that. The Godfather is among the best-selling and highest-grossing book and movie depictions about crime of all time; however, it is a fictional account. The myth and imagery of organized crime are different from organized crime in reality, as has been documented by numerous studies (Albini 1971; De Stefano 2006; Finckenauer 2007; Paoli 2014; Smith 1975). Organized crime impacts society in many ways by exploiting opportunities to make illicit profits, impacting the legal economy and legitimate business, and creating flows of illicitly obtained cash used to further criminal enterprises.

Organized crime can be defined as a continuing criminal enterprise that rationally works to profit from illicit activities that are often in great public demand. Its continuing existence is maintained through the use of force, threats, monopoly control, and/or the corruption of public officials (Albanese 2015). Crimes by corporations during the course of business or crimes by politicians or government agencies can also be considered part of organized crime. For example, official misconduct by a government official, obstruction of justice, and commercial bribery are all types of organized crime; inasmuch as they fulfill the requirements of the previous definition, they constitute a part of what is known as organized crime, because they are ongoing, systematic efforts to profit from illicit activity.

There is also an important distinction between organized crime and white-collar crime. So-called white-collar crimes occur during the course of otherwise legitimate business or governmental affairs, so it is criminal activity that is a deviation from legitimate business activity (such as fraud and embezzlement). On the other hand, organized crime occurs as a criminal activity that is a continuing criminal enterprise that exists to profit primarily from that activity.

Terrorism involves crimes designed to intimidate or coerce civilians or a government in order to achieve political or social objectives. But it is different from organized crime in that an act of terrorism has a political objective, unlike the profit motive that lies behind organized crime. Organized crime can involve violence, coercion, civilians, and governments, but the objective in organized crime is profit or corruption needed to maintain an illegal enterprise without government interference.

The Crimes of Organized Crime

When one speaks of “organized crime activity,” three categories of crimes are implied. The three categories include provision of illicit services, provision of illicit goods, and the infiltration of legitimate business or government. Within each of these categories are more specific crimes. For example, the provision of illicit services involves an attempt to satisfy the public demand for money, sex, and gambling that legitimate society does not fulfill. The specific crimes most often involved include loansharking (lending money at illegal interest rates), prostitution, and gambling. The provision of illicit goods is a category of organized crime that offers particular products that a segment of the public desires, but cannot obtain through legitimate channels. The sale and distribution of drugs and stolen property are examples of specific crimes in this category. The third category of organized crime is the infiltration of legitimate business or government. Racketeering and extortion are specific offenses associated with this kind of organized crime activity.

The infiltration of legitimate business or government is more predatory than are the provision of illicit goods and services. Organized crime groups attempt to create a demand for their services through their infiltration of legitimate business or government, whereas existing demand is catered to in the provision of illicit goods and services. As a result, the infiltration of business or government is coercive, whereas the provision of illicit goods and services usually involves voluntary participation.

Who Are Organized Criminals?

Organized crime has traditionally engendered stereotypes that do not reflect reality. Ethnicity (i.e., the ancestry or culture of a particular group of people) is perhaps the most common of all categorizations of organized crime, although it might be the most misleading. This is true for several important reasons:


	Organized crime is committed by a wide variety of ethnic groups, making ethnicity a poor indicator of organized crime activity.

	There is evidence that organized crime activities often are not carried out within the boundaries of a specific ethnic group, making it interethnic.

	Other factors, such as local market conditions and criminal opportunities for certain products and services, appear to be much better indicators of organized crime than ethnicity.



There exists a large number of studies in different cities that provide evidence that organized crime occurs in many different places, by many different kinds of groups, and the structure of organized crime groups derives from the activities in which they are engaged, rather than by preexisting ethnic ties. Most organized crime figures are not well educated, were born and now live in the same neighborhoods, and make a career from seeking out criminal opportunities and living off the profits of crime. They often work with the people from their local area because of their mutual trust, and sometimes they “contract out” for people with special skills (e.g., counterfeit credit card makers, false documentation specialists) who are willing to participate in a particular criminal scheme (Haller & Yeager 2013; Paoli 2014; Roth 2010).

How Much Organized Crime Is There?

The true extent of organized crime is unknown. Characteristic organized crimes, such as racketeering, extortion, and conspiracy, are not counted in any systematic way. Other offenses (gambling, drugs, prostitution, or stolen property) are known only when they result in arrests by police. The problems in relying on police arrests as a measure of criminal activity are that much crime is undetected, some that is detected is not reported to police, and arrest rates go up or down depending on police activity and not necessarily on criminal activity.

The fact that prostitution and stolen property arrests have nearly doubled in recent decades across the United States suggests that more police, greater enforcement priority, and more actual cases have combined to produce these large increases in arrests. Likewise, there has been a dramatic drop in arrests for gambling in recent decades, suggesting a lower police priority rather than a dramatic change in the public’s behavior. In addition, it is important to keep in mind that most gambling, drug, prostitution, or stolen property arrests have nothing to do with organized crime, which further reduces the usefulness of arrests for these offenses as an indicator of organized crime activity.

Combating Organized Crime

Methods to intervene and prevent organized crime have focused on law enforcement methods, although longer term prevention methods are also important. Law enforcement methods include electronic surveillance, informants, undercover agents, witness immunity, the witness protection program, and racketeering laws designed to punish organizing to commit crimes, rather than just for the crimes committed. These methods were used successfully beginning in the 1980s to generate a series of successful organized crime prosecutions, which significantly weakened mafia influence in the northeastern United States (Albanese 2015, Chap. 5; Jacobs et al. 2001).

Longer term prevention strategies include asset forfeiture, government oversight of businesses, and public education. Because organized crime exists to profit from ongoing criminal activity, seizure of the illicitly obtained assets (cash, cars, homes, boats, jewelry) has had a significant impact in dismantling organized crime operations in many cases. In order to address long-term corruption problems in labor unions and other businesses, the government has appointed overseers to monitor these organizations to ensure that criminal infiltration does not reoccur (Jacobs 2006). Public education is also important because those who buy stolen property, drugs, and other illicit products and services are directly funding ongoing criminal enterprises.

Conclusion

Organized crime is a concept that has been obscured by myths and stereotypes. The last 50 years, however, has seen a dramatic growth in both successful criminal investigations against organized crime groups, and many studies of various crime groups. This has created a body of knowledge about organized crime and its prevention, which serves to enhance understanding, and it lays a groundwork for better organized crime control and prevention in the future.

See also: Gangs; Drug Use and Crime in the United States; Drug Trafficking and Its Impact on Crime in the United States; Terrorism; Violent Crime
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Jay Albanese

POLICE MISCONDUCT

Police officers have the tasks of enforcing the laws and protecting citizens. What then compels some to exploit their unique status and authority for personal gain? This entry defines police misconduct and explores the explanations of why it occurs in American society. Most importantly it discusses the innovative techniques being utilized to investigate and punish officers who engage in it. It is important to note that police misconduct is rare, but its occurrence has serious implications for the public perception of police legitimacy and for the continued community support of police.

Definition

According to Dean Champion, author of Police Misconduct in America, police misconduct is “any inappropriate behavior on the part of any law enforcement officer that is either illegal or immoral or both.” In other words, police misconduct is an umbrella term for a variety of types of criminal, unethical, and immoral behavior, including corruption, brutality, and even, sleeping on duty.

Why Does Police Misconduct Occur?

There are two explanations of police misconduct: rotten apples and environmental. Rotten apples explain police misconduct as the behaviors of a few “rotten apples” who should not have become police officers and whose likelihood toward misconduct should have been recognized in recruitment and hiring phases. The solution is to continue to refine selection and hiring procedures to eliminate problematic officers from the hiring pool. By comparison, environmental explanations point to police discretion and lack of supervision as contributors to misconduct. Discretion allows an officer to use his or her ethical and moral judgment when making decisions in an official capacity. The inappropriate use of discretion may lead to misconduct. Like in any organization, effective supervision is needed in order to prevent misconduct.

Both of these explanations have faced considerable critique. For example, the rotten apple explanation presents a simplistic response to a complicated issue: just remove the bad apples from the barrel. Favored by law enforcement, this explanation does not account for the long history of police misconduct in other police agencies or why some officers start as good cops and become “rotten apples.” Of course, the environmental theories have critiques as well, such as, if the environment or culture in policing is to blame, why aren’t all cops deviant? Many police researchers are looking into hybrid theories of police misconduct, which explore the unique characteristics of police work that make misconduct likely, as well as the individual and organizational factors that influence officers’ decisions to commit deviant acts.

How Common Is Police Misconduct?

Police misconduct, by all reported accounts, is relatively rare. However, the perception is that it’s on the rise because it is being seen more, thanks to three new technologies: smartphones with cameras, bodycams worn by police, and the introduction in 2016 of an easy live-streaming capability on Facebook. The past few years have witnessed a seemingly endless stream of cases of (usually white) police officers shooting unarmed (usually black) men, giving rise to protests, the Black Lives Matter movement, and the tragic sniper execution of white police officers in Dallas during what had been a peaceful protest march. That being said, experts remain divided on whether there has been an actual increase in police misconduct or just the (still very important) perception of an increase. There is no way to quantify the “dark side” of misconduct or unreported instances of police misconduct as most police agencies do not track incidents of police misconduct, and are reluctant to share those with the public. In January 2015, Attorney General Eric Holder called for a national record of incidents of excessive force and shootings involving police. At this time, no such database exists, but it may give us a better understanding, at least of citizen allegations of abuse of authority, in the future.

Controlling Police Misconduct: External and Internal Control Mechanisms

Controlling police misconduct starts with screening unfit candidates out through selection procedures, such as background investigations, polygraph tests, and psychological exams. Once hired, research suggests that the administrator’s zero-tolerance attitude toward police misconduct, communicated both formally through policy and informally through behavior and communication, can control police officers’ involvement in acts of misconduct. This is important so that officers are aware of the administrator’s view and department’s rules on issues, such as police gratuities and tips. The acceptance of tips and gratuities have been described as the most common and extensive form of police misconduct—the concern being that even the smallest gratuity can create an expectation of a favor in return. Many departments have discouraged the practice. New York Police Commissioner Patrick V. Murphy (1920–2011) famously told his officers, “except for your paycheck, there is no such thing as a clean buck!”

Internal affairs or professional standards are divisions or units in large police departments that are responsible for investigating allegations of police misconduct in accordance with the agency’s policies and procedures. After a thorough investigation, the administrator or internal affairs officer must make a determination regarding the culpability of the officer accused. The following disposition categories are commonly used: (1) Unfounded: the alleged act did not occur; (2) Exonerated: the act occurred but was lawful; (3) Not sustained: there was insufficient evidence to prove or disprove the allegation; (4) Misconduct not based on the complaint: sustainable misconduct occurred but was not part of the original complaint; (5) Closed: the investigation is halted due to a lack of cooperation by the complainant; (6) Sustained: the act did occur and was a violation of department policies. When a complaint is sustained, the resulting discipline must carefully be determined by administrators to communicate the severity of the wrong. Common punishments, from least to most severe, include counseling, letter or reprimand, suspension, demotion, transfer, and termination.

Early warning systems and integrity tests are recent innovations that allow departments to be proactive in their control of police misconduct. Early warning systems are computer programs that flag at-risk officers so they can be provided with an intervention before serious problems occur. Integrity tests are staged situations that present flagged officers with the opportunity for misconduct. Officers may be faced with the opportunity to take money or drugs left at a crime scene or to face a staged hostile citizen. These innovations give departments the tools to combat the code of silence, which discourages officers from speaking to investigators and from testifying against fellow cops, and has historically thwarted the prosecution of law-breaking police.

In an effort to control police misconduct, there is an accelerating trend for civilian agencies to go beyond review to engage directly in investigations and to have much greater input into disciplinary decisions. Opening agencies to citizen involvement increases the likelihood that misconduct identified will be addressed and increases the community perception that the police are legitimate.

Example

Rodney King is one of the most infamous cases of police misconduct. On March 3, 1991, Rodney King was speeding in excess of 100 miles an hour. California Highway Patrol (CHP) attempted to pull over King but he refused and fled. CHP pursued King along with officers from the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD). Once King stopped and exited the vehicle, the officers reported that King resisted arrest. At that point, the officers used a Taser to subdue King. Unbeknownst to the officers arresting King, a civilian started to record the arrest. While King was still on the ground, some of the LAPD officers began to kick and beat King with batons. Eventually King was taken to a hospital where he was treated for a broken cheekbone and right ankle, as well as receiving 20 stiches. When the video became public and went viral, many said that the police used racial profiling to target King, and used excessive force in subduing him. Eventually the officers seen in the video beating King were indicted. At the end of the trial, the officers were acquitted of any excessive use of force or assault with a deadly weapon. After this acquittal, riots broke out throughout Los Angeles.

Future Challenges

Despite the fact that police misconduct is a complex set of diverse behavior that includes everything from brutality to sleeping on duty, at the heart of the definition is the officer’s abuse of his or her authority. The biggest future challenge for police departments is to find innovative ways to proactively protect citizens from misconduct and reactively punish offenders who abuse their authority. As rare as misconduct is, the highly publicized accounts of brutality, corruption, and unethical decision making influences the relationship that all police have with their communities.

See also: Race, Gender, and Class Disparities in the Criminal Justice System; Racism and the U.S. Prison System
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Cara Rabe-Hemp and Cayla Comens

PRISON AND PUBLIC POLICY

The United States has the highest incarceration rate in the developed world. There are 51 prison systems in the United States: one federal and one for each of the 50 states. These prison systems account for 968 state and federal prison facilities, and over 1,574,700 prisoners. This figure does not include the approximately 3,283 local jails and detention centers that are located within many communities. Prisons may be government-run or for-profit facilities. Private prisons now account for 127 state and federal facilities.

In 2014, the incarceration rate in the United States was 698 per 100,000 residents. By comparison, the prison rate in Canada was 118; in the United Kingdom it was 149; and in Russia it was 469. The demographic mix of those who go to prison is not random. In 2014, there were more males (93 percent) than females in prison, although the number of women in prison is growing at a faster rate. There were more whites (59 percent) than blacks (38 percent), but incarceration rates for blacks are disproportionately high. The black population represents only 14% of the total population. Hence, the probability that a black person will be sentenced to prison is greater than that for a white person. And there is a long-standing pattern by social class: as social class (measured by educational attainment, income, and employment) increases, prison rates decrease.

In 2014, the leading offense for imprisonment was drug related (49 percent), followed by weapons use or arson (16 percent), immigration violations (10 percent), sex offences (7 percent), extortion, fraud, or bribery (6 percent), burglary or robbery (4 percent), and banking or insurance embezzlement (0.4 percent).

Disparities in the prison population cannot be attributed solely at the individual level. Legislative, prosecutorial, and policy decisions play a significant role in the way that criminal punishments are determined. This is not new. Research has consistently shown that the lower your social class, the more likely that you will be arrested for a crime; once arrested, more likely to be prosecuted; once prosecuted, more likely to receive a prison sentence; once sentenced, more likely to have longer sentences. Among the middle class, the most common crimes that lead to prison are white-collar crimes. These include embezzlement, tax fraud, and securities fraud. Interestingly, another offense with significantly increasing middle-class offenders is possession of child pornography.

The increase in incarceration trends is the result of several policies and laws passed between 1982 and 1994. Three in particular stand out as the political climate turned to “get tough on crime.” In 1982, President Reagan declared a “war on drugs.” (Remember Nancy Reagan—“Just say no.”) The outcomes over the next decade prompted mass incarceration as new laws differentiated between powder and crack cocaine, and sentences were longer. People found with crack cocaine received harsher sentences than those found with powder. Powder cocaine was more often used by the middle and upper middle class, while crack was more often found in lower-income neighborhoods. The greatest consequence of this law was to increase the number of black males in the prison system. The second policy, passed in 1987, the Sentencing Reform Act, set into place mandatory sentencing guidelines, adding to the previously passed policies of mandatory sentences for drug and gun offenses. Judges had little discretion to take extenuating circumstances into account when determining the length of a prison term. This brought about several changes, including an increase in the number of white-collar defendants and women who went to prison. The third major policy change was the 1994 allocation of $10 billion for new prison construction and $9 billion for policing. More money, more policing, more prisons, more prisoners.

Taken together, longer prison sentences, elimination of parole, and increased police enforcement have led to changes in the prison population. Of particular concern is the aging in place of the prison population, a major issue as prisons become expensive nursing homes. Due to the concurrent problem of overcrowding and the higher costs associated with imprisonment, many states are adjusting their sentencing policies, and the federal government is also taking steps. In 2010, President Obama signed The Fair Sentencing Act, which eliminated the five-year mandatory minimum for crack cocaine. The Clemency Project provides resources for persons with crack cocaine and other drug-related convictions to appeal their sentences. Other reforms are focused on alternatives to long prison sentences and ways to provide services so that once released from prison, people do not return.

The path from prison back into local communities does not mean complete freedom. When prisoners are released, they do not completely give up their identity as convicted felons. Instead they become ex-prisoners. After leaving prison, most offenders are still captives of the criminal justice system, including meeting stipulations for parole or probation, or alternative programs that monitor behavior. A violation of parole or probation is a return to prison. Adjustments to living outside of prison include reconnecting and reestablishing relationships with family members and communities. These are difficult social adjustments.

One notable political consequence of having a felony conviction is the loss of voting privileges. Often overlooked, but just as significant, are the collateral consequences of having been a prisoner. Social consequences range from estrangement in their communities, loss of reputation, and lack of respect from others. Economic consequences may include bans on working in some occupations. Ex-prisoners are often rejected for life insurance policies, are denied bank loans, are denied student loans, and face financial ruin. Prisoners from lower and middle income families often have only limited financial reserves (or none at all), so they struggle to secure a stable economic status. And some policy makers suggest that ex-prisoners should also be denied welfare or other social service support.

The United States has a long history of changing its position on the role of prisons. Sometimes the policies lead toward punishment, other times toward rehabilitation. While “tough on crime,” “three strikes you’re out,” and other statements that favor punishment are still discussed, it appears that we are once again moving toward programs for rehabilitation.

Some policy makers are calling for diversion programs and postrelease, reentry programs. Diversion programs seek to counter the influences of entry into the bowels of the criminal justice system. Some programs seek to provide a means for people to live in safe and stable neighborhoods and provide programs before a crime is committed. Postprison programs include measures to expand reentry programs. Most programs also call for increased mental health and drug prevention services.

Lastly, between diversion programs and postprison programs are programs that seek alternatives to prison. Alternative sentencing is often considered when the crimes are white-collar and nonviolent, the crimes most committed by the middle class. When judges are given the discretion to take individual circumstances into account, they can tailor a sentence that allows individuals to use their skills to benefit a community. Examples may include tutoring in after-school programs, using construction skills to build community facilities, or allowing health professionals to work in clinics.

Good people sometimes make bad decisions and find themselves caught up in the criminal justice system. Our challenge is to change public policy so that the overreliance on imprisonment is tempered by programs that allow justice to be served by the use of programs that provide social restitution and other creative alternatives.

See also: Alternatives to Incarceration; Clemency; Mass Incarceration, Politics of; Recidivism; U.S. Prison System
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RACE, GENDER, AND CLASS DISPARITIES IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

With the recent onslaught of news coverage committed to the question of racial bias in the criminal justice system, there is an increasing need to understand the disparities between how minority groups are treated, relative to dominant groups by all components (i.e., police, courts, corrections) of the criminal justice system. It is also imperative to understand how race, class, and gender make up a distinct independent experience of justice, and how they can accumulate to create vastly different experiences of the criminal justice system and, as an extension, American society. Since the war on drugs heightened in the 1980s and 1990s, researchers have developed more sophisticated strategies for analyzing the topics of race, class, and gender in criminal justice.

Racial Disparity in the Criminal Justice System

African Americans make up roughly 13 percent of the U.S. population, yet they constitute nearly 28 percent of all arrests, 45 percent of all felony defendants, and comprise nearly 40 percent of the total state prison population; in contrast, whites make up 75 percent of the population, yet only 57 percent of arrests, 30 percent of felony defendants, and 35 percent of the total state prison population (Humes, Jones, & Ramirez 2011; National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 2015; Reaves 2013; Snyder 2012). Hispanics and Native Americans are also statistically overrepresented in criminal justice populations; however, this is more difficult to express since reporting methods vary greatly between jurisdictions. This disparity has been coined disproportionate minority contact (DMC), which refers to the differential representation and treatment of racial and ethnic minorities in the criminal justice system (OJJDP 2009; Parsons-Pollard 2011).

DMC has been documented at every stage of the criminal justice system and the effects are cumulative (Hartney & Vuong 2009). Thus, an African American man entering the criminal justice system is more likely than his white counterpart to be arrested, convicted, serve time in prison, and serve a longer sentence (JFA Institute 2007). African Americans are also less likely to receive probation or parole and are much more likely to reenter the criminal justice system after release. The causes of DMC are spread out among a number of socioeconomic and cultural factors including the location of the crime, the reaction of the victim, offender characteristics, police and court policies, sentencing laws, and socioeconomic and racial bias (Kakar 2006).

Alternatively, some DMC may result from well intentioned policies such as the war on drugs. Initiated by President Nixon, the war on drugs is a set of policies that prohibited the possession and use of certain substances such as cocaine, marijuana, and LSD, and mandated strict no-tolerance approaches in the control of these substances. An often cited example in how the war on drugs disproportionately affects minorities is the difference between mandatory minimum sentencing laws, which mandate prison time for offenses regardless of the circumstances of the crime, between crack cocaine and powder cocaine. Crack cocaine as a drug is not unlike cocaine in chemical composition; crack, however, is marketed in cheaper doses and is more prevalent than cocaine in poorer communities, while cocaine is much more prevalent among higher income populations. Yet the required amount of each substance to qualify for an increase in prison time is 18 to 1, cocaine to crack (Fair Sentencing Act of 2010). It is also important to note that until President Obama signed the Fair Sentencing Act of 2010, the ratio of cocaine to crack required for mandatory sentencing was 100 to 1.

Despite open knowledge of DMC in the criminal justice system, the impact of awareness has not conclusively ended the practices that result in such disparities. In 1980, there were 143,000 black men in prison and 463,700 enrolled in college, as opposed to in 2000, when there were 791,600 black men in prison and 603,032 enrolled in college (Western 2002). The high imprisonment rate for blacks led police to target African American communities with disparately higher levels of surveillance, often leading to a disregard for the constitutional rights of individuals within those communities. Racial profiling in this way can have broad consequences for African American communities which may, reactively, generate feelings of distrust for police and the American government as a whole (Nunn 2002). As a result, research indicates that blacks are more than 4.17 times more likely to perceive bias against blacks in the criminal justice system than whites are, and Hispanics are 1.64 more likely to perceive this same bias than whites (Unah & Wright 2015).

Gender Disparity in the Criminal Justice System

Women of color experience an even more intense DMC. In 2013, black females were imprisoned at a rate that is twice the rate of white females (113 versus 51 per 100,000 respectively). Female prisoners make up only slightly more than 7 percent of the prison population, but this difference was much greater in past decades, increasing nearly eightfold between 1980 and 2001, mostly due to drug offenses (Carson 2014; Covington & Bloom 2003). Nationally, in the United States, the number of women imprisoned for drug offenses rose 888 percent between 1986 and 1996 (Mauer, Potler, & Wolf 1999). Despite this trend, studies have shown that women are systematically filtered out of the criminal justice system disproportionately when compared to their male counterparts at varying stages of the criminal justice process and are shown greater leniency in the processes of sentencing, probation, and parole (Ghali & Chesney-Lind 1986; Harvey et al. 1992; Rodriguez, Curry, & Lee 2006).

One major point of criticism in criminology, up until recent years, is that the study of crime has often been focused on males. Theories dedicated to explaining criminal activity often excluded the potential for female perpetrated criminal acts (Belknap 2014; Heidensohn 2012). This is understandable given that much of the visible crime was committed by males and that police, legislators, courts, and corrections were predominantly staffed by men in the past as well. Feminist scholars argue that this circumstance created a one-sided view in the development of theories for explaining crime (Heidensohn 2012). The present shifts in theories of crime to account for female criminality are sure to have lasting consequences for the criminal justice system.

Class Disparity in the Criminal Justice System

There is another shared experience in the criminal justice system for persons who live in a lower socioeconomic class. For blacks, Hispanics, and whites alike, being from a higher social class brings, most notably, educational benefits. According to the 1997 Survey of Inmates of State and Federal Correctional Facilities, incarcerated men average less than 11 years of education compared to more than 13 years for men in the noninstitutionalized population (Western & Pettit 1999). One study shows that men who are high school dropouts are about five times more likely to be admitted to prison than men who complete high school (Western, Kleykamp, & Rosenfeld 2004). Another shows that from 1950 to 1990 as income inequality increases so do prison admissions (Jacobs & Helms 1996).

Ethnographic studies have offered justifications for increased criminal activity in neighborhoods that experience high unemployment and low economic opportunity. Bourgois (1996) found that Hispanic drug gangs viewed the illicit sale of crack cocaine as a response to the lack of legitimate economic opportunities (Bourgois 2003). Other ethnographies have proposed similar questions and arrived at similar conclusions; drug dealing in the inner cities rose as legitimate employment for low-skilled men declined (Anderson 2000; Venkatesh 2008). Western et al. (2004) takes this further, showing that income inequality leads to crime, and the official status of criminality leads to economic disadvantages that amount to more income inequality.

Conclusion

The experience of the criminal justice system is potentially worsened when a person shares one or more of the stigmatized traits discussed previously. When combining race, class, and gender bias in the criminal justice system, it is clear that to be an economically disadvantaged black male in American society can carry an entirely different experience of American justice than that of a privileged white female. The literature cited in this entry discusses the problems associated with differential treatment of social groups and unanimously calls for equal treatment under the law as the first step in remedying those problems.
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RACISM AND THE U.S. PRISON SYSTEM

The criminal justice system is made up of police, judges, probation and parole officers, correctional facilities in the community (jails, halfway houses), and prisons. In addition, there are many creative intermediate sanctions such as house arrest, community service, and drug testing. The criminal justice system has grown steadily for many decades. Those researching crime and the justice system in the 1960s and early 1970s could never have predicted what would become a historical increase in the numbers of people behind bars or on probation or parole. Most of this increase is due to the War on Drugs policies that occurred in the 1980s and the get-tough policies on crime. Race, class, and gender have been at the forefront of problems with the criminal justice system. Many believe that justice is blind; however, there is much research to the contrary.

Throughout the history of the United States, immigrants who have come to the United States were considered deviant or criminal, often due to the fact that these were people that were perceived as taking jobs from the white Protestants. It should be noted that white Protestants from England that formed the United States were immigrants themselves who fought the Native Americans, so they were the first immigrants. However, immigrants such as the Irish, Mexican, and Chinese were also seen as “criminal” throughout the 20th century. African Americans, however, were seen as criminals from the time they were brought over as slaves through the present day.

The 1960s and 1970s were a time of turmoil in the United States. The Vietnam War was occurring and people were split over whether the United States should be involved. People were protesting in the streets and the hippie movement was growing. The civil rights movement was also growing and much of the country was dissatisfied with the violence against African Americans. The country seemed to be out of control. In addition, crack cocaine came on the scene and the media made it out to be a problem among poor African Americans.

Thus, President Ronald Reagan and those in power strategized about how to take back the country. One of the ways was to get tough on crime and go after drugs as the main culprit. In the 1980s policies were implemented to target this problem, such as mandatory sentences, truth in sentencing laws, “three strikes you’re out” laws, and harsh penalties for drugs (crack in particular).

As a result, the prison population began to skyrocket. However, the population that seemed to skyrocket the most at first was African American men. Many people think that the majority of people involved in crime are African American. This is not true. It is just that the population of the United States that is African American is 13 percent, yet the population of state prisons is 45 percent. Thus for their population, they are very overrepresented in crime and prison statistics. Is it because African Americans are more involved in criminal activity or is the system racist? Many argue that justice is not blind but favors middle- to upper-class white men. There is evidence that at every stage of the criminal justice system, poor minority men are at a disadvantage.

Research on police indicates that racial profiling does occur. That is, police tend to be more suspicious of African Americans and thus are more likely to be stopped, questioned, and arrested than whites (Walker & Spohn 2009). In addition, blacks are four times more likely to die at the hands of police than whites. Furthermore, African Americans are more likely to admit a distrust of police and don’t believe the police protect them (Walker & Spohn 2009).

Research on courts indicates that poor minorities tend to get the short end of the stick. They are less likely to get bail, less likely to get lawyers that can spend adequate time on their cases, and are less likely to get plea bargains. All of these things are related to harsher prison sentences, thus putting poor minorities at a major disadvantage. Research on sentencing clearly indicates that racial disparity in sentencing exists. Finally, research suggests that poor African Americans and Hispanics are more likely to be sentenced to death (Gabbidon & Greene 2013).

During the same time that correctional populations were growing and African Americans were being locked up more, the amount of women under correctional supervision was also growing. During the 1960s and 1970s, the feminist movement argued that women should be equal to men, be able to do the same jobs as men, and be paid the same as men. Thus, those involved in the criminal justice system began to argue that policies should treat women as men. Many call this “vengeful equity.” This is the idea that people in the criminal justice system began to treat women harshly. This often meant that women began to be locked up more than ever before. In fact, women became the fastest growing prison population from the 1980s through the 2000s (Sharp 2003). This posed a problem for prisons that were used to serving male populations. In addition, women were often locked up for killing their domestic violence abuser. The research indicates that women commit far less serious crime than men (i.e., murder, rape, robbery); however, they are being locked up more and for longer than ever before.

At every stage of the criminal justice system, poor minority men are at a disadvantage. They are often stopped, searched, and arrested more than their white counterparts. They are more likely to be sentenced harshly and receive the death penalty. In addition, women are being locked up at a faster rate in a prison system designed for men. Although justice may be blind for some, for the poor, for people of color, and for women, justice varies.

See also: Alternatives to Incarceration; Mass Incarceration, Politics of; Police Misconduct; Race, Gender, and Class Disparities in the Criminal Justice System; U.S. Prison System
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Dana J. Hubbard

RECIDIVISM

The American criminal justice system was founded on principles of rehabilitation and reform. Along with the loss of liberty, punishment was meant to help offenders from returning to a life of crime. Accomplishing this rehabilitation ideal has been the subject of much debate. Early prisons, for instance, operated on an assumption that silent self-reflection was the path to rehabilitation. Support for the notion that offenders were in need of reformation started to erode in the 1970s when, as a country, we increasingly became “tough on crime.” Prison populations started to grow at a rapid rate, and rehabilitation-related programming was cut to save costs. As a result, the United States now locks up a greater percentage of its citizens than any other country in the world. But this approach is very expensive, and there are increasing calls from policy makers, researchers, and practitioners to identify practices and programs that reduce the number of released prisoners who return to crime. The main metric for judging the success of different correctional treatment and programming strategies is the recidivism rate.

Broadly stated, recidivism is a relapse into criminal behavior. It is considered a relapse because the period in which recidivism is measured and observed begins after the application of a criminal sanction. The sanction of interest is typically imprisonment, and the recidivism rate is the percentage of former prisoners who return to crime. The precise definition of recidivism varies along two dimensions: (1) outcome and (2) length of observation. The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) suggests that recidivism should be defined as any criminal act that results in an arrest, conviction, or return to prison within three years of release. Not all states adhere to this definition, with outcomes ranging from rearrest to reincarceration, and time frames ranging from one to five years. In addition, not all returns to prison are the same. The recidivism rate is sometimes broken down by those offenders who return to prison on a new crime and those offenders who return to prison on a technical violation of their supervision. Common violations include not reporting to a probation or parole office and failing a drug test.

Recidivism has emerged as a pressing social issue because of the vast expansion of the criminal justice system in the past four decades. The incarceration rate increased fivefold between 1970 and 2010. As of year end 2013, there were over 1.5 million adults housed in state and federal prisons across the country. An additional 730,000 individuals were housed in local jails, and over 4.7 million were being supervised in the community on probation and parole. The prison population grew thanks largely to policy changes that made incarceration a more certain and severe response to crime. But even though we incarcerate more of our citizens now than in the past, we still release the vast majority. For the past decade, more than 600,000 offenders have been released annually.

Because of the various definitions of recidivism, it has been difficult to calculate recidivism rates at the national level. On three separate occasions (1983, 1994, and 2005) the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) has tracked large groups of released prisoners. These studies show that the rearrest rate among state prisoners has been relatively stable across time. Approximately two-thirds of all prisoners are rearrested within three years of release. If the time frame is extended to five years, the rearrest rate increases to roughly three-quarters of all released prisoners. In addition, a more restrictive time frame shows that recidivism is most common during the first year of release (40 percent in 1983, 44.1 percent in 1995, and 43.4 percent in 2005). Using an alternate definition, the BJS found that almost half of all released prisoners are sent back to prison (on a new conviction or a technical violation) within three years of release.

This relative stability does mask some important variations in recidivism. Property offenders have the highest recidivism rate, while violent offenders have the lowest recidivism rates. Recidivism statistics also reveal some specialization in offending. Individuals convicted of violent crimes are most likely to be rearrested for another violent offense. This pattern is also observed for property and drug offenders. Recidivism rates are higher for males than for females. White offenders have the lowest recidivism rate, while African American offenders have the highest recidivism rate. Recidivism rates also decline with offender age.

A 2011 report by the Pew Center on the States also documented state-to-state variation in recidivism rates (for the periods 1999–2002 and 2004–2007). In the most recent period, over 60 percent of released offenders in Minnesota returned to prison within three years, a figure that led the nation. At the other end of the spectrum, Oregon reported that less than 25 percent of all released offenders were imprisoned again within three years. For Oregon, this represented more than a 30 percent reduction in recidivism rates between offenders released in 1999 and those released in 2004. Not all states are seeing reductions, however, as states such as Washington and South Dakota saw their recidivism rates increase by more than 30 percent during this same period.

States and local jurisdictions work hard to identify interventions that reduce reoffending. Perhaps the most significant development is the increasing use of the risk-needs-responsivity (RNR) model. Underlying this model is the realization that highly intensive forms of supervision and treatment can have an adverse effect on low risk offenders. Instead, treatment should meet an offender at the point of their need, and this model starts with an individual risk and needs assessment. An offender’s risk factors for reoffending are assessed, and their most pressing needs are given priority. Common risks and needs include antisocial attitudes, procriminal peers, personality characteristics such as impulsivity, prior offending, family difficulties, vocational and educational deficiencies, and abuse of alcohol or other drugs. The responsivity component of the RNR model requires a recognition that not all approaches work for all prisoners. To be most effective, treatment should be individualized in relation to individual risks and needs. A related promising trend is an increasing use of evidence-based practices (EBP) to combat recidivism. The use of EBP is based on the idea that the most effective programs and interventions can be identified through appropriate implementation and evaluation. Those programs that are consistently found to reduce recidivism are considered the best practices, and are encouraged to be implemented on a wide scale. The increasing use of EPB that target risks and needs will help states reduce recidivism and lower the fiscal costs of incarceration.

See also: Alternatives to Incarceration; Mass Incarceration, Politics of; Prison and Public Policy; U.S. Prison System
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SEXUAL ASSAULT

According to the U.S. Department of Justice (2015), the term “sexual assault” is used to describe sexual contact or sexual behavior that occurs without explicit consent. Sexual assault covers a wide spectrum of crimes, including forced sexual intercourse, dating violence, domestic violence, stalking, incest, and rape (Ahrens, Dean, Rozee, & McKenzie 2008; Daly & Bouhours 2010; Lundberg-Love & Marmion 2006). In some states within the United States, the term “sexual assault” has replaced “rape”; in others, the terms are used interchangeably (Palmer 2013). For all forms of sexual assault, consent is defined as a knowing, informed, voluntary, and mutual decision to engage in agreed upon sexual activity. Consent can be provided by words or actions, as long as those words or actions create mutually understandable permission regarding the conditions of sexual activity. Individuals cannot legally give consent if they are incapacitated due to alcohol or legal or illegal drugs, or under a certain age, for example, 17 years in New York State.

Research has indicated that sexual assault occurs every two minutes in the United States (RAINN 2014). The majority of survivors of sexual assault are women, 80 percent of whom are under the age of 30 (RAINN 2014). In the vast majority of sexual assaults, the perpetrators are known to the survivors. Sexual assaults on college/university campuses have been reaching epidemic rates; for example, current statistics indicate one in four women and one in seven men are survivors of campus rape. The incidence of rape and other types of sexual assault is higher for people of color, LGBTQ individuals, and people with disabilities. First-year college students are at a higher risk for campus rape during the first few months of college life, referred to as the “Red Zone” (see Paludi, Martin, Gruber, & Fineran 2015).

In addition, some cultures may be less prone to sexual assault, but U.S. culture and most others are referred to as “rape prone cultures” (Daly & Bouhours 2010; Sanday 1981). Rape and other forms of sexual assault occur in cultures that are characterized by male dominance and by a high degree of violence in general. Acceptance of rape myths, prejudicial beliefs about rape and situations surrounding rape, are correlated with self-reported past sexual aggression and with self-willingness to commit rape in the future among men (Ahrens, Dean, Rozee, & McKenzie 2008).

Most sexual assaults are unreported to the police (Ahrens, Dean, Rozee, & McKenzie 2008) because of self-blame, fear of being blamed for the assault, shame, embarrassment, or fear of retaliation by the perpetrator of the violence (Ahrens, Dean, Rozee, & McKenzie 2008; Kilpatrick 2004). Furthermore, it has been documented that when individuals do report the crime, they are often met with questions, accusations, and other degrading and humiliating experiences, all of which are illustrations of victim blaming (Koss 2000; Russell 1982). All of these factors contribute to making rape one of the most underreported crimes.

Survivors of sexual assault exhibit high distress levels within the first week following the assault (Ullman & Brecklin 2002). Survivors continue to experience negative effects several years after victimization (Stein, Lang, & Laffaye 2004). Furthermore, they also are likely to experience depression, substance abuse, cutting, generalized anxiety, and post-traumatic stress disorder (Sturza & Campbell 2005; Ullman, Filipas, Townsend, & Starzynski 2006).

The Violence Against Women Act of 1994 is a federal law that emphasizes coordinated community responses to sexual assault, including domestic violence, stalking, dating violence, and rape. Funds from this act are used for assisting survivors and for community preventative efforts, including training programs, establishing and maintaining hotlines, rape crisis centers, battered women shelters, and legal aid for survivors. The reauthorization of the Violence Against Women Act was signed into law in 2013 by President Obama. This reauthorization provided further protection for Indian women, immigrants who are survivors of domestic violence, members of the LGBT community, and survivors of sexual trafficking.

Title IX of the 1972 Education Amendments requires that all college/university campuses prevent, investigate, and adjudicate cases of sexual assault, including rape, stalking, domestic violence, and dating violence (Paludi, Martin, Gruber, & Fineran 2015). Campuses have also taken additional preventative programs to educate students, faculty, staff, and administrators about the incidence and psychological dimensions of campus sexual assault, including their responsibilities to report incidents to appropriate campus officials, that is, Title IX Coordinator or Deputy Title IX Coordinator. These programs include bystander intervention programs that encourage students to identify and diffuse situations that may lead to sexual assault (e.g., Foubert 2011; Tabachnick 2009), social media campaigns to raise awareness about sexual assault, and participation in “Take Back the Night” marches that protest how all individuals are at risk for sexual assault, including rape. In addition, college classrooms must be a safe haven for discussing sexual assault. These courses must serve as a “life raft” (Klonis, Endo, Crosby, & Worell 1997) for students. The effectiveness of discussing sexual assault in courses has indicated improvements in students’ self-esteem and self-concept, increased student participation as active bystanders, increased reporting of sexual assault, and empowerment of students in their personal lives.

Ahrens, Dean, Rozee, and McKenzie (2008) noted that all community personnel, not solely college personnel and students, but also elementary and secondary school teachers, law enforcement, and physicians, must be trained in the legal as well as psychological dimensions of sexual assault so as to dispel myths about assaults, survivors, and timing of filing charges in order to avoid engaging in victim blaming. Thus, preventing and responding to sexual assault becomes the responsibility of every one of us. As Vice President Biden commented:

Freedom from sexual assault is a basic human right … a nation’s decency is in large part measured by how it responds to violence against women … our daughters, our sisters, our wives, our mothers, our grandmothers have every single right to expect to be free from violence and sexual abuse.

See also: Intimate Partner Violence; Sexism; Sexual Harassment
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Michele A. Paludi

TERRORISM

The history of the United States is ripe with examples of terrorist acts. However, the well planned, coordinated September 11, 2001, bombing of the World Trade Center in New York City and concurrent attacks in Washington, DC, and Pennsylvania by foreign offenders brought terrorism to the forefront for many Americans. More so because of these attacks, terrorism affects the American middle class in obvious aspects and in ways they may not realize—and will continue to do so for the foreseeable future.

How terrorism affects Americans depends on what constitutes terrorism. Of course, what terrorism is depends on who is doing the defining. As the saying goes, one person’s terrorist is another’s freedom fighter (LaFree & Ackerman 2009). The definition of terrorism remains up for debate, although U.S. laws against terrorism attempt to add clarity. For example, Title 22 of the U.S. Code, Section 2656f(d) defines terrorism as “premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against noncombatant targets by subnational groups or clandestine agents, usually intended to influence an audience.” In a similar definition, the Federal Bureau of Investigation considers terrorism to be “the unlawful use of force or violence against persons or property to intimidate or coerce a government, the civilian population, or any segment thereof in furtherance of political or social objectives” (Federal Bureau of Investigation n.d.). Researchers may use different definitions. For example, the Global Terrorism Database, housed at the University of Maryland’s Center for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START), uses multiple criteria to determine whether an incident is terrorism:


	it must be intentional;

	there must be violence against people or property;

	the offenders must be subnational, meaning a government is not involved in the attack;

	the act is intended to further a political, economic, religious or social goal;

	the incident is designed to send a message to an audience larger than the immediate victims; and

	the incident violates International Humanitarian Law governing legitimate warfare actions. (National Consortium 2015)



To complicate matters, terrorism can be domestic or international. Terrorism is considered “domestic” if it occurs within the jurisdiction of the United States like in June 2010 when the Animal Liberation Front (ALF) member Walter Edmund Bond set fire to the Tandy Leather Factory store in Salt Lake City, Utah. On the other hand, terrorism is “international” if it crosses national boundaries like in the case of the September 11 attacks where foreign offenders planned the attack overseas and used international resources to perpetrate the attacks (18 U.S.C. § 2331; Federal Bureau of Investigation 2013).

No matter which definition is used, terrorism in the United States is a rare occurrence—much like violent crime. In fact, terrorism is at its lowest levels in decades, even though we hear more about it in the media today. The Global Terrorism Database reports 2,646 terrorism incidents in the United States since 1970, with 55.6 percent of all attacks occurring before 1980. Less than 10 percent of terrorist attacks in the United States have occurred since 2001. In other words, terrorist attacks in the United States have been declining over the years. And, terrorist attacks have focused in a few states. Since 1970, California has had the most (21.8 percent) terrorist attacks, followed by New York (18.8 percent) and Florida (5.4 percent). In the United States, businesses are the most common target, with 27.6 percent of attacks targeting businesses. Government targets (12.2 percent), private citizens and property (11.3 percent), abortion-related targets (9.1 percent), and the military (7.0 percent) were other frequent targets. With only a few exceptions, the perpetrators are other Americans—in other words, most attacks are acts of domestic terrorism. The perpetrator is unknown in close to one-fifth (18.1 percent) of the terrorist incidents in the United States since 1970, but frequent offenders include individuals (6.8 percent), left-wing militants (6.4 percent), and antiabortion activists (6.3 percent). In most terrorist attacks, no one is killed (87.7 percent) or injured (85.0 percent).

Many factors are thought to contribute to terrorism. Psychologists offer individual level explanations, suggesting that people engage in terrorist acts due to a psychopathology (a damaged psyche); because they have a terroristic personality; due to past injustice or alienation or for some kind of status or reward (Crenshaw 1981; LaFree & Ackerman 2009). At the group level, scholars suggest that terrorist groups form to protest some grievance or because of shared ideology (LaFree & Ackerman 2009). Macrolevel or societal explanations for terrorism include government illegitimacy or politically unethical leadership, the hostility of social groups, having a culture of violence, poverty or relative deprivation, and nation-state failure (Gibbs 2015; LaFree and Ackerman 2009; Piazza 2011). However, most of these theories are based on speculation because data-driven evidence is few and far between. Advanced data-driven research is only beginning to emerge in terrorism studies. Nevertheless, politicians have drafted policy, and practitioners at local, state, federal, and international levels have moved forward in their response to violent extremism.

These responses to terrorism, along with actual terrorist attacks reported (often repeatedly) by the media, have had a major effect on the everyday lives of the American people. After the September 11 attacks, the Department of Homeland Security was formed, strengthening several of its agencies. Many Americans notice these efforts when traveling. For example, Transportation Security Administration monitors body scanners at airports and checks luggage for potential threats. Changes in border security, too, can add delays to travel across international borders to Canada and Mexico.

The new strategies developed by the United States are not without cost. In particular, the financial cost of the Homeland Security programs and the enhancement in national security provisions have placed an economic burden on the American people. To fund these programs, taxes have increased and new fees have been created; but income has remained about the same while the cost of living has increased. This has directly affected the American middle class.

In addition to economic impacts, terrorism has a psychological effect on Americans (Schlenger 2002). The terrorist incident itself is designed to generate fear in a larger audience; after the September 11 attacks, many Americans worried about the next big attack that never materialized. Many of those who were in New York on September 11 or had loved ones killed or injured in the attacks also were inclined to suffer from post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) (Schlenger 2002). Psychological effects can be reduced with therapy, but this is another financial burden on individuals who are affected.

Although terrorism has detrimental effects on the American middle class, terrorist attacks in the United States are rare. Law enforcement entities recommend Americans remain vigilant to ensure terrorism remains infrequent events. Nevertheless, the economic and psychological constraints on the middle class need to be an added priority when combating terrorism.

See also: Counterterrorism Policy; Organized Crime; Terrorist Attacks of September 11, 2001, American Reactions to
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U.S. PRISON SYSTEM

There is a long history of crime and punishment in the United States. It was not until the early 19th century that the first “penitentiary” was established, which is what we now call the prison system. Penal colonies were frequently used during early settlement. In fact, what is now the United States was used by Britain as a penal colony in the form of indentured servitude. Prior to the 19th century, jails were not utilized for punishment, but rather were predominantly used as detainment for defendants awaiting trial. After defendants were convicted, punishment was typically swift. Those who had financial means were typically required to pay fines and those who were poor often faced public punishment like whippings and stockades. Banishment and the death penalty were not uncommon.

During the 1820s and 1830s, a new form of institutionalized punishment, known as the “Pennsylvania System,” gained popularity in the United States. The Eastern State Penitentiary in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, was an experiment in molding human behavior (Jones & Mauer 2013). Rather than public humiliation or a fine/fee-based system, the penitentiary system grounded itself in the concept of penitence (hence penitentiary). Criminals (“sinners”) labored in isolation in order to reflect on the error of their ways. The Pennsylvania System, and shortly thereafter the Auburn Model in New York, agreed that prisoners should remain in solitary isolation (as it was once called; today we would call it solitary confinement) with only their Bible. The Auburn system, however, believed prisoners should perform manual labor in addition to their solitude. When prisoners came in contact with one another during work periods, they were strongly discouraged from communicating, as both system creators believed that prisoners would be a “bad influence on each other” (Jones & Mauer 2013). In the centuries that have followed the creation of the penitentiary system, little has changed. The purpose of the prison system in the United States is to confine and isolate criminals from the rest of the community.

In recent decades, the U.S. prison system has seen an unprecedented rise in incarceration rates. For most of the 20th century, the prison population in the United States was relatively stable. However, since the 1970s, inmate population has risen exponentially. Currently, the United States has the highest incarcerated population in the world, relative to its size. The United States uses incarceration as its primary means of punishment for crimes that range from low-level misdemeanors (in jails and detention centers) to violent felonies (in prison facilities). At the end of 2014, there were 6,851,000 persons under the supervision of adult correctional systems. This includes offenders supervised in the community on probation or parole and those incarcerated in prison or local jails (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2014).

Part of the substantial increase in prison occupants in the last 40 years was due to the shifting political terrain and legal policies such as the “War on Drugs” and the more recent “War on Terror.” The 1980s saw increased legislation and lengthier sentencing with the new “get tough” on crime policies. The War on Drugs substantially increased both the prison population, as well as length of stay in prisons for many prisoners. Policies such as mandatory minimums, three strikes you’re out, stop and frisk, and others contributed to this increase. For example, the panic over the “crack epidemic” fueled the political fire of getting tough on crime. As a result, those who were sentenced to prison for drug offenses, particularly crack use, received a 100 to 1 sentence disparity for the use or trafficking of crack cocaine versus powder cocaine. This means, punishment for every 1 gram of crack was the same as punishment for 100 grams of cocaine. Given that crack was primarily used in poor nonwhite populations, the prison system saw an influx of poor people of color. The consequences (both intended and unintended) linger today. For example, African Americans are incarcerated at a rate that is approximately five times greater than their white counterparts. So, for example, while whites make up roughly 60 percent of the U.S. population, they make up less than 40 percent of the incarcerated population, and African Americans make up roughly 15 percent of the U.S. population and are more than 40 percent of the prison population (Wagner and Kopf 2015, 3).

Poverty, racially biased laws and enforcement, and institutional discrimination have led to the current makeup of the U.S. prison system. In 2015, there remains significant disproportionality of who is incarcerated. A person’s socioeconomic class and race have increased impact on their interactions with the penal system. As one study uncovered, the prison system is filled with people who have been “shut out of the economy and who had neither a quality education nor access to good jobs” (Rabuy and Kopf 2015). According to the Prison Policy Initiative, incarcerated people had a median income level that was 41 percent less than those who were not incarcerated. Further, the kinds of crimes that are prosecuted are also based on ideas about social class and criminality. For example, white-collar and corporate crimes, which are typically committed by large companies or upper-class individuals, are penalized at significantly lower rates than are street crimes even though many corporate and white-collar crimes have had devastating impacts on human lives and the U.S. economy.

Lawmakers, justice personnel, and the general public alike have differing views of the usefulness of the prison system in the United States. On the one side, prison supporters advocate for increasing funds to build and maintain prisons. These same supporters often support the ever-increasing private prison system that, as of 2015, houses approximately 6 percent of the state prison population and 16 percent of the federal prison population (ACLU). On the other hand, prison abolitionists and those critical of the current prison system critique it as a “prison industrial complex.” This term describes the “overlapping interests of government and industry that uses surveillance, policing, and imprisonment as solutions to economic, social and political problems” (Critical Resistance). Others question whether the prison system is being used as a means of rehabilitation. Ultimately, many would agree that the current use of the incarceration system is solely a form of punishment and is not producing citizens ready to rejoin the population upon reentry. Due to the lack of resources and the shifting nature of private prisons, few prisons in the United States focus on rehabilitation programs like education, substance abuse and addictions, counseling programs, among others. Prisoners continue to experience abuse and neglect due to prison overcrowding and underfunding, and the makeup of the prison population continues to reflect policy initiatives that criminalize particular populations, namely, those who are poor and nonwhite.

See also: Alternatives to Incarceration; Clemency; Mass Incarceration, Politics of; Prison and Public Policy; Race, Gender, and Class Disparities in the Criminal Justice System; Racism and the U.S. Prison System; Recidivism
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VIOLENT CRIME

In 2013, violent crime in the United States fell to a 30-year low—a drop from a peak violent crime rate of 713.6 per 100,000 inhabitants in 1994 to 367.9 per 100,000 in 2013 (Federal Bureau of Investigation 2014). The violent crime rate in 2013 represents a 5 percent decline from 2012. In fact, the rate declined every year since 1994—close to a 50 percent decrease across the 19-year span. Over this period, the homicide rate declined by 51 percent, forcible rapes by 25 percent, and aggravated assaults by 45 percent (Wolfers 2014). Most impressively, murder and non-negligent manslaughter fell to the lowest figure since 1968 (Federal Bureau of Investigation 2015). A more significant decline is present after taking the National Crime Victimization Survey into account. Over the past 20 years, the rate of reported victimizations has declined by 67 percent. Specifically, there was a 70 percent decline in rape, a 77 percent decline in aggravated assaults, and a 64 percent decline in simple assaults (Wolfers 2014).

Although these statistics detail several noteworthy violent crime trends, they fail to accurately depict the state of violent crime in America. For example, while accounting for approximately 13 percent of the population, African Americans were arrested at a disproportionate rate for murder (49 percent of all murder arrests); in contrast Caucasians who account for 63 percent of the U.S. population were only 48 percent of those arrested for murders. Additionally, in 2013, 2,217 black males were victims of murder, compared to 2,661 white male victims—a vastly disproportionate number (Federal Bureau of Investigation 2015). If you are a black man between the ages of 25 to 44 years old, your risk of death by gun violence rose by a third since 1999 and in East St. Louis, the violent crime rate was nearly 80 per 100,000 in 2010 (Currie 2013), while the overall violent crime rate in America continued to decrease to 4.8 per 100,000 for the same year (FBI 2011). While considering disproportionality, it is imperative to note the rate of American violent crime as a whole, compared to other industrialized Western nations. In 2010, the latest year of comparable figures, the murder rate in the United States was 4.8 per 100,000. This is compared to Canada with a rate of 1.6 per 100,000, France with 1.2 per 100,000, and a rate of 0.8 per 100,000 in Japan (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development 2015). America’s exceptionalism of violence impacts people differently based on their race, gender, and social location, and public policies beyond incarceration must be explored to change this reality.

Perception-Driven Public Policy

The legislative branch, the elected body of representatives, often drives public policy in the United States, based on a constituency whose opinion consistently supports harsher punishments despite the declining crime rate (Campbell, Vogel, & Williams 2015). Based on recent Gallup polling, the general public may not, in fact, be aware of the declining crime rate. For more than a decade, Gallup polls found the majority of Americans, particularly those representing the middle class, believe crime is rising (McCarthy 2014). For example, a recent YouGov survey asked participants to weigh the safety of 10 large cities. The participants reported that New York was “very unsafe” and Dallas was “very safe.” However, the opposite is true—the violent crime rate in New York is approximately half of the rate in Dallas, and actually lower than any other city listed in the survey (Wolfers 2014).

The previous example highlights the need for an accurate connection between perception and reality, especially concerning criminal justice policies. Due to public misconception about violent crimes, lawmakers increasingly embraced tougher approaches to criminal acts such as mandatory sentencing, sentencing enhancements, and three-strike laws, among others. Supported by public opinion, these approaches led to financing prison expansion to cater to the growing prison population (Campbell et al. 2015). In lieu of embracing the rehabilitative, socially motivated crime reduction strategies of the 1960s, which targeted the root cause of crime, the public continues to support increasingly punitive strategies that have proven to be ineffective at lowering crime rates. In fact, the only proven effect of punitive, tough on crime policies is that the policies have made the United States the country with the highest incarceration rate in the world while still maintaining the highest violent crime rate among Western industrialized nations (Currie 2013).

Incarceration in the United States

Over the last 50 years, not only has the violent crime rate dropped dramatically; but also the incarceration rate has skyrocketed as the primary means of crime control. Since the 1970s, this shift generated a 450 percent increase in the nation’s incarceration rate (Campbell et al. 2015) peaking in 2006 with over 1.6 million incarcerated (The Sentencing Project 2015). Every state increased their incarceration rate by at least 150 percent as the response to the rise in violent crime in the latter half of the 20th century (Campbell et al. 2015).

The violent crime rate in the United States decreased by 50 percent over the past two decades; yet the incarceration rate increased steadily (Currie 2013; Glaze & Kaeble 2014). However, instead of proportionally following the decline in violent crime, states continued to build prisons as crime declined, some continuing to build long after the sharp, continual declines in crime rates (Campbell et al. 2015).

As with the violent crime rate, mass incarceration adversely affects certain populations more than others. For example, black males have an incarceration rate of 2,805 per 100,000, while the rate for white males is only 478 per 100,000. White men have a 1 in 17 chance of being incarcerated at some point in their lifetime, while black men have a 1 in 3 chance (The Sentencing Project 2015).

Conclusion

Violent crime and mass incarceration in America set the country apart from its first world counterparts, an unhappy aspect of American exceptionalism (Currie 2013). Not unlike other scientific fields, as new criminal justice evidence arises, outdated and unproven policies and practices must be retired. Instead of relying on the sensationalized media, the public should become familiarized with the realities of crime in their area and in the nation at large. Similarly, legislators should focus on identifying and funding evidence-based strategies and stop being hamstrung by the prison-industrial complex created over the past decades (Currie 2013). For instance, recent research shows that preventing child abuse and neglect drastically reduces violent crime and incarceration later in life. Thus, programs that focus on preventing child abuse and neglect, while enhancing children’s intellectual and social development, and providing support and guidance can lead to a lower violent crime rate (Currie 2013).

See also: Death Penalty; Drug Use and Crime in the United States; Drug Trafficking and Its Impact on Crime in the United States; Gangs; Hate Crimes; Organized Crime; Sexual Assault
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Part 6: Norms and the American Middle Class


 

Overview Essay

MIDDLE-CLASS IDEOLOGIES: NORMS AND HISTORICAL CHANGES

Ever since social scientists became interested in understanding intergroup dynamics, the topic of the “middle class” and its distinction from other groups in society became the central feature of a theoretical and empirical research enterprise. In this overview essay we discuss the beliefs, values, and behavioral tendencies attributed to American middle-class beliefs, and discuss their implications for understanding class-related norms and values. We end with a reflection over the historical trends that impact societal norms and the definition of middle class in the American society.

To understand middle-class ideologies, it is important to first recognize that the definition of class itself has undergone several revisions throughout its history. Traditional definitions of class relied heavily on the type of labor one is engaged in (Durkheim 2014; Marx & Engels 1848), distinguishing between factory owners and those that worked under them. In contrast to a focus on occupation, other researchers opted to focus on style of life (e.g., habits, aesthetic tastes) as distinctive factors in defining a person’s social class. For instance, subordinate classes were thought to have less refined tastes in food, with preferences for foods heavier in fat content (Bourdieu 1984). Recent psychological characterizations of class have built on these definitions by conceptualizing social class as a form of culture (Grossmann & Huynh 2013; Kraus, Piff, & Keltner 2011). Under this perspective, social class markers such as one’s level of education or type of occupation (e.g., blue collar vs. white collar) promote exposure to specific customs, preferences, and rules. Exposure to specific environments involving these customs ultimately facilitate the adoption of a specific class identity and are internalized through self-views of one’s social rank (Kraus et al. 2012).

Norms and Values of the Middle Class

Much of what we know regarding the norms and values of the middle class has traditionally come from comparing the beliefs of middle-class members from those of the working-class members. Building on the most recent definitions of class, researchers argue that one of the driving factors behind middle-class ideologies is how they form social relations and develop conceptual representations of the self. Specifically, researchers argue that individuals tend to vary in the degree to which they represent the self as interdependent (see themselves as connected with others) or independent (see themselves as a separate, unique, and distinctive individuals; Markus & Kitayama 1991). Those with interdependent self-representations are influenced by relational concerns and are more attentive to social expectations and close others. In contrast, those with independent self-representations are more concerned with their personal goals, attitudes, and desires (Triandis 1995). Development of these different self-representations is attributed to environmental circumstances, such as one’s cultural background or one’s social standing in society. Surveys and experiments within psychology suggest that the culture of the American middle class, relative to the culture of the American working class, promotes independent self-representations that map onto value of independence over interdependence.

Independent versus interdependent self-representations is considered an important facet of what typically drives a person’s cognitive tendencies, emotional repertoire, and motivations (Varnum, Grossmann, Kitayama, & Nisbett 2010). Independent versus interdependent self-representations are also closely linked to values and belief systems each group endorses (Triandis 1993). Whereas independent self-representations are linked to the individualist values, such as individual achievement, uniqueness, and pursuit of self-centered interests, interdependent self-representations are linked to the collectivist values of relationships, harmony, and social connection (Gardner, Gabriel, & Lee 1999; Grossmann & Na 2014).

In further support of the claim that middle-class members tend to value individualism, researchers observed that middle-class members report a lower proportion of close relationships and describe themselves using personal traits that focus on themselves (e.g., I am tall) as opposed to focusing on relationships (e.g., I am a member of a basketball team; Na et al. 2010). Moreover, reports from middle-class members suggest that they view their lives as less influenced by others and instead view themselves as capable of individually exerting their impact on the world (Lachman & Weaver 1998). These values are also observed outside of psychology, though sometimes described in a different way. For example, sociologists describe these types of values as a desire for self-direction, as opposed to a motivation toward conformity that working-class individuals tend to value (Kohn & Schooler 1983).

Researchers have also shown that middle-class individuals prefer cultural products such as musical styles that emphasize expressing oneself and exerting control over their environment, rather than ones that emphasize integrity and self-management (Snibbe & Markus 2005). When provided the option of receiving a gift from someone or choosing a gift themselves, middle-class Americans prefer making choices for themselves, and they reported liking their items less when others choose the same item (Stephens, Fryberg, & Markus 2010; Stephens, Markus, & Townsend 2007). These few examples demonstrate that the middle class values their personal capabilities to influence the world, preferring things that promote their personal control and express dislike when their sense of individualism is threatened.

The middle-class preference for self-direction and personal control of the world is known to encourage patterns of thought that are considered more analytic in style (i.e., more attentive to focal objects and thinking in a linear fashion), as opposed to one that is holistic in style (i.e., being more attentive to context and relationships between objects and events and thinking in dialectical fashion; Nisbett et al. 2001). College students whose parents went to college (i.e., middle class) who were presented with images that included changes in the foreground and background were less likely than students whose parents did not complete college (i.e., working class) to notice changes happening in the background, suggesting greater attention to the focal parts of an image. Moreover, when asked to forecast societal trends (e.g., a trend in world’s economic growth), students whose parents went to college were more likely to predict that the trend will continue in a linear fashion versus predicting change in the direction of the trend (Grossmann & Varnum 2010). These results suggest that individuals from the middle-class background favor a style of thinking that emphasizes the most salient aspects in a given moment and linear patterns of causality.

In the social domain of life, middle-class preference for self-direction encourages a directed focus on internal states, as opposed to external states. In other words, middle-class individuals perceive behaviors as a product of internal states such as one’s personal traits, emotions, and goals, whereas working-class individuals perceive behaviors as influenced more by external factors and constraints in one’s environment (Kraus et al. 2012). For example, seeing someone who trips and falls on the street can be attributed to an internal focus on the characteristics of the person (e.g., they are clumsy) or an equally valid focus on an external explanation (e.g., the ground was slippery). Although both interpretations are considered equally valid, they represent very distinctive ways of navigating social situations and approaching the world. In instances such as these, middle-class individuals tend to focus more on the internal explanations of behavior (Grossmann & Varnum 2015).

This focus on internal states also plays a role when middle-class members interact with other individuals. For example, research suggests that middle-class individuals are poorer than working-class individuals at recognizing the emotions experienced by others (Kraus, Côté, & Keltner 2010). Moreover, during recorded interpersonal interactions with other strangers, middle-class individuals are more likely to disengage from interaction (i.e., they show more signs of being inattentive) relative to working-class individuals. These lines of research demonstrate the middle-class approach to the world is guided by norms of independence, the value of personal control, and an analytic style of thought.

Historical Trends and Changes

To fully understand modern values of the middle class, it is informative to examine how social class and cultural values changed over time. Note that cultural values are not static. Rather, they can be thought of as dynamic and constantly changing. For instance, technological advances following the dot-com bubble in the late 1990s (e.g., dating websites, Facebook) have radically altered modern social relationships. Roughly half of one’s friends on social networking sites are considered strangers or acquaintances rather than close friends (Forest & Wood 2012). The idea that modern relationships are built around weaker ties such as those of strangers and casual acquaintances leaves room for the idea that people are not investing as much into developing stronger relationships, but rather placing greater emphasis being an independent individual. Indeed, investment in one’s romantic relationship is on a historical decline (Finkel et al. 2014) with individuals more recently reporting greater individuation from their partners (e.g., fewer shared friends and activities). Other areas of research have systematically demonstrated that individualism has been on the rise in America (Greenfield 2013; Twenge, Campbell, & Gentile 2012).

Concurrent to increasing individualistic values and preferences over time, one can also observe changes in social class throughout recent history, with substantial increase in the number of white-collar occupations and education levels. As Table 1 indicates, the number of professional and managerial positions held by the U.S. population and the percentage of the population who have gone beyond a high school diploma have seen a substantial increase in the past 50 years.

As further research suggests, these changes in socioeconomic structures promote greater value placed on individualism (preference for uniqueness, use of individualist vs. collectivist words in books, interpersonal structure consistent with individualist vs. collectivist values; Grossmann & Varnum 2015). What this means is that as more of the American population moves into the middle-class criteria (e.g., reaching higher levels of education and higher status occupations; see Table 1), the more prevalent individualistic norms become. Although these rather broad shifts do not necessarily suggest an increase in middle-class society, they do bring into question what it means to be a middle-class individual in America. Do they reflect an increasing prevalence of middle-class Americans, or do they suggest that the class boundaries need to be reconsidered? Or is it perhaps both of these? With the constantly evolving definitions of social class throughout history and the shifting norms in society toward middle-class values, there tends to be a blurring of the social stratification line (Flynn 2007). In support of this, research finds that when people are given the option to categorize themselves into specific class groups, they are inconsistent in their response across different times of assessment (Hout 2008).





	Table 1    Professional and Managerial Workers and Holders of a College Degree




	



	Year

	
	Population with professional and managerial occupations

	
	Population with college education (%)




	



	1970

	
	21.42

	
	14.86




	1980

	
	25.25

	
	22.75




	1990

	
	29.37

	
	33.73




	2000

	
	33.48

	
	32.36




	2010

	
	37.21

	
	37.89




	



	Note: Information on occupations obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau. Educational attainment information collected from the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) compiled by researchers (Ruggles et al. 2003) with percentage representing the proportion of people who reported attended at least some college.








Recent attempts to promote more socioeconomic diverse populations in universities (Bowen et al. 2005; Housel & Harvey 2009) have resulted in a modest portion of first-generation university students (i.e., students whose parents do not have four-year degrees themselves; Saenz 2007) in American universities. It is worth noting that evidence suggests working-class members may be struggling to cross the gap into the middle-class category. Although working-class members seem to be reaching higher education levels, they are reporting substantial dropout rates from four-year universities (Pascarella et al. 2004), a finding that researchers attribute to mismatch between the individualist values and norms of universities and collectivist values and norms of working-class members (Stephens et al. 2012). Given that the American society is continuing to move toward middle-class norms of independence and individualism, it is possible that working-class members may continue to struggle to adjust to these changing societal trends.

Conclusion

The norms of the American middle class differ substantially from the norms of the less privileged social strata. The American middle-class culture encourages individualism, independent self-representation, analytic cognitive style, and self-focused emotions. These values are based on evidence from a rich enterprise of research that differentiate the middle class from working-class members that encourage collectivism, interdependent self-representation, and holistic cognitive style. Further historical analyses suggest that America is shifting toward a norm of individualism and that this shift is the result of changes in socioeconomic structures such as mean-level occupation and education. Although these changes are happening over time, the result is a society that is built to fit the cultural values of the middle class over that of the working-class member, emphasizing greater autonomy and individual choice.
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AMERICAN FAMILY IDEALS

The ideal American family is a middle-class family. Class and family, now and then, are intrinsically interwoven. The idealized American family emerged in the 1950s. Although short lived and enjoyed almost exclusively by the middle class, it is still influencing current public and academic debates over the “state of the American family.” In the debate, we typically find two opposing arguments: the American family is falling apart, which is causing a myriad of social problems; the other side argues that the American family is resilient and adapting to new circumstances by becoming more diverse.

It is clear, that the American family is changing. Family trends in the 1950s looked very different than they do today. In the 1950s, marriage was almost universal, people married young, had several children, rarely got divorced, and men tended to be the sole breadwinners while many wives were full-time homemakers. Today, the majority of married women and mothers work outside the home, the divorce rate for first marriages hovers around 50 percent, people marry much later, if they marry at all, and they have fewer children or remain childless. Also, more couples live together without getting married, an increasing number of children are born outside of marriage, single-parent households and multigenerational households are growing, and more grandparents are raising their grandchildren. Marriage has become more diverse: we have seen an increase in interracial marriages, same-sex marriages, serial monogamies, transnational marriages, and marriages with separate households (U.S. Census Bureau 2013). Marriage in fact has become so fluid and diversified that sociologists have talked about the “deinstitutionalization” of marriage (Cherlin 2010). Families today are a hotchpotch of choices and paradoxes.

Has there ever been a typical American family? Who lived the ideal of a married heterosexual couple with their own children in a stable harmonious union with a male breadwinner and a female homemaker, living in their own house away from extended family? Family structures and dynamics always differed by class, race, and ethnicity. Minority and low-income women always had higher employment rates than middle-class women; single-mother households were always more prevalent among these groups and marriage rates lower. The one-earner married couple family household based on gender-specific roles only worked well for the white American middle class. The middle class plays a pivotal role in perpetuating the powerful myths about the ideal American family. Middle-class experiences are portrayed by the media as the norm, as “universal trends or facts,” and the middle class tends to be the “mythmakers” in our society (Coontz 1992; Gilbert 2011). Systematic and repeated media messages influence how we imagine an ideal family. TV families of the 1950s rendered a perfect image of the ideal version of the American family: the Nelsons, the Cleavers, the Andersons, the Stones, and all of their well-behaved children—all white and middle class. Although family diversity has increased on TV since then, the normative family of the 1950s still sets the bar. Other kinds of families are problematized: Roseanne, a working-class mother was imperfect in many ways; we are amused by the Lopez family that cannot manage their family life effectively; the “modern family” is confusing for them and us.

Yet, the ideal 1950s family was far from perfect. The intense emotional quality of life in the isolated middle-class family led to high levels of anxiety; bored and dissatisfied middle-class wives had high rates of alcohol and tranquilizer abuse; people kept quiet about domestic violence and sexual abuse; the rate of teenage pregnancies was high. Not only was the ideal family imperfect, only a small segment of the population actually lived this ideal and only for a short time. The 1950s ideal family was also a brief and unique phenomenon—a “historical fluke” (Coontz 1992, 28), made possible by specific economic circumstances, government policies, and cultural standards. The 1950s were marked by an economic boom with low rates of inflation, low unemployment rates, high wages, government housing policies, the dawn of the American suburb, a sharp division of labor between the genders, and widely accepted cultural norms pertaining to marriage and gender roles. These factors created an oasis for the nuclear white middle-class family—economically, geographically, and culturally. The American dream was not attainable for minorities or low-income families. In fact, government policies and financial practices kept those families out of suburbia. But the perfect conditions have eroded since then: economic recessions, global restructuring, changing gender roles and cultural standards, and the reduction of government programs that supported families had a tremendous impact on the middle class (Cherlin 2010; Ferguson 2011; Gerson & Torres 2015). Gary Becker has long argued that the massive influx of women into the labor market “eroded” the family (Becker 1981). Beck-Gernsheim argued that individualization played a major role in the observed trends in family life and composition. Families today are not based on need, but on individual preferences and choices (Beck-Gernsheim 2002). Similarly, Brooks in an article in the New York Times argued that traditional two-parent families are replaced with “cafeteria societies with many options.” In this “age of possibility,” commitments to “family, God, craft, and country” are replaced with personal choices. Although changing families are not necessarily the problem, families bind people to communities (Brooks 2012). The middle class is supported by social structures and institutions, one of which is the family. Families and class status are related. Today, it takes two earners to maintain a middle-class family lifestyle. Divorce often changes class status, especially for women. Single-mother households are among the poorest households in our society. Middle-class families experience intense insecurity and anxiety. The “fear of falling,” the threat of a vanishing lifestyle and status characterizes the contemporary middle class (Ehrenreich 1990; Gilbert 2011). In a time when the future of the middle class is uncertain, raising middle-class children often resembles “perfect madness,” a mad dash around town from piano lessons, to soccer practices, to tutoring sessions to give them a chance to maintain their class status (Warner 2005)—while status reproduction is getting increasingly uncertain. The changing class structure impacts families. Family changes impact class status. What is left is an ideal—imagined then and now, attainable only for a small segment of society, pursued by many, and ever more elusive.

See also: Divorce; Family Violence; Intimate Partner Violence; Marriage and Family
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DIVORCE

Demographers estimate that about 40 percent of all first marriages in the United States will end in divorce. The risk of divorce is even higher for second marriages, at about 60 percent. Although the divorce rate in the United States has been steadily climbing for more than 100 years, the number of marriages ending in divorce rapidly accelerated in the second half of the 20th century. The highest divorce rates ever recorded were in the late 1970s and early 1980s, when the United States led all other high-income countries in the number of divorces per thousand marriages. Since then the divorce rate has declined somewhat, but it still remains at a historically high level. In fact, if we count breakups from unmarried couples who are living together, the “union dissolution” rate is probably higher today than it has ever been in U.S. history (Cherlin 2009). The dramatic rise of divorce has greatly altered how middle-class Americans live and experience their personal lives.

Observers have attributed the “divorce revolution” to a number of factors, including changes in family law, which led to the introduction of easier, “no-fault” divorces. Available only since 1970, no-fault divorce laws probably produced an initial spike in divorces. Prior to that time, a spouse seeking divorce in most states had to show a “fault” such as habitual drunkenness, mental cruelty, failure to provide, or adultery. Of course, change in divorce legislation isn’t the only factor that explains the upward trend in divorce. Cultural changes, such as the growing influence of individualism, also play a role. Over the past half century, Americans have come to place greater emphasis on personal fulfillment in general and in marriage in particular, and this value shift has made divorce a more acceptable option for people who feel unfulfilled by their marriages. In this respect, rising rates of divorce do not seem to indicate a deep dissatisfaction with marriage per se, but rather an increased determination to make it a rewarding and satisfying relationship. Related to this, the public’s attitudes toward divorce have become less negative over time. As a result, divorce no longer carries the powerful stigma it once did.

Recent changes in men’s and women’s employment opportunities also have affected the divorce rate. Since the early 1970s, men without a college education have experienced growing problems in the job market, resulting in a reduction in their earning potential and more stress in their marriages. Despite increases in women’s employment opportunities during the same time period, American culture still expects husbands to be steady earners. When they are not, their marriages are often subject to greater stress and a higher risk of divorce. The effect of women’s employment opportunities on the divorce rate is more complex. Over time, women have become less financially dependent on men, a shift that has transformed marriage from a necessary economic arrangement to voluntary partnership. As a result, women have fewer incentives to stay in unfulfilling marriages than they did in the past, and they have more resources to establish a separate household in the case of marital disaffection. On the other hand, women’s increased employment and economic prosperity may actually lower the risk of divorce for some couples, as their financial contributions may relieve financial pressure and thereby reduce tension in their marriages. Moreover, women’s workforce participation could increase their self-esteem and make them more satisfied with their lives in general.

Although the divorce rate in the United States has increased over time, not all Americans have the same odds of divorce. Several social and demographic factors appear to increase an individual’s chances of ever experiencing a divorce, including marrying at an early age, coming from a divorced family, and marrying partners who are dissimilar in terms of characteristics such as religion, age, and race. Some studies also suggest that married couples who live together before marriage have higher odds of divorce than couples who don’t live together. However, recent research finds that a premarital cohabitation limited to a man’s or woman’s future spouse does not affect the risk of marital disruption (Teachman 2003). Rather, having at least one other cohabitating relationship prior to marriage is linked to an increased risk of divorce. In other words, there is an interaction between cohabiting multiple times and the subsequent risk of divorce, but not cohabitation per se.

Another factor that increases an individual’s chances of divorce is having relatively little education and income. In fact, researchers suggest that there is a growing class divide in divorce patterns between those with and without college degrees (Raley & Bumpass 2003). In the 1960s and 1970s, the risk of divorce rose sharply for all educational groups, but by the 1980s, the risk for college graduates began to decline, while for other groups the risk of divorce either did not change much or it began to rise again. The result is that the marriages of those with college degrees have become more stable over the past 30 years, while the marriages of those without college degrees have become less stable.

The most common reason individuals give for their divorce is infidelity. This is followed by complaints about the general quality of the marriage, such as incompatibility, growing apart, personality clashes, and lack of communication. Other commonly reported causes of divorce include alcohol use, drug use, mental cruelty, and physical abuse. Studies show that people’s accounts of divorce vary across social and demographic characteristics (Amato & Previti 2003). For example, women are more likely to blame divorce on negative behaviors carried out by their former spouses (infidelity, abuse, substance use, family neglect), while men are more likely to blame divorce on external factors, such as paid work or problems with in-laws. Further, among women, one study found that poor and working-class women were more likely to report leaving their marriages due to their husband’s negative behaviors; whereas middle-class women were more likely to report leaving due to personal dissatisfaction (Kurz 1995).

The effects of divorce for both adults and children vary depending on the resources available (individual, interpersonal, and structural), the meaning of divorce to those involved, and one’s social and demographic characteristics. However, most researchers agree that divorce is a stressful life transition that requires individuals to make personal and familial adjustments (Amato 2000). In general, divorced adults report poorer outcomes than married adults, including psychological (stress, well-being, self-esteem), general health (illness, longevity), and behavioral (alcohol use). Divorced adults also report a lower standard of living, especially women, more difficulties raising children, more social isolation, especially men, less satisfying sex lives, and more negative life events. Some studies do note positive changes after divorce. For example, divorced adults report higher autonomy and personal growth than married adults. Plus, for most, the problems associated with divorce are temporary, usually lasting two to three years. Others, however, do experience long-term strain in which they report little improvement over time.

As for children, almost all experience an initial period of intense emotional upset on the divorce of their parents. In general, children of divorce have more academic, behavioral, and psychological problems than children from intact families, though most do resume normal development without serious problems within about two years. Evidence of long-term effects is much more inconclusive. Further, children from high-conflict families appear to do better after their parents’ divorce, not worse. In fact, many of the problems for children associated with marital breakup originated not from the divorce—that is, the legal separation—but with marital and family conflict that occurred long before the official separation. Because divorce is still so common in the United States, researchers will no doubt continue to monitor the implications of marital dissolution for adults, children, and the larger society.

See also: American Family Ideals; Marriage and Family

Further Reading

Amato, P. R. (2000). The consequences of divorce for adults and children. Journal of Marriage and Family, 62, 1269–1287.

Amato, P. R., & Previti, D. (2003). People’s reasons for divorcing: Gender, social class, the life course, and adjustment. Journal of Family Issues, 24, 602–626.

Cherlin, A. (2009). The marriage-go-round: The state of marriage and the family in America today. New York: Knopf.

Kurz, D. (1995). For richer, for poorer: Mothers confront divorce. New York: Routledge.

Raley, R. K., & Bumpass, L. (2003). The topography of the divorce plateau: Levels and trends in union stability in the United States after 1980. Demographic Research, 8, 245–260.

Teachman, J. D. (2003). Premarital sex, premarital cohabitation, and the risk of subsequent marital dissolution among women. Journal of Marriage and Family, 65, 444–455.

Chris Wienke

ENTREPRENEURIALISM

Over the last four decades, entrepreneurship has become an important cultural ideal. Being an entrepreneur can mean any number of things, from starting a new business to engaging in various forms of freelance work and self-employment. Any self-directed activity that involves creating or leading a new business or project can, and often is, considered entrepreneurial. Beyond this, there is also a growing excitement about the adoption of entrepreneurial traits in more standard forms of employment and in activities outside of work. The image of a heroic entrepreneur as a beacon of freedom, individuality, and success has become a cornerstone of American ideals, encouraging many to pursue a career as an entrepreneur and to work for companies that promote an entrepreneurial ethic.

At the heart of the entrepreneurial ideal is an acceptance of basic ideas about efficiency maximization in all facets of life, from health and friendship, to education, hobbies, and most importantly, career choices. This entrepreneurial focus on self-improvement is aimed at creating the best versions of ourselves possible, so that we can succeed in everything that we set out to do. However, it is important to understand how these ideas about improvement are expressed in explicitly economic terms. As a result, individuals are encouraged to see themselves as “human capital” and to brand themselves, much like a corporation, in order to succeed in today’s highly competitive economy.

In this entry we will explain what it means to live like an entrepreneur, and to embrace the entrepreneurial ideal that has become prevalent in so many aspects of our lives. We will show how the rise of entrepreneurialism has coincided with a dramatic transformation of the labor market, where stable, long-term jobs are increasingly difficult to find, and how in their place there has risen a whole range of more flexible, unstable, and “precarious” forms of employment for entrepreneurial individuals to compete over.

The Inherent Risks of Entrepreneurship

In Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, Joseph Schumpeter explains that key to capitalism’s survival is its continuously changing nature, which disrupts and destroys old economic structures as it simultaneously creates new ones (Schumpeter 1942). He calls this process creative destruction, which involves new methods of production and new markets being introduced through innovation. The entrepreneur is at the forefront of this process.

For the economist Frank Knight and management expert Peter Drucker, the defining feature of entrepreneurship is its risky nature (Knight 1921). The decision to become self-employed typically involves the assessment of many factors, including resources, opportunities, limitations, and incentives. Knight makes a distinction between calculated risk (there is a 30 percent chance of rain, should I bring an umbrella?) and true uncertainty (if I try to sell this new gizmo, will anyone even be interested?). In the latter, the degree of risk cannot be measured. Entrepreneurs must be willing to accept these risks and the likelihood of failure as they create and innovate. Many entrepreneurs use their personal savings to finance their enterprise and take out loans to fund the costs of their start-up. This means that while there are potential benefits and positive outcomes, nothing is guaranteed and an individual could lose everything. This relates to the popular saying: the greater the risk, the greater the reward.

The limited possibility of success and the massive amount of time and capital required to be an entrepreneur make the idea exclusive to those who can afford it. Historically, this has meant that a disproportionate number of entrepreneurs have been white men. According to a 2013 report by the National Bureau of Economic Research, white people account for 84 percent of the incorporated self-employed, and 72 percent are men (Rubinstein & Levine 2013). Perhaps this is why Mark Zuckerberg and the other technology entrepreneurs of Silicon Valley often come to mind when we think of the “typical” entrepreneur.

Once someone decides that committing to an entrepreneurial project is worth pursuing, despite all the risks and odds against him or her, he or she often needs to attract investors. These investors must be convinced that the project has a profitable future. As a result, a business pitch is born and developed. Sometimes the million dollar opportunity to get an investor interested in an idea or a product is a fleeting sixty-second moment, in which case an elevator pitch is used. The concept of a pitch meeting has led to a variety of entrepreneurial reality shows such as Shark Tank, on which aspiring entrepreneurs make their sales pitch to a panel of five millionaires and billionaires, who serve as potential investors. Shows like Shark Tank, which glorify entrepreneurship, are one example of how entrepreneurial ideals have begun to permeate popular culture.

Historic Development of the Entrepreneurial Ideal

An increase in occupational instability and lack of long-term positions in firms have led to the revival of self-employment, but with changed qualities. Although the entrepreneur may have always been an essential element of the economy, there are noticeable character developments in the modern entrepreneur. In the past, entrepreneurs were accustomed to holding a stable job, commonly as a small property owner, shop owner, or skilled craftsman. Entrepreneurs would often create jobs and pass down the business to the next generation. Although shop owners, or “main street businesses,” remain a feature of American entrepreneurialism, this has become an outdated ideal of self-employment. Instead, forms of freelance and contract work have gained a stronger presence in the economy. In the contemporary entrepreneurial culture, work is more than a job, it’s a way of thinking and living.

A Culture of Work before the 1970s

So what was it like to work for a big company before entrepreneurialism became such a defining characteristic of work and life? One of the most important 20th-century American sociologists, C. Wright Mills, paints a vivid picture of the midcentury culture of professional, middle-class work in his book, White Collar (Mills 1951). The period that Mills considers (1940–1962) is generally considered to be a “golden age” of modern capitalism. After World War II, the U.S. economy was booming. The workforce was highly unionized, leading to higher wages throughout the economy. Blue-collar and other low-skilled jobs were readily available, and did not require the same sort of credentials and experience that have become the norm today. Getting a decent paying job without a high school diploma, let alone a college degree, was actually possible.

White-collar workers also had a very different set of working conditions than have come to be expected today. In the decades following World War II, Mills observed the white-collar manager not as the creative leader that we know today, but strictly as a direct instrument of his or her employer. To be a successful manager, one acted as a rational, ideally emotionless being, tasked with maintaining the rules created by those above them in the bureaucratic hierarchy of the organization. The white-collar managers sat securely in their positions, expected only to extend the authoritative powers of their employers to the employees below them. They were expected to offer limited personal input, and to maintain a stable, concise, and consistent working environment.

Luc Boltanski and Eve Chiapello, in their more recent work The New Spirit of Capitalism, paint a similar picture of the culture of work that existed prior to the cultural shifts of the 1970s (Boltanski & Chiapello 2005). They then go on to recount how this culture of white- collar work was transformed into the entrepreneurial culture that we know today. Protests, strikes, and critiques of capitalism in the 1960s created a “climate of discontent” among workers. This discontentment, harbored primarily by young workers, was directed toward repetitive tasks, uninteresting work, long hours, and an overall resentment of bureaucratic hierarchies. A major demand made by these young workers and protesters, which would serve as a basis for our current culture of work and its emphasis on individual performance, was the demand for autonomy in the workplace. This led to what Boltanski and Chiapello called “a transition from control to self-control” (Boltanski & Chiapello 2005, 81). A shifting culture of work began to emphasize autonomous management practices (multitasking, creativity, availability, etc.) as traits that increased “employability.” Simultaneously, new government taxation, Social Security, and wage policies were incentivizing temporary and more flexible labor forces for corporations.

Underlying shifts in the economy may have played a role in producing these cultural changes. Beginning in the mid-to-late 1970s, a new set of economic ideas were coming into mainstream popularity, as a means of correcting sagging corporate profitability. These new policies focused on free trade and the power of markets (as opposed to politicians or the state) to efficiently and effectively determine the optimum allocation of resources. With this shift came the deregulation of financial markets, creating many new opportunities for the expansion of speculative profits, which could be generated without needing to invest in actual productive activity, and therefore without creating new opportunities for employment. At an international level, this period of global free trade gave large employers the ability to outsource production as a strategy to reduce labor costs. Furthermore, labor that could not be outsourced would increasingly be given to temporary subcontractors who were not full-time employees of the organization, and thus were ineligible for full-time company benefits. Deunionization (“union busting”) and a reduction of social welfare and “workfare” programs in the 1970s left American laborers without representation or aid. As a result, the employer-employee relationship was redefined in a way that removed past safety nets and put much more pressure on employees to constantly better themselves in order to remain employable. This is the context out of which the entrepreneurial culture of individualism and self-reliance has emerged.

Problems with the Culture of Entrepreneurialism

Entrepreneurial cultural values led us to embrace competition, and, along with it, the idea that only some of us will “win,” while many more will “lose.” This leads to a culture of personal responsibility in which the successful are praised for their accomplishments and entrepreneurial vigor, while impoverished and less successful individuals are blamed for not being entrepreneurial enough. A major limitation of this mindset is that it tends to only look for individual measures of success and failure, and is less able to assess broader political and economic conditions within which individuals operate, such as the changing labor market conditions mentioned previously. Whether we prefer today’s system or not, it is important to understand the vast differences between our current cultural norms, which emphasize autonomy, individuality, and competition, and those that governed our expectations and our workplaces only decades ago.

See also: Entrepreneurship in K–12 Education; Small Business Administration

Further Reading

Arum, R., & Müller, W. (2004). The reemergence of self-employment: A comparative study of self-employment dynamics and social inequality. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Boltanski, L., & Chiapello, E. (2005). The new spirit of capitalism. New York: Verso.

Foucault, M. (1997). The birth of biopolitics. Ethics: Subjectivity and truth. New York: New Press.

Knight, F. H. (1921). Risk, uncertainty and profit. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Levine, R., & Rubinstein, Y. (2013). Does entrepreneurship pay? The Michael Bloombergs, the hot dog vendors, and the returns to self-employment (Working Paper), Berkeley-Haas.

Mills, C. W. (1951). White collar: The American middle class. New York: Oxford University Press.

Rubinstein, Y., & Levine, R. (2013). Smart and illicit: Who becomes an entrepreneur and do they earn more? (Working Paper 19276). Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.

Schumpeter, J. A. (1942). Capitalism, socialism, and democracy. New York: Harper and Brothers.

Sahar Jawadi, Matthew Steele, and Jesse Goldstein

ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN K–12 EDUCATION

Properly teaching and implementing entrepreneurship is one of the greatest challenges faced in education today and ultimately the role the United States will need to play in the 21st century in order to remain an economic world leader. Globally, interest in entrepreneurship has grown exponentially over the past decade, with over 157 countries now celebrating Global Entrepreneurship Week (GEW) each November. During this week, individuals of all ages are encouraged to become innovators and job creators by participating in a variety of events and competitions. In the United States alone, over 750,000 participants engaged in more than 4,500 GEW activities in 2014.

One challenge faced by the global community is where and when to introduce entrepreneurship in the current curriculum. The Young Entrepreneurs Study, funded by the John Templeton Foundation, examined 5,000 college-age individuals to identify the traits that are common among those seeking to be entrepreneurs. In their study, entrepreneurship was defined as “the process of creating something new with value by devoting the necessary time and effort, assuming the risks, and receiving the resulting rewards.” The study’s research findings suggest that there are four key attributes for aspiring entrepreneurs: “innovative thinking, self-control, an inclination to take initiative and the presence of entrepreneurial mentors who can both model and support young people’s entrepreneurial interests” (Geldhof & Lerner 2015). Although these are not characteristics that necessarily correlate to entrepreneurial success, they help us understand the processes that lead young people to engage in entrepreneurship. The Young Entrepreneurs Study also suggests that by the time we typically start teaching young people entrepreneurship, it may be too late for the lessons to affect their entrepreneurial potential. In fact, in a recent article published in Getting Smart, Gene Coulson (2014) makes reference to research showing that kindergarten and first grade students are the most creative thinkers in the K–12 system. Based on our educational experience, we strongly agree with those findings and believe that entrepreneurship should be introduced early in a child’s education.

The University of Delaware Center for Economic Education and Entrepreneurship will soon be introducing an experiential program in a district with urban and middle-class neighborhoods. The program will start in first grade and continue through third grade, the objective being to provide students with the reading and math skills necessary to participate in Mini-Economy at the third grade level. The Mini-Economy program will offer students an opportunity to create an economy within the confines of their own classroom, allowing them to not only explore their entrepreneurial talents but also experience and learn from the economy’s dynamics. Participation in Mini-Economy will require a minimum of a third grade reading level, providing students with the incentive to read interesting and meaningful materials in preparation for their third grade experience. Based on the results from the most recent National Assessment of Educational Progress, showing that nearly half of students eligible for free and reduced-price lunch fail to read at the basic achievement level, it is imperative for the educational system to address the literacy of at-risk students. Low literacy levels are strongly associated with poverty, crime, and unemployment, and limit the ability of individuals to fully explore their entrepreneurial potential.

Another major challenge in the K–12 curriculum is how to provide potential entrepreneurs with successive opportunities to build and refine their skills. As students go through middle and high school, the traditional curriculum becomes more structured and does little to cultivate creativity. There are, however, a variety of K–12 programs that have been shown to promote entrepreneurship later in a student’s life. A tested example is EntrePrep, a one-week high school program originally introduced by the Kauffman Foundation and usually housed on a university campus. Through brainstorming, participating students ultimately determine a potential business opportunity and are able to test it by running a “Business for a Day.” After testing their business, students evaluate their experiences, successes, opportunities for refinement, and whether or not their entrepreneurial endeavor has the potential for success.

Providing an entrepreneurial environment is vital to all socioeconomic groups. Programs such as Mini-Economy enable students early in the educational process to not only be innovative but also investigative, discovering many helpful business lessons such as finding out that your best friend may not always be a good business partner. To move toward a more entrepreneurial and better educational experience, Tony Wagner, the Innovation Education Fellow at Harvard’s Technology and Entrepreneurship Center and author of the The Global Achievement Gap and Learning to Innovate, Innovating to Learn, provides a good definition of a “better” education: It is one that teaches “the three C’s”—critical thinking, effective oral and written communication, and collaboration” (Friedman & Mandelbaum 2011, 152). According to Wagner, an individual needs all three “C’s” to become a creative creator. He further remarks that those “C’s” must be instilled in students by properly teaching them the three R’s—reading, writing, and arithmetic.

Given the current accountability pressures put on the K–12 system to deliver a well-rounded educational experience, it is important that we have a balance between the three R’s and the three C’s. Along with a balanced education, it is also critical that we introduce the process of entrepreneurship early in a child’s education and that we continue to cultivate it through grade 12. Although the United States has the potential to remain an economic global leader for decades to come, we believe that this potential is not likely to be achieved unless entrepreneurship education becomes a staple of the entire K–12 curriculum.

See also: Entrepreneurialism; Small Business Administration
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ENVIRONMENTALISM

Environmentalism refers to attitudes and behaviors that go along with the broad goals of the environmental movement. Environmental organizations and activists have worked to change laws, policies, and behaviors of governments, businesses, and individuals in order to protect the quality of the natural (as well as built) environment for current and future generations. The movement has been very successful, incorporating diverse groups of people and an extensive array of issues, tactics, and ideologies. The middle class in the United States has played an important role in the development of this movement and continues to be among its greatest supporters.

The contemporary environmental movement builds on the historical legacy of the conservation movement of the late 1800s and early 1900s. Reacting to unrestrained, wasteful exploitation of natural resources as well as the disappearance of natural areas as the country became increasingly industrialized, the conservation movement represents the earliest attempt at organizing support for protecting the American environment. Several organizations that began at this time (e.g., Sierra Club [1892]) remain active in the contemporary environmental movement. Issues that were prominent during this time also remain important components of contemporary environmentalism.

Contemporary environmentalism is commonly thought to have started in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Industrial changes after World War II led to greater environmental contamination that was increasingly discovered through advances in scientific research. An important discovery was of the negative effects of pesticides: Rachel Carson’s (1907–1964) research on the impact of the pesticide DDT, published in her book Silent Spring (1962), was especially significant. Several environmental organizations developed to address such issues; indeed, the beginning of organizations such as the Environmental Defense Fund (1967) and the Natural Resources Defense Council (1970) heralded a new era of activism in which environmentalists have come to rely extensively on legal and scientific expertise to fight environmental problems that have become ever more complex. A strong sign the movement had “arrived” occurred on April 22, 1970, as people from around the country organized to celebrate the first Earth Day.

The middle class played a substantial role in the development of environmentalism in the United States. After World War II, levels of education, affluence, and leisure time were rising. Education has consistently correlated with concern about environmental quality. As scientific information was highlighting environmental problems, a growing section of the American public was becoming receptive to environmental action. Increased affluence enabled the middle class to monetarily support growth in environmental organizations at this time (many of whom expanded direct mail efforts to solicit public donations). Increased leisure time also meant that members of the middle class could spend more time in the “great outdoors,” an activity that made them highly supportive of protecting natural areas for their and others’ continued enjoyment.

Although members of the working and lower classes are more likely to face environmental contamination and degradation (as demonstrated by the growing environmental justice movement), the relatively privileged positions of members of the middle class have made them more likely to witness and be able to act on certain types of environmental destruction. Members of the middle class have had greater access to natural areas threatened by development. They have also been the predominant population in suburbs created by urban sprawl. Post–World War II urban sprawl benefited the middle class at the same time that it led many members of the middle class to become more critical of environmental degradation generated by urban sprawl. The relative privilege of middle-class communities has also enabled them to capitalize on environmental calamities, often turning them into media laden, politically charged, calls for action. For instance, a large oil spill off the well-to-do Santa Barbara (California) coast in 1969 is considered a key factor behind growth of the environmental movement.

The role of the middle class in early environmentalism did not go unnoticed. Although many observers saw the movement as a “motherhood and apple pie” issue that could draw support from everyone in society regardless of social status, the early movement was criticized by leftist groups and activists for receiving support from more well-to-do sectors of society, including economic and political elites. Leftists felt the movement diverted attention from causes they considered to be more imperative and more challenging to the status quo (such as civil rights or the anti–Vietnam War movement). As the movement developed, however, it became clear that it actually posed a significant challenge to societal elites. Although the middle class has generally remained supportive of environmentalism, groups and interests (e.g., industry) with even more economic and political clout grew to oppose the movement and its goals.

Although support for the environmental movement draws from a broad cross-section of American society, the middle class has played a particularly prominent role in supporting the movement, joining its organizations, and taking leadership roles. High education levels—a common aspect of middle-class membership—are associated with greater support of and involvement in environmental action. Activism has also tended to be associated with higher incomes, another hallmark of middle-class membership. Several scholars have determined that a particular—and relatively newly developed—subset of the middle class is the primary source of environmental concern and activism. Like other members of the middle class, members of this “new middle class” tend to have high education levels and fairly (but not overly) high incomes. However, they are distinguished by their occupations: nonmanual jobs outside of industry and the traditional marketplace. Such jobs include teachers, artists, journalists, social workers, and social scientists. These jobs often attract people who place less value on marketplace goals (e.g., money), and they are relatively separate from aspects of society directly responsible for extensive environmental degradation (e.g., industry).

The middle class has also contributed significantly in terms of changing individual and household level behaviors that impact the environment. Activities such as recycling, conserving water or energy, or purchasing environmentally responsible products are often more manageable for members of the middle class than for many other members of society. Middle-class communities are also more likely to have facilities available to help with these activities, such as curbside recycling programs and stores that carry environmentally friendly products.

Environmentalism and expectations that people should be concerned about the environment and work to help protect it remain strong components of American life. The middle class continues to play a significant role in contemporary environmentalism.

See also: Climate Change, Economics of; Environmental and Natural Resource Economics; Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); Renewable Energy; Sustainability
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FAMILY VIOLENCE

Family violence refers to a number of behaviors that occur between people who consider themselves as family. Families are broadly defined, and behaviors can include physical, emotional, or sexual abuses as well as economic deprivation or neglect. All of these behaviors are referred to as violence. Abuses against children and the elderly are particularly egregious, and the violence is usually hidden from people outside the family.

Partner violence is one kind of family violence that occurs between two adults who are in a romantic relationship with one another, and researchers know a lot about this kind of behavior. They know that although men and women may be violent toward each other, most people treat their partners with respect and admiration. Violence is not normal, nor is it a socially accepted kind of behavior. About 9 percent of the U.S. adult population has either been a victim or an offender of partner violence. For couples that are violent toward one another, female victims experience the greatest physical and economic harm, and they are more likely than male victims to remain in an abusive relationship, and this has troubled researchers who want to know why. Most violent people have no idea why they behave that way partly because the causes are social and involve much more than individual choices.

For many years, researchers believed that people who lived in poverty were more likely to experience partner violence than people in the middle or affluent classes because that is what they found when they conducted their surveys, and that is who tended to be arrested for it. However, close analyses revealed that a tangled web of social events and circumstances hid the truth, and now they know that no social class is immune to this social problem. Unraveling this web has also revealed why female victims tend to stay in violent relationships.

Partner violence is influenced by a myriad of additional social problems: racism, sexism, and economic inequalities are important factors. Slavery existed in this country for over 200 years, and it has only been 150 more years since it was abolished. Black Americans still experience racism, as do all of the immigrant populations, such as Latinos, Hispanics, and Puerto Ricans. Native Americans even face discrimination in the workforce and in education. Racism includes prejudice (beliefs that some peoples’ lives are inherently worth more or less than others) and discrimination (actions that prevent some groups from acquiring social capital). Social capital includes all of the cultural aspects that are necessary to succeed in a specific society. In American society, we all need a good education, jobs, a comfortable place to live, and most of us even need a car. Patterns of racism in this country make it more difficult for some people to acquire these things than others, no matter how hard they try. Women of all races also experience discrimination, which is called sexism. Groups that experience discrimination are called social minorities, or they are referred to simply as minorities. White males do not experience discrimination, and so they tend to be wealthier as a group (although there is much variation within that group), and have greater access to jobs, higher education, and other kinds of social capital. They are not considered as a minority group.

So how are racism and sexism related to partner violence? White men have the greatest access to social capital and most of them are heterosexual, which means that their romantic partners are usually women. Women on average in the United States earn about eighty cents on every dollar compared to what a man earns; they earn much less than men. This makes women feel dependent on their male partners for economic stability, so when these women experience partner violence they are unlikely to report it to the police, or even tell a researcher about it for fear of losing the social capital they have access to via their relationship to the abuser (Weis 2001). However, men who are minorities are much less economically stable as a group than white men due to the discrimination they face. So the women in their lives are more likely to tell researchers and the police when they are abused. They simply have less to lose economically than women who are partnered with white men (Weis 2001). Still, women of color experience racism and sexism in the workforce, and so leaving bad relationships remains a problem for them.

Up until the 1980s the research seemed to indicate that poor people and racial minorities were most likely to experience partner violence, but more careful analyses of the research indicates this is not true. In fact, since a much larger proportion of white Americans occupy the middle class than all other races and ethnicities combined, the middle class may engage in far greater partner violence than people in poverty do, but racism and sexism interfere with the research findings.

Families that experience partner violence are also more likely to abuse their children. Multiple forms of violence within the same family is called polyvictimization in the research. One particular type of abuse against children is exposure to their parents’ violent behavior toward one another. Children and adolescents can witness this abuse, overhear it, or know about it by some other means, such as seeing bruises on one of their parents and knowing the other parent intentionally inflicted the abuse. This is a form of emotional abuse against children, but parents who are violent toward each other also tend to lack the self-control needed to be good parents and physically abuse their children too.

Nobody deserves or should tolerate violence against them. If a couple engages in partner violence, then the victim should end the relationship, and the violent partner should be taught that the behavior is unacceptable. Racism and sexism create a situation that inhibits victims from leaving bad relationships and puts children at risk for violence as well. If all people had equal access to social capital, then everyone would have the resources that are necessary to be safe. Family violence is a social problem, and that means everyone is responsible for stopping it. A healthy and strong society is not a racist, sexist, or violent one.

See also: American Family Ideals; Divorce; Intimate Partner Violence; Racism; Sexism; Sexual Assault; Violent Crime
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Judy A. Van Wyk

HOMOPHOBIA

The term “homophobia” was coined in the late 1960s by clinical psychologist George Weinberg and popularized in his book, Society and the Healthy Homosexual (1975). Although the suffix “phobia” generally refers to an irrational fear, homophobia today refers to the culturally produced attitudinal disposition ranging from mild dislike to abhorrence of people who are sexually or romantically attracted to individuals of the same sex. Homophobia has manifested itself in a variety of ways in the United States, from legal, institutional discrimination to personal acts of intimidation and violence.

Shaped by social, political, and cultural context, homophobia varies widely across cultures and over time (Chauncey 1994). It further depends on public awareness that homosexuals exist within the population in significant numbers (Anderson 2009), something that became increasingly salient with the passing decades of the 20th century. In Sexual Behavior in the Human Male (1948), sexologist Alfred Kinsey and his colleagues contributed to this by reporting that 10 percent of the American population was either homosexual or had such tendencies. However, this study was published at a time of erasure, when homosexuality was positioned either as a sexual deviation, mental illness, or threat to national interests (i.e., the “Lavender Scare” of the McCarthyite era), and gay men were purged from public office (Johnson 2004). Thus, it would not be until decades later that Americans began to readily believe that a significant percentage of the population was gay.

Following the Stonewall riots of New York City in 1969, which launched the gay rights movement, General Social Survey (GSS) data shows that an average of 70 percent of Americans believed homosexuality was “always wrong” throughout the 1970s. The public grew more homophobic in the 1980s, which has been attributed primarily to the HIV/AIDS epidemic, which intensified fear and stigma concerning the so-called gay disease that was killing tens of thousands of Americans. Accordingly, GSS data found that over 75 percent of Americans said that homosexuality was “always wrong” in 1987 (Loftus 2001); and a Gallup survey (Gallup.com) shows that whereas 44 percent of Americans thought that homosexuality should be legal in 1985, that figure fell to just 33 percent in 1987—arguably the most conservative year on record for questions about the morality of homosexuality (McCormack & Anderson 2014).

Homohysteria and American Masculinity

Researchers have examined how varying levels of homophobia intersect with the social construction of gender in American culture. Anderson (2009) introduced the concept of “homohysteria” to explain the fear of being thought gay through the “wrongdoing” of cultural gender norms. Homohysteria occurs when three social factors coincide: (1) mass awareness that homosexuality exists as a static sexual orientation within a significant portion of the population; (2) strong cultural homophobia; and (3) disapproval of men’s femininity or women’s masculinity, because these are conflated with homosexuality. In homohysteric cultures, men adopt orthodox masculine scripts (McCormack & Anderson 2014), while women avoid behaviors coded as masculine (Worthen 2014), in an effort to avoid homosexual suspicion.

These three factors reached an apex in the United States in the late 1980s. At this time, homophobic attitudes were bolstered by the actions of conservative political leaders such as Ronald Reagan and the patriarchal religious right. Christianity found political purpose in the televised moral crusade of figures such as Anita Bryant, Jerry Falwell, Lou Sheldon, and Pat Robertson. However, the true catalyst for homohysteria was HIV/AIDS. As colleagues, neighbors, friends, family members, and even well known celebrities began to die from AIDS-related illnesses, it secured public awareness that homosexuals lived and worked alongside heterosexuals in every social institution, while gay men were stigmatized as being both effeminate and diseased (Chauncey 1994).

Because sexuality lacks morphological markers (unlike race, gender, or age), no one can definitively prove that they are heterosexual. Therefore, given the association between male femininity and homosexuality, homohysteria led American men and boys to adopt and endorse hypermasculine, misogynistic, and homophobic behaviors in an effort to demonstrate their heterosexuality. Another way to establish one’s masculinity was through the testosterone-fueled institutions of competitive sport. This model of muscular masculinity was further promoted through a sport-obsessed media and violent Hollywood blockbusters such as Rocky and Rambo affirming what it meant to be a macho, and thus heterosexual, American man (Kellner 1991).

Declining Homophobia

Since the early 1990s homophobia has been in decline across America (Baunach 2012; Keleher & Smith 2012). This liberalization of attitudes has occurred alongside an expanded social and political landscape for lesbian, gay, and bisexual citizens. Recent legislative changes have brought sexual minorities greater rights, including participation in the traditionally patriarchal institutions of marriage and the military. By the time this is published same-sex marriage will be legal in all states. These changes have been encouraged by Barack Obama since his public declaration of support for same-sex marriage in 2012. Alongside this political progress, media representations of sexual minorities have become increasingly positive (Netzley 2010).

These changes have had a substantial effect on public attitudes. A recent ABC News/Washington Post opinion poll showed a 26 percentage point shift since 2004, with support for same-sex marriage now at 58 percent. The number of people who think homosexuality is a choice has decreased from 40 to 24 percent, while those who think it is “just the way they are” has increased from 49 to 62 percent (Langer 2013). Furthermore, a survey of over 200,000 undergraduates found that 65 percent support same-sex marriage (Pryor et al. 2011), while a recent Pew (2013) poll found that 70 percent of millennials (those born after 1980) support same-sex marriage and 74 percent believe that “homosexuality should be accepted by society.” These studies indicate that declining homophobia has proceeded furthest among American youth.

Declining homophobia is an uneven social process influenced by demographic factors including age, class, ethnicity, gender, and religion. For example, Negy and Eisenman (2005) documented that religiosity and African American ethnicity are indicators of higher levels of homophobia, alongside rural areas and southern states. There is also a significant age cohort and gender gap in attitudes toward homosexuality, with younger people and women regularly reporting more gay-friendly attitudes than older people or men (Hinrichs & Rosenberg 2002; Worthen 2012).

Although attitudes vary across different parts of the United States, both quantitative and qualitative research shows that matters have improved considerably among the university-educated middle class. Declining homophobia has had a transformative effect on young men’s gender expressions—something also shown to be happening in the United Kingdom (McCormack 2012). Anderson’s (2014) research shows that as homohysteria declines, undergraduate men (particularly athletes) are eschewing the homophobic, orthodox masculinity of the 1980s. Instead men are establishing homosocial relationships based on (1) increased emotional intimacy, (2) increased physical tactility, and (3) decreased violence and sexism. Research has also illustrated the positive effect these trends are having for women (Worthen 2014) and sexual minorities (Riley 2010; Savin-Williams 2005).

See also: Feminist Movement; Hate Crimes; HIV/AIDS; Human Rights; Marriage Equality Movement; Milk, Harvey; Racism; Same-Sex Couples and Health Care; Sexism
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Max Morris and Eric Anderson

MARRIAGE AND FAMILY

Increasing income during the Industrial Revolution caused family structure to go through dramatic changes. Two married parents, with the husband working and the wife staying at home to raise the two to four children, was the new middle class. Media, religion, and politics helped shape this structure that became the yardstick by which all families were and continue to be measured. Later, key events such as the women’s movement, birth control acceptance and, most recently, the Great Recession drastically impacted the way in which middle-class families are structured and function. Despite these changes most people still strive to be a “middle-class family,” a mythological structure that existed for only a small portion of people for a short period of time. The changes in the middle-class family structure is the focus of this entry.

Historically

Several factors influenced the emergence of the “ideal” family during the Industrial Revolution. Family size was reduced placing a greater emphasis on each member. Fathers, paid better in the emerging economy, were responsible for the income. Mothers, encouraged by the literature on true womanhood, were responsible for raising a smaller number of children and creating household spending that would fuel the new economy.

With work moving from the farm to the city, families had greater disposable income, and many scholars have marked this period as the emergence of the middle class throughout the North and the South (Archer & Blau 1993; Wells 2009). At this same time the family went through structural changes that coincided with changes in the labor force. Families once relied on fluid gender roles, larger numbers of children, and households comprised of family and nonfamily members. As people moved to the cities, family size reduced as a necessity and the family declined by half between 1800 and 1900 (Achievements in Public Health, 1900–1999: Family Planning, 2000). Children were economic burdens so to maintain a middle-class status fewer children were necessary (Koehl & Lee 2009).

Women were systematically exposed to literature that described their goal to become a true woman: pure, pious, domestic, and submissive. Both the wife and husband would be judged on her success in portraying such characteristics (Welter 1966). An unexpected result of such a role was depression and rebellion, which motivated the second wave of the feminist movement. With newfound interest in work and a slowing economy, more women entered the workforce.

Today

Today the middle-class family begins at an older age with more women marrying in their upper twenties. As a result of these later marriages, women are also having children at an older age, reducing the number of children. In addition, the middle-class family, rather than maintaining the tradition of the women staying at home, has seen an increase in the number of fathers who are staying home to care for the house and children. Most recently there has been an increase in stay-at-home mothers from 23 to 29 percent (Cohn, Livingston, & Wang 2014). However, the majority of married stay-at-home mothers are not in the middle class. In fact, only 5 percent of the married mothers who opt to stay at home would be classified as middle class using both income and education level (Cohn, Livingston, & Wang 2014)—a finding that demonstrates the importance of the goal of being a middle-class family or what has become defined as the “ideal” family regardless of social class. Although an increase has been found in stay-at-home fathers, the reason is primarily due to a lack of employment, thus contributing to the reduction in the income of the middle class. The reduced employment of men and the difficulty they have in finding employment also contribute to later marriages.

Despite changes in women’s roles, education, and employment, remnants of “true womanhood” still remain. Housework is viewed as the woman’s responsibility, and the data indicate that women still do the majority of the housework (Fetterolf & Rudman 2014). In addition, the sexual double standard remains where women/girls are classified as “sluts” if they have sex too often, too early, or with too many men, whereas men are seen as “studs.” Women are also viewed as responsible for being pious as demonstrated in the data on religious attendance. Perhaps the only characteristic of “true” women that has budged is that of submissiveness. Women in the middle class, who hold a higher education degree and who are working outside of the home, share more equally in the decision making of the household (Fetterolf & Rudman 2014).

The Future

The future of the middle-class family, just as the present and past, is influenced by the economic stability (by reducing fluctuations between prosperity and recession) and structure of our society. If our society is economically stable, we will see family size grow and the choice for women and men who wish to stay at home increase. If our economy remains unstable, the likelihood is that middle-class families will continue to shrink, that parents will have their first child later in life, and that the struggle with the gender division of labor will continue. Whichever path the economy goes, the expectations for women and men based on the middle-class family will continue to be based on a historically inaccurate yardstick. Although new family structures emerge in reality, the idealistic family structure will be used as a comparison. The result of this comparison will be a negative judgment on many families unable to obtain the idealistic form.

See also: American Family Ideals; Divorce; Marriage Equality Movement
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Marilyn Chamberlin

MATERIALISM

There is no single definition of America’s middle class. However, what most scholars agree on is that the gap between the upper class and the middle class is growing. In American consumer culture, the shrinking middle class is wedged between an ever-more-privileged upper class and the expanding lower classes. In this entry, we examine the impact of the 2008 financial crisis on consumption, highlighting the characteristics of living in a consumer culture, the influence of advertising on materialism, and downshifting, an alternative form of consumption middle-class consumers can engage in.

The relationship between the middle class and materialism in the United States is complex, particularly after the 2008 economic recession. Although there is no universal definition of middle class, the Pew Research Center (2015) defines the middle class as those households earning between 67 and 200 percent of a given state’s median income. However, Robert Reich, former United States Secretary of Labor and Professor of Public Policy at UC-Berkeley, defines the middle class as households with incomes 50 percent higher and lower than the median income (Williams 2014). There is also a subjective component to belonging to the middle class. According to a 2015 Gallup poll, 51 percent of Americans self-identify as middle class or upper middle class, while 48 percent identify as lower or working class. This is a significant shift from the prerecession years between 2000 and 2008, when over 60 percent of Americans identified themselves as part of the middle or upper middle class (Newport 2015). Even without a concrete definition of who is middle class, Americans’ perception that they are falling from the middle class has significant implications for the relationship between class and consumer culture. What, if any, impacts does an individual’s perceived social class have on their consumption patterns? How does living in a consumer culture impact an individual’s consumption rates?

The United States is one of the world’s leading consumer cultures. Consumer cultures are characterized by the following: the expansion of shopping as a leisure activity, an increasing availability of the number and types of goods for sale, the pervasiveness of advertising in everyday life, and a rise in the importance of consumption in everyday life (Lury 2011). However, it is important to note that there is a difference between consumption, the act of using a good or service, and the culture of consumerism, a social system in which consumption becomes a defining act of society (Berger 2015). The United States used to be the former and is now the latter.

Consumer cultures encourage consumption in a multitude of ways, often by constantly reminding individuals of what they do not have (Berger 2015). One central aspect that consumer cultures emphasize, particularly within a postmodern society and to middle-class consumers, is that of lifestyle. “The new heroes of consumer culture make lifestyle a life project and display their individuality and sense of style in the particularity of the assemblage of goods, clothes practices, experiences, and bodily dispositions they design together into a lifestyle” (Featherstone 1991, 86). Consumption informs individuals about identity, as well as their perceived or imagined future identities (Lury 2011). Although all socioeconomic classes of people in the United States are susceptible to messages encouraging consumption, the middle class is particularly receptive due largely to being targeted by the advertising industry.

The U.S. advertising industry is expected to spend $189 billion on ads in 2015, representing almost 32 percent of the global advertising market. Adults in the United States are exposed to an average of 255 advertisements per day. The advertising industry manufactures desire that is insatiable, leaving people wanting more (Berger 2015). Critics argue that the mammoth advertising industry perpetuates hyperconsumption, or the consumption of goods for nonfunctional purposes, by fueling dissatisfaction with current possessions and thereby encouraging a perceived need to consume (Ritzer 2011; Schor 1998). This increased consumption is due in part to what economist and sociologist Juliet Schor terms the new consumerism, or increase in the dominant norm of consumer aspiration. Previously, middle-class aspirations centered on comfort. Now the focus is luxury. The new norm of luxury for the middle class is a result of three factors: lifestyle marketing, competitive acquisition, and shifting reference groups (Schor 1998).

Lifestyle marketing, often targeting the middle class, is the upward shifting of acceptable standards and an ever-growing list of needs. This results in many middle-class individuals who are perpetually unsatisfied with their current standard of living combined with a constant perceived pressure for upward mobility (Schor 1998). As a result, many middle-class households have a constant “wish list” of improvements they want to make to remain aligned with their chosen reference groups. Historically, our reference groups, or the people we compared ourselves to, were primarily our neighbors who were in a similar income bracket. However, with the proliferation of mass and social media, the middle class now compares themselves to people many socioeconomic stratums above their current income level. Additionally, many middle-class individuals now work closely with people in higher social classes resulting in more comparison and push for luxury items (Schor 1998).

These shifting reference groups drive our need for competitive acquisition, to have the items those we compare ourselves to have. It may be granite counter tops and stainless steel appliances; it may be a new car; or it may be shopping at the “right” stores. However, the problem is our reference groups have shifted to people who earn three to five times as much as our household income. This drives consumption rates upward and places an economic burden on the middle class (Schor 1998). What and who we compare ourselves to grows into what we think we need. Instead of “keeping up with the Joneses” we are now, quite literally, trying to “keep up with the Gateses.” However, this competitive acquisition, and desire to keep up with the Gateses, is not something that many individuals consciously recognize or acknowledge. Many middle-class consumers do not experience, and may even resist, the idea that they are materialistic or view consumption in the ways that have just been described. In fact, we are more likely to attribute those motives to the actions of others rather than ourselves (Schor 1998).

It is important to note that there are some individuals within the middle class, who rather than buying into competitive acquisition and materialism, are doing quite the opposite. They are downshifting. These individuals, often self-defined as middle class, participate in voluntary simplicity. Many have come to the conclusion that the constant work-and-spend cycle (we have to work more hours to pay for what we purchased) is not what they desire, and as such, they make life choices to reduce both the amount of money they require and the money they spend. For many, downshifting is an opportunity to bring their values in line with their lifestyle choices. Downshifters remind us that resistance within consumer culture is possible.

In sum, the relationship between materialism and the middle class can only be characterized as complex. Societal factors including living in a consumer culture, upward-shifting reference groups, and the proliferation of advertising all impact and contribute to the relationship between materialism and the middle class. Still, as downshifters remind us, middle-class consumers have agency to modify the relationship between themselves and materialism, if they so choose.

See also: Consumerism; Fashion
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PRIVACY AND BIG DATA

Staggering amounts of data are available online. Firms use big data analytics to discover consumer patterns and to predict future behavior of individuals from the data that is gathered. Data linked to individuals can be grouped with data gathered from other individuals who share similar relevant traits. The group will then be identified and classified; new groups can spin off that reflect shared characteristics creating additional data sets. Analytics fuel predictions about hidden individual and group behavior by extracting information from amassed structured and unstructured data. Firms adjust business models to comport with anticipated consumer desires based on predictive analytics.

Factors that influence the use of big data include the individual’s willingness to provide information to others, the success that organizations have in relying on big data to make predictions, and the reduction over time in the cost to employ big data analytics. The seemingly unbridled process can be stymied by privacy regulations that proscribe how far organizations, or third parties, can go in collecting, storing, compiling, and distributing the data (and predictions) to third parties.

This entry outlines a basic definition of big data and a discussion of the pros and cons its development and use bring to American consumers. Privacy regulations and enforcement practices concerning consumer privacy and data security will be introduced. In conclusion, we will consider how the government is addressing gaps in consumer privacy legislation.

Big Data Defined

In the business of selling consumer products, from development to marketing and postsale warranty and product liability issues, sellers expend enormous amounts of resources to create the highest value product for the lowest cost. Yet, information is elusive, and always has been. It is an age-old problem of asymmetric information, where the party with the most accurate information, whether it is a competitor, customer, or seller, will get the better bargain. Information disparity is a hurdle in business, but a hurdle that access to big data is lowering.

The term “big data” was first used in 1997 in a scholarly paper written by two NASA researchers (Cox & Ellsworth 1997). In 2001, industry analyst Doug Laney suggested that information in e-commerce should be managed differently due to the rise in data’s volume, velocity, and variety (Laney 2001).

Big data sets have been described as complex, large, and diverse data sets generated from all digital sources such as email, Internet transactions, and mobile phones (National Science Foundation 2012). One 2013 study estimated that in 2015 there would be nearly 8 zettabytes of data generated across the globe (Meeker & Yu 2013). One zettabyte equals 1,000,000,000,000,000,000,000 bytes (Podesta et al. 2014). Researchers, firms, marketers, and organizations employ data analytics technology to rapidly produce information and discover hidden patterns about consumer behavior from big data sets.

Data may be structured or unstructured. It may be a number, or a cluster of numbers collected by a person, or computer. Structured data is organized and generally reside in a database, whereas unstructured data can be a text or an email that is not in a database. Data may be collected from consumers who shop online, or it may be the collection of health information, scores on standardized tests, social media usage, or voting information. Once collected, the data may be stored, sold, collated, and sorted into data sets for further analysis. For example, comparison of data may be based on geolocation, age, education, or even pet ownership. Information derived from patterns of data can be used to develop knowledge of the past and to make predictions about future behavior or activity. Assessment of historic events and predictions about future behavior and activity are enhanced by bigger data sets.

Big Data Pros

Big data analytics undeniably provide firms with a competitive advantage in marketing products and services to consumers. Predictive models that result from capturing, sorting, and drawing rational inferences from data can enhance the allocation of resources. Health care can be improved by data technology. An IBM study incorporated millions of data samples from neonatal intensive care monitors to assess newborns likely to contract infections that were potentially fatal. The project analyzed all of the data to identify an array of early warning signs of infection (Burk 2012). The result was superior to what “even an experienced and attentive doctor would catch through traditional practices” (Podesta et al. 2014, 6).

Today’s consumer demands real time information, and technology is now sophisticated enough to deliver. GPS technology is an example of data that can be located, retrieved, stored, and synthesized in real time. The possibilities multiply when we consider that today our electronic devices communicate with other devices. Devices can monitor real time health issues, building temperatures, and electricity usage. The term used for devices sending information to other devices is the Internet of Things (Podesta et al. 2014).

In 2013, McKinsey & Company analyzed the use of big data analytics across four different industries, and concluded that big data analytics was a catalyst for U.S. economic growth. McKinsey estimated that “big data and analytics could produce up to $610 billion in annual productivity gains and cost savings. In retail and manufacturing, these productivity gains could translate into $325 billion in additional annual GDP by 2020” (Lund et al. 2013, 66).

Social media is inexpensive for users, provides an unending supply of rich data, and is a positive way for businesses and consumers to connect by using platforms, such as Facebook, Twitter, Snapchat, Google+, Yelp, Pinterest, YouTube, Yammer, and LinkedIn. Retailers retain granular consumer information from data brokers that has been collected from social media and other consumer transactions. Data analytics provide retailers with the ability to segment customers and offer tailored discounts and loyalty programs. Consumers are beneficiaries of big data technology (Lund et al. 2013).

America’s competitive economy can disrupt traditional middle-class jobs, but big data has created more efficient job searches and better outcomes for members of the workforce. Data analytics provides valuable information liquidity between the unemployed and a relevant job opportunity. Using analytics, the unemployed can have faster access to a larger pool of suitable positions than is available in a traditional job search (Wagner 2013).

Big data proponents claim that there is value even in data exhaust. Data exhaust is information that is seemingly worthless but provides insight into consumer behavior. Data exhaust might include spam, bounced emails, or in Google’s case, misspelled words. Google used information captured from spelling errors in their search engine, data that other firms might discard. Google, however, analyzed the misspelled words and then studied where the user intended to go. The process of using data exhaust facilitated Google’s development of an advanced spellchecker. Google users can type in a misspelled word, yet pull up the correct information (The Economist 2010; Sumner 2012).

Big Data Cons

Big data can raise many legal issues, but the focus of this discussion is privacy and security. Key problems in this area include identify theft, lack of transparency of firms in managing consumer information, and data security breaches.

The larger and more nuanced the data set, the greater the benefit to business. Therefore, advertisers and third-party trackers are incentivized to follow more of what people do online with the use of cookies and other information-gathering devices to develop bigger data sets. One of the unintended consequences of a big data set is that anonymous data can be deanonymized (The Economist 2014).

Firms can anonymize data so that it is not linked to an individual. This process is required by some federal privacy regulations before sensitive data can be shared by a covered entity; however, the technique is not flawless. There are several well-known cases where even anonymous data has been ineffective in protecting a person’s identity. For example, in 2000, researcher Latanya Sweeny was able to use three variables to identify 87 percent of people in America (Sweeney 2000). Ironically, as technology gives us the power to create mounting data sets, technology also gives us the power to reidentify previously anonymized data. Privacy laws are designed to protect companies that anonymize sensitive data prior to distributing it, but with advancements in data technology, it may not be feasible for a firm to guarantee the continued anonymity of information (Ohm 2010, 1704).

Tension may exist between privacy laws and innovation. For example, large data sets are required to identify meaningful genetic variants in disease analysis. In one research study, “a genetic variant related to schizophrenia was not detectable when analyzed in 3,500 cases, and was only weakly identifiable using 10,000 cases, but was suddenly statistically significant with 35,000 cases” (Podesta et al. 2014, 7). Scientific discovery requires big data sets that might include personal and sensitive genetic information. Yet privacy laws limit access to such sensitive data (Podesta et al. 2014).

Armed with advanced data analytics, firms can predict pregnancies and the identification of sexual assault victims (Richards & King 2014). Some firms then market products or services designed for members of these sensitive groups, thereby raising privacy concerns. Target Corp. used an algorithm to predict pregnancies “by tracking purchases of items such as unscented lotions—and offered special discounts and coupons to those valuable patrons” (Shaw 2014).

In February 2015 hackers gained access to one of America’s largest health care provider’s networks. Anthem, Inc. estimates that up to 80 million records with personal information such as Social Security numbers and employment information may have been compromised (Abelson & Goldstein 2015). Some reports indicate that Anthem failed to protect the data through encryption thereby making the information vulnerable. Most federal privacy regulations, and the health care industry standard, call for encrypting sensitive information sent from a covered entities database (Abelson & Goldstein 2015).

Consumers have made social media companies, such as Facebook and Twitter, extremely popular. Yet some privacy scholars have noted that consumers of “free” social media services become the “product” (Bernstein & Lee 2013, 41). In its IPO filing in October 2013 Twitter Inc. disclosed that it earned “$47.5 million” from selling off its data (Dwoskin 2013).

Privacy Regulations and Enforcement of Consumer Data

A comprehensive discussion of consumer privacy and data protection regulation in the United States is beyond the scope of this entry. The complexity arises, in part, because the United States does not have an overarching consumer privacy law. Instead, consumer privacy and data security protections are incorporated into sector regulations, and the majority of states have passed consumer privacy and data protection laws.

Consumer regulations prohibit covered institutions from releasing protected personal or sensitive information that would identify an individual. Yet, we saw in the previous section that it is not that difficult to deanonymize data once it is publicly distributed in its anonymized state.

Definitions of what constitutes sensitive information depend on the regulation. The U.S. Department of Commerce, for example, defines personally identifiable information as “information which can be used to distinguish or trace an individual’s identity, such as their name, social security number, biometric records, etc. alone, or when combined with other personal or identifying information which is linked or linkable to a specific individual, such as date and place of birth, mother’s maiden name, etc.” (U.S. Department of Commerce 2009).

Federal legislation pertinent to consumer privacy includes, but is not limited to, the following:


	Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA; U.S. Code. 1996)

	Children’s Online Privacy Protection Act (COPPA; U.S. Code 1998)

	The Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act (GLB Act; U.S. Code 1999)

	The Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA; U.S. Code 1970)

	Federal Trade Commission Act (FTCA; U.S. Code 1914)

	Fair and Accurate Credit Transactions Act (FACTA; U.S. Code 2003)



A number of federal agencies have authority to enforce federal privacy regulations. The FTC can enforce many consumer federal privacy regulations, and it plays a major role to ensure that corporations adhere to their own promises to consumers about how consumer data is managed. If a company violates its own security or privacy policy, the FTC may bring an action against the company to protect customers and competition against “unfair or deceptive acts or practices in or affecting commerce” (U.S. Federal Trade Commission 2015).

The FTC conducted a study of nine data brokers in 2014 and found that data is often collected and sold without the consumers’ knowledge. The FTC reported that data brokers collect billions of data elements and at least one data broker had up to “3,000 data segments for nearly every U.S. consumer” (U.S. Federal Trade Commission 2014, Executive Summary iv). The report noted that data brokers may place cookies on consumers’ browsers allowing the data broker’s client to advertise to consumers across the Internet for as long as a cookie remains on a browser. This practice is being extended to mobile devices.

In addition to conducting industry studies, the FTC routinely enforces federal regulations that fall under its purview. For example, in December 2014 the FTC filed charges against a data broker for allegedly selling “sensitive personal information of hundreds of thousands of consumers—including Social Security and bank account numbers—to scammers who allegedly debited millions from their accounts” (U.S. District Court 2014).

In 2014, Snapchat, Inc. settled charges with the FTC for deceiving consumers about the disappearing nature of messages managed by its service (U.S. Federal Trade Commission 2015). The company marketed its app’s main feature as giving the user the ability to send “snaps” that permanently disappear. Contrary to Snapchat’s promise, recipients discovered simple ways to save snaps indefinitely. The FTC also alleged that the company deceived consumers regarding the volume of personal data that it collected, and that it failed to properly secure features of its product, which resulted in a security breach effecting 4.6 million Snapchat phone numbers and usernames (U.S. Federal Trade Commission 2015).

In 2014, Yelp, Inc. settled charges with the FTC for violating COPPA from 2009 to 2013 by collecting children’s personal information through its Yelp app without complying with COPPA’s parent notification and consent requirement (U.S. Federal Trade Commission 2015).

Courts are instrumental in interpreting legislation and adjudicating disputes concerning consumer privacy and data protection issues.

Target Corp. and Home Depot experienced significant data breaches in 2013 and 2014, respectively, which compromised their customers’ personal and financial information. Lawsuits have been filed against both stores alleging failure to protect customer information. To prevail, plaintiffs will be required to prove actual damages resulting from the alleged negligence. In 2013, the U.S. Supreme Court in Clapper v. Amnesty (2013) mandated that plaintiffs must prove actual damages beyond mere unsubstantiated fear of what might occur as a result of a privacy breach (U.S. Supreme Court 2013). If a data breach results in provable identity theft, the plaintiff may successfully prove actual damages.

The U.S. Supreme Court in Sorrell v. IMS Health Inc. (2011) struck down Vermont’s attempt to restrict data from being sold or disclosed for marketing purposes where the information revealed the prescribing history of doctors. Vermont’s legislation also banned the sale, license, or exchange of prescriber-identifiable data for marketing a prescription drug. Vermont contended that its restrictions were designed to protect patients. The Court, however, found that the speech rights of data miners were violated by the state’s restriction on the sale of data (U.S. Supreme Court 2011).

The U.S. Supreme Court cases just mentioned reveal that privacy is not an absolute.

Gaps

The federal government recognizes that the framework for regulating consumer privacy did not contemplate the use of big data analytics in today’s marketplace (U.S. Executive Office of the President 2015). U.S. President Barack Obama gave a speech in February 2015 to the Federal Trade Commission seeking support for a proposed Consumer Privacy Bill of Rights (Obama 2015). The proposed legislation promises consumers greater control over their personal information, and seeks more transparency and accountability from industries regarding consumer privacy.

The FTC conducted a comprehensive study of data brokers from several industries, and concluded in a 2014 report that “overall transparency in this industry continues to be lacking. And with the emergence of new sources of information, improvements in analytics methods, and the availability of more granular information about individual consumers, the need for consumer protections in this area has never been greater” (U.S. Federal Trade Commission 2014, 57).

Conclusion

Data analytics provide a plethora of benefits to consumers and to the U.S. economy. Yet, the hidden costs to consumers include less control over personal data. Consumers may be unaware that trusted businesses can lose sensitive data by negligence or theft, that technology allows anonymous data to be reidentifiable, and that consumer Internet activity is constantly tracked and analyzed. The Federal Trade Commission is an active proponent of ensuring the privacy and security of consumer data, and court cases have determined rights and liabilities in this area. The federal government is studying ways to establish comprehensive consumer privacy legislation.
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Kimberley Kinsley

RACISM

Racism in contemporary American society is both difficult to define and sometimes to detect, but it is a persistent feature of our social landscape that can hinder upward mobility into and beyond the American middle class. Although many Americans equate racism to individual prejudices based on skin color, scholars typically adopt a more complex conceptualization that includes an examination of racism at the individual level, institutional level, and cultural levels. Racism then can be defined as the channeling of wealth, opportunities, and other resources toward some groups and away from others based solely on skin color. It is certainly a part of our nation’s past, but it is also a part of our present.

“WHITES ONLY” “NO COLOREDS ALLOWED!” These signs, once common in American businesses and on residential lawns, are now merely a reminder of an ugly, turbulent, racial past, and it is this overt and hateful sentiment that most Americans think of as racism. In the absence of such signs, some Americans conclude that racism no longer exists except in the hearts of an occasional bigoted individual. In reality however, racism today simply takes more subtle and nuanced forms such as when real estate agents steer whites and people of color toward different neighborhoods during home searches, perpetuating patterns of residential segregation. In these real estate transactions, agents rarely mention race directly, but might refer to an area as filled with “urban youth,” a code for race and crime. Although racism today is different in form, it is a mistake to conclude that it is simply a relic of the past.

Racism exists at the individual, institutional, and cultural levels and can be intentional or unintentional, subtle or overt. At the individual level, racism entails exclusionary actions such as refusing to hire African Americans or refusing to rent a vacant apartment to Latinos. This is the overt, intentional form that most Americans are familiar with. However, individual-level racism can also be unintentional while still being exclusionary. For example, a boss may be looking to hire a new employee and may ask his all-Latino workforce to recommend someone for the job rather than placing an ad in the paper. The result is exclusionary hiring practice whether or not his intentions are “racist.” At the institutional level, racism appears in the policies and everyday practices of social institutions like workplaces, schools, government, and religious institutions. For example, following Hurricane Katrina (August 2005) local government leaders in St. Bernard Parish Louisiana decided to adopt an ordinance that limited the buying and development of property only to people who had lived in the parish prior to the hurricane. Because the parish had been 97 percent white before the hurricane, this ordinance, while perhaps not intentionally racist, had the effect of excluding people of color. This policy was successfully challenged by local Fair Housing organizations as institutionalized racism and parish officials were forced to rescind the exclusionary ordinance. Lastly, racism is sometimes embedded in cultural norms. An example of cultural racism would be Hollywood’s pattern of glorifying cowboys of the Wild West while demonizing and characterizing native peoples as bloodthirsty savages. The Wild West films of the past are a classic example, but many scholars have argued a similar demonization of Arabs and Muslims in contemporary films. Thus, racism can exist at a variety of different social levels and can be overt, but is often subtle and difficult to detect.

One misconception is that racism no longer exists because racial minorities are visible in politics, entertainment, and corporate life. The problem with this logic is what sociologists call the ecological fallacy, when one case is used to make inferences about the condition of the group. In other words, the exception does not make the rule. In judging whether equality of opportunity exists, we cannot assume that the success of a particular individual tells us anything about the entire group. Instead of pointing to a handful of success stories like Sonia Sotomayor, Oprah, or Jennifer Lopez, we should examine social data that speak to the average experiences of the larger racial or ethnic group. Data such as literacy rates, rates of employment, infant mortality rates, average wealth, and incomes tell us much more about differences in the life chances of minority group members than do individual success stories. These data give us a much more complete picture of the state of racial and ethnic relations and indicate that there is still much work to be done.

Although there is a general consensus that the atrocities of slavery, Reconstruction, and Jim Crow era violence are an ugly scar on our nation’s history, there are some that believe that this distant past is not relevant to contemporary racial and ethnic relations. This logic is flawed for several reasons. First, the United States has only been in existence for about 200 years; we have no distant past. Second, the denial of opportunities for education and wealth accumulation to families of color even one, two, or three generations back has important consequences for the current generations because wealth and opportunities for mobility are passed down. Three, racialized violence and attacks on civil liberties continue into the present day. For example, after the September 11 attacks on New York City, Arab Americans (along with virtually every ethnicity of Middle Eastern descent) were the targets of hate crimes and police profiling. Since 2005 Americans’ positive views of Arab Americans have continuously dropped leaving only a 30 percent favorable rating in 2010 (Clay 2011).

Racism in America is not relegated to the 1850s, or even the 1950s; it is also a contemporary social problem. Although less overt than in the past, racism is embedded in the practices and policies of various social institutions, not simply in the minds of a few misguided individuals. Much progress has been made and can still be made, but to do so entails moving beyond the misconceptions and opening our eyes to the realities of contemporary racism in various social institutions and in the larger U.S. culture.
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Jeannie Haubert

RELIGION

In America, social class differentiates the population so that religious groups are not randomly distributed across social strata, and religious identification is often a badge of social standing. Historically, certain religious denominations in America have had higher social status than others. Those with the highest social status have been the mainline liberal churches associated with the oldest wave of immigrants from Britain, such as Episcopalians, the Presbyterians, and the UCC/Congregationalists, a pattern that was first recognized by H. Richard Niebuhr in his 1929 book, The Social Sources of Denominationalism.

This link between certain religious groups and high social prestige in a society as open as the United States is not just a matter of birth and family connections. Religious mobility follows social mobility. Upwardly mobile, career-minded individuals seek to join denominations with high social status like the Episcopalian and Presbyterian churches. The voluntaristic nature of American religious congregations encourages people to “shop around,” increasing the likelihood that changes in affiliation coincide with changes in social standing. This status-transmission theory also works in reverse; persons who cannot socially keep up or fit in with the rest of the denomination will move to a congregation of a more compatible class. Among the non-Catholic Christian majority of the nation this often entails switching from a mainline denomination to a more conservative church or to one of the smaller fundamentalist sects.

Religion and faith are not only part of people’s inner lives, but also influence their social outlook and so prospects and life chances. Religious groups teach their adherents how to behave in this world as well as how to prepare themselves for the next. The balance between how far they focus on “this world” and “the next” has practical outcomes in social and economic behavior, especially in lifestyle and patterns of consumption. A leading German sociologist, Max Weber, stipulated in a controversial 1903 essay on the Protestant work ethic, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, that the doctrine and devotionalism of socioreligious groups affected the economic behavior of their adherents. He maintained that a religion supplies a distinctive worldview and cultural values that influence its adherents. This creates a particular bias concerning what is important to individuals in how they spend their time and energies. How much time and thought is given to material ambition in one’s life can affect economic attainment and social status within the wider society. In modern American society, differences among various religious teachings are important because they apparently induce distinctly differing reactions among people who are subjected to the same stimuli and experiences.

The best and most obvious example of this “religious factor” operating in society and the economy are the millennial groups and “revolutionist” sects. Their beliefs require reform of human values and behavior that are antagonistic to consumerism and many other aspects of mainstream contemporary society. Their attitudes and their social outlook mean they should have low ranking on any social-status scale because they reject many of the key indicators used in assessments of success in America. Such groups, most of which are in the Protestant denomination tradition and the Pentecostal and Charismatic tradition, are often referred to as sects. A sect is a dissenting religious group that seeks to preserve its spiritual purity by remaining apart from the world. Its members believe in a moral truth that is unchanging, universal, and divinely sanctioned.

Sectarians reject much of the current economic system along with mainstream ideas of religious respectability as part of their withdrawal from what they consider to be a corrupt and complacent world. Many sectarians have responded to their poverty by denouncing what the economy withheld from them and by clinging to Calvinism. Their beliefs teach them that human beings are weak, sinful, and hopeless before God. Asceticism is their lot and hard work their only bulwark against escape through pleasures they cannot, in any event, afford. Sects teach an otherworldly religion and usually reject drinking, gambling, dancing, attending amusements, and conspicuous consumption. They reject the greed and values of the consumer society. The Amish farmer, for example, will disadvantage himself rather than buy on credit. Jehovah’s Witnesses often accept low pay because they see consumer culture as false and evil. By way of contrast other religious conservatives such as Evangelicals still hold to the Victorian opinion that associated poverty with laziness and alcohol (drugs have since been added to the equation). This can create tension around values, as most fundamentalists and evangelicals also hold to the American business creed, which espouses the value of competition, the dignity of work, the right of the individual in the marketplace, the desirability of material possessions, and the willingness to take risks.

Household income is a function of a number of factors, especially educational attainment or qualifications, commonly referred to by economists as human capital, and the propensity to work or sell one’s labor in the marketplace. Place of residence is another factor. However, the primary factor is the number of earners in the home. Religious groups with large numbers of dual income households will obviously tend to stand higher on the income index. Two well educated people in full-time employment—the professional couple—will be near the top of any income scale.

Social trends also play their part. In the 1980s a new social trend arose with the growth of a leisure industry geared to the health conscious baby boom/yuppie generation. More people than ever before spent their weekends pursuing recreational activities with high entry costs, such as tennis, skiing, sailing, golf, and horseback riding. As a result upper-middle-class people, especially those without young children, were less likely to be involved in religious activities. Such trends suggest we should not expect high earners to be found in large proportions among the strict religious groups.

As with most social indicators, race affects the results. Asian and white incomes are much higher than black or Hispanic incomes in the United States. Thus, any religious group’s median average is affected by the proportion of its adherents who are black or Hispanic. For some groups such as Catholics, Baptists, Muslims and Pentecostals this factor is of considerable importance in their overall position.

Table 1 shows the annual household income distribution for a range of religious traditions as reported by the 2001 American Religious Identification Survey (ARIS). Five income groups are presented. Middle-class status is assigned to the three midrange groups from $25,000 to $99,000. These income bands covered 50 percent of U.S. households. One caution is necessary here: the refusal rate to the ARIS survey’s income item was the highest. Overall it was 16 percent, and it ranged from 11 percent among Adventists up to 22 percent among Buddhists. This underreporting probably means that the percentage of middle-class households, by our definition, is undercounted by around 10 percent.

[image: image]

Table 1 shows that most religious groups’ household income profiles are skewed to one polarity or another of the scale; that is, they are not a matter of chance. The liberal and modernist religious traditions tend to have more affluent households and fewer poor ones, while the strict religious groups have the inverse situation. This suggests our earlier comments about sectarians were correct. Liberals and modernists embrace the economic opportunities of the free market more.

The impact of some groups’ beliefs relating to the role and status of women impacts this index because some groups have more female homemakers in their ranks. Demographics also are a factor. The relatively youthful age structure of Hindus and Buddhists means they have more students in their ranks, which in turn results in fewer economically active adults. The occupational structure is another factor. Groups that have a large proportion of public employees such as teachers, police, or members of the military with early and compulsory retirement ages have reduced numbers of full-time workers. In contrast groups with larger proportions of self-employed people such as family farmers and small-business owners who can work for as long as they wish will tend to rank higher on this index.

As we might expect, large religious groups tend to regress toward the mean so that Catholics and those of no religion were 52 percent middle class as were 49 percent of Baptists. The traditions with the most middle-income households were the Evangelical/Born Again with 60 percent and the Mormons with 59 percent, while the groups with the fewest middle-class households were Jews with 40 percent and Muslims with 38 percent.

See also: Religion and Politics; Religious Right; School Prayer
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RENEWABLE ENERGY

As worldwide concern over climate change and environmental degradation grows, the push for the use of clean and renewable energy has proliferated in the United States. (Renewable energy is defined as any naturally occurring, inexhaustible source of energy.) Public concern regarding the environment has helped motivate policy makers to implement various strategies and regulations that promote the development of renewable technologies. The two main tools used to motivate the transition to renewables are creating market-based incentives and command and control strategies. Market-based incentives aim to alter producer and consumer behavior in order to achieve a desired result. Examples include imposing a tax, where polluters are held responsible for the damages the pollution they create imposes on society, and subsides, where implementation of renewable technologies and pollution reduction is rewarded with financial incentives. Command and control strategies are direct market intervention that mandates behavior. These include mandating the implementation of new technologies and/or mandating emissions standards. If renewables are emerging as our energy future, why are these policies needed to promote their use? The answer is simple. Traditional fossil fuels are still cheap and abundant!

Before the onset of the Industrial Revolution, U.S. energy needs were met entirely by renewable energy. Sources of this renewable energy included the burning of biomass and small-scale hydroelectric power. The Industrial Revolution dramatically increased energy demand, creating the emergence of fossil fuel as our predominant source of energy. The United States currently generates over 80 percent of its energy supply from fossil fuels. The three largest sources are oil, coal, and natural gas.

Coal is an abundant energy source comprising approximately 18 percent of U.S. energy consumption (see Table 1). It is currently the largest domestically produced energy source in the United States with reserves estimated to be 480 billion tons (Energy Information Administration). However, only roughly half of these reserves are accessible due to environmental restrictions and property rights conflicts. Despite coal’s abundance, the burning of coal doesn’t come without consequence. Coal-fired power plants emit carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, mercury, and particulate matter. Technological advancements have helped control carbon sequestration, but coal remains a leading contributor to global climate change.





	Table 1    Comparison between the Composition of the Energy Market in 1985 and 2013




	



	Consumption (quadrillion Btu)

	
	1985 (December)

	
	2013 (December)




	



	Coal

	
	1.606739

	
	1.618772




	Natural gas

	
	1.951717

	
	2.988885




	Petroleum (no biofuels)

	
	2.762638

	
	2.911238




	Total fossil fuels

	
	6.320084

	
	7.516798




	Nuclear

	
	0.358837

	
	0.747085




	Hydroelectric power

	
	0.267386

	
	0.202907




	Geothermal energy

	
	0.010325

	
	0.01894  




	Solar/PV energy

	
	0.000002

	
	0.025616




	Wind energy

	
	0.000001

	
	0.13418  




	Biomass energy

	
	0.256246

	
	0.413303




	Total renewable energy

	
	0.53396  

	
	0.794945




	Total primary energy

	
	7.224067

	
	9.071874




	



	Note: All data from the U.S. Energy Information Administration, January 2015 Monthly Energy Review.








Over the past two decades, the development of hydraulic fracturing has launched the natural gas boom. Hydraulic fracturing, commonly referred to as fracking, is the process of drilling deep into shale rock formations before high-pressure water and sand are released to create cracks in the rock allowing the release of natural gas. Since the introduction of this newly refined process the use of natural gas has grown over 150 percent, composing roughly 32 percent of energy consumption in 2013. Without any further regulations on the coal industry, market trends have shifted away from the use of coal to natural gas as it is more cost effective and is relatively cleaner than coal. Natural gas releases half the carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions per British thermal unit (Btu) generated (see Table 2). Potential consequences of fracking include groundwater contamination, methane pollution, earthquakes, and waste disposal. In President Barack Obama’s 2014 State of the Union address he claimed, “If extracted safely, natural gas is the ‘bridge fuel’ that can power our economy with less of the carbon pollution that causes climate change” (Obama 2014).

So if natural gas has vast reserves within the United States, is cleaner than coal, and creates a bigger bang for your buck, why has it not emerged as the premier and promising source for future energy supply? Although it is true that the market has driven energy composition away from coal in favor of natural gas, market prices of these fuel sources do not necessarily reflect the full cost of their use. Economists seem to continually promote market solutions. Why is this? Markets are an efficient means of allocating resources. In an efficient market all relevant costs and benefits have been accounted for. However, if there are costs imposed on people outside of those participating in the market, then an externality is created. An externality is a cost or benefit of an activity that falls on people other than those who pursue the activity. In these cases, the cost of energy production and use is not reflected in the price at point of use as there are costs not accounted for creating too much pollution. When burning fossil fuels, greenhouse gases are emitted into the atmosphere and pollution is created. The costs of this pollution include loss of agriculture, rising sea levels, health implications, mortality, and loss of biodiversity. These costs are long lasting and incurred for generations.





	Table 2    Pounds of CO2 Emitted per Million Btu




	



	Coal (anthracite)

	
	228.6




	Coal (bituminous)

	
	205.7




	Coal (lignite)

	
	215.4




	Coal (subbituminous)

	
	214.3




	Diesel fuel and heating oil

	
	161.3




	Gasoline

	
	157.2




	Propane

	
	139.0




	Natural gas

	
	117.0




	



	Note: All data from the U.S. Energy Information Administration.








British economist Nicholas Stern asserts climate change is “the greatest and wide-ranging market failure the world has ever seen” (Stern 2006). In order to mitigate climate change and motivate the transition away from fossil fuels, policies are being enacted across the country to help make renewable technologies more competitive. At the state level, renewable portfolio standards (RPS) have emerged as a popular tool to motivate the transition away from fossil fuels, reduce carbon emissions, and diversify electricity supply. An RPS is a form of legislation that requires an increased production of electricity to come from renewable energy sources. Each state designs its mandate by specifying a percentage of overall electricity generation that must be produced from renewables by a specified future date. It is designed to meet a state’s goals based on current renewable capacities, resource endowments, political considerations, and growth potentials. To date, 29 states and the District of Columbia have adopted an RPS.

The five most predominant renewable energy sources in the United States are solar, wind, hydroelectric, biomass, and geothermal energy. In 2013, renewable energy accounted for approximately 13 percent of total energy production. The fastest growing sector of this industry is solar power. Over the past decade the solar industry has seen over 1,000 percent growth of installed capacity. This is due mainly to technological advancements in photovoltaics and specific solar goals in states’ RPS mandates. After the initial infrastructure is installed, the marginal cost of electricity generation is nearly zero. Additionally, solar power is easily harvested, creates no emissions, and can be installed in both residential and industrial capacities. Wind energy can also be harvested at a marginal cost of nearly zero and similarly produces no greenhouse gas emissions. However, similar to solar power, both technologies require vast initial fixed costs and are highly intermittent due to evolving weather conditions.

Energy is an inelastic good. This means that the amount consumers demand is relatively unresponsive to changes in price. In order for consumers to drastically alter their consumption patterns the price of fossil fuels must substantially increase or the cost to install new renewable capacity needs to considerably drop. Over the past decade renewables have become increasing competitive; however, they presently still cannot compete with fossil fuels to meet demand. Policies to promote renewables and motivate the transition away from fossil fuels in order to mitigate climate change have been marginally successful, yet there is still substantial room for improvement.

See also: Climate Change, Economics of; Environmental and Natural Resource Economics; Environmental Crime: The Case of the Navajo; Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); Environmentalism; Sustainability
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RESPECT FOR AUTHORITY

Respect is a complex pattern of beliefs, judgments, emotions, motivations, and actions that we experience in a relationship with something or someone (including ourselves, in the case of self-respect). We often use the term “respect” interchangeably with admiration and honor; this usage reflects the significance we see in something or someone that is respectworthy. We typically have respect for people and things that are powerful, and perhaps even dangerous. This form of respect, often experienced in relation to authority figures, such as police officers, employers, and parents, can include fear, awe, and a willingness to obey. The attitude of respect, and respect for authority figures specifically, is valued by all persons, regardless of race, sex, or social class. However, research by social scientists has identified ways in which social class might distinguish the degree to which respect for authority is emphasized and the manner in which authorities obtain and maintain their respectworthy status.

Respect for authority is an essential component of any well-functioning workplace, but the qualities of a “well-functioning” workplace vary considerably by occupation. According to Robert Florida (2002), approximately 30 percent of Americans are employed in the “creative class,” a term Florida coined to encompass Americans employed as “creative professionals” in science, business, law, architecture, arts, entertainment, and education. Whereas members of the working class engage in manual labor to generate products or provide services according to a set plan, members of the creative class engage in complex problem solving, via independent judgment, to generate new ideas and creative content. Accordingly, these environments emphasize different worker characteristics. The successful working-class employee abides by the established routines, conforms to norms, and obeys those higher in the hierarchy. The successful creative-class employee is intrinsically motivated and autonomous, resistant to group norms and conformity, and committed to a meritocratic system of advancement. Rather than having work imposed from above, as occurs for members of the working class, members of the creative class have a self-imposed workplace in which work is done for “the challenge, the responsibility, for recognition and the respect it brings” (Florida 2002, 134). Respect attained by achievement versus respect ascribed through status; these different conceptualizations of respect in the creative-class versus working-class occupational environments extend into the home in the form of parenting strategies and expectations.

When asked what values or characteristics they would most like to see exemplified in their children’s behavior, parents give priority to qualities that may be hard to achieve, but will nonetheless affect their children’s future. Across social classes, parents value honesty and dependability. But some values are class specific. Middle-class parents want their children to have an internalized standard of conduct, or personal code, and act according to that code. To do this is to be respectable. As a result, middle-class parents practice what Annette Lareau (2003) calls “concerted cultivation”; happiness, curiosity, and self-control are promoted through structured, creative activity. Working-class parents, on the other hand, tend to use a natural growth method of parenting. Through an emphasis on neatness, cleanliness, silent obedience, and deference to all adults (related or not), working-class children learn to follow the rules of any environment in which they may find themselves.

In the United States of America, occupational status and ethnicity often go hand in hand; this pattern can make it difficult to determine whether respect for parental authority is a social class value or a value particular to an ethnic or national culture. In the Latino culture, children are to be calm, obedient, and respectful. In one study (Arcia & Johnson 1998), immigrant Mexican mothers were asked to sort through a list of the most important characteristics for their children. They ranked both “to be obedient” and “to be respectful” in the top five. African American families also emphasize obedience and showing honor to parents and other older family members. In a study of African American, Latino, and European American mothers and daughters, the African American and Latino daughters showed more respect for their mothers than the European Americans (Dixon, Graber, & Brooks-Gunn 2008). During a conversation about a controversial topic, the African American and Latino daughters listened more actively and attentively and were less likely to ignore or disobey their mothers than the European American daughters.

When we have respect for a person of authority, we signal that respect with a commonly recognized set of behaviors that includes active listening, seeking advice, and obeying commands. But the set of behaviors that we use to signal our own authority and respectworthiness to others is more diverse, with some links to social class. Members of both the middle and working class indulge in luxury purchases such as homes, vehicles, and brand-name products; however, middle-class members are more likely than working-class members to make experiential purchases to demonstrate their respectability. These experiential purchases may take the form of exotic vacations or visits to amusement parks, museums, and shows. Working-class individuals are also more likely to learn at an early age that respect is not to be taken for granted. As Anderson (1994) explains, respect is at the heart of “the code of the street,” a code adopted by many intercity African American youth. According to this code, respect is hard won but easily lost. Individuals have to constantly defend their respect, or right treatment by others. As a result, violence is considered an appropriate, and often necessary, way to demand respect from peers. In this environment persons in professions like drug trafficking are respectworthy, whereas police officers receive contempt rather than respect. Such disrespect for the law and its enforcers seem antithetical to the middle-class conception of what is respectable.

From our survey of respect in the workplace and home, with parents and peers, we learn that respect for authority is not a value exclusive to the middle class. However, social class membership does influence the degree to which respect for certain authority figures is emphasized and which behaviors are deemed appropriate to the pursuit and maintenance of respect.

See also: Antiwar Movement (Vietnam War); Materialism; Organization Man; Religion
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SCHOOL PRAYER

American commitment to organized religion peaked in the years after World War II ended. In 1957, 95 percent of Americans identified with a religious tradition, and two-thirds claimed membership in a particular religious group—invariably as Christians but also as Jews—an all-time high. Sociologist Will Herberg regarded this religiosity as theologically superficial and equated the nation’s civil religion with the “American way of life.”

This spike in religious interest can be traced to several factors. Massive wartime spending had helped the economy recover, and many Americans equated their newfound affluence with divine favor. In the context of the Cold War, conservative clerics such as Baptist evangelist Billy Graham, Roman Catholic bishop Fulton Sheen, and Billy James Hargis of the Christian Crusade warned of a pending apocalypse with atheist Russia, which threatened to swallow up all of Europe. The fact that a potentially catastrophic nuclear arms race suddenly arose between the United States and the Soviet Union, its erstwhile ally, compelled many Americans to pray for miraculous intervention. Responding to these uncertainties, Congress replaced the national motto “E Pluribus Unum” (Out of Many, One) with “In God We Trust” and added “under God” to the Pledge of Allegiance. Another factor that can explain the rise in religiosity is changing demographics, with young couples eager to start families after the prolonged interruption of the Great Depression and war. The American birthrate skyrocketed, and new parents turned to churches for social opportunities and for their children to learn moral principles and the essentials of their faith.

Many public schools embraced religious expression, including morning prayers, Bible reading, Christmas choral concerts, released-time for religious instruction, the distribution of Gideon Bibles, baccalaureate services, and clerical prayers at commencement. Additionally, school officials opened their doors to evangelists from Youth for Christ, Crusade for Christ, and the Fellowship of Christian Athletes. School prayer proponents maintained that “nondenominational” prayers were protected by the 1st Amendment; did not favor any religious group; were short, harmless, and optional; paid homage to America’s religious heritage; and served a vital social purpose. Prayer opponents were either not taken seriously or their children were ostracized, even beaten.

Eventually, the U.S. Supreme Court moved to rein in government supported religious activity in public education. In an odd but precedent-setting case involving parochial school busing, the Court applied Jefferson’s “wall of separation” metaphor to state and local governments in 1947. In two subsequent actions, the Court prohibited religious instruction in public schools during school hours, and upheld a lower court ruling barring schools from distributing Bibles by outside groups.

The most controversial decisions regarding religion in public education occurred in the early 1960s, as nonbelievers and religious minorities turned to the courts for relief. In Engel v. Vitale, a group of parents of Jewish heritage asked the American Civil Liberties Union to sue their school district on Long Island, New York, for adopting a state-prepared prayer for schoolchildren. In the second case, Abington v. Schempp, Unitarian parents objected to a Pennsylvania state law that required public school teachers to read 10 Bible verses daily or else face dismissal. Madalyn Murray, an atheist from Baltimore, Maryland, filed a suit against her son’s school for reciting the Lord’s Prayer, and her case was paired with the Schempp case. In these cases, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that government may not endorse, organize, or initiate prayers and Bible reading in public schools. Justice Hugo Black reviewed the bitter lessons of history between church and state in England and New England, and then declared that “it is no part of the business of government to compose official prayers for any group of the American people to recite as a part of a religious program carried on by government.”

To allay concerns that their decisions were antireligious, the Court offered assurances that the Bible may be studied as literature or history or in classes on comparative religion. Such assurances proved unavailing. A firestorm of public protest ensued, fed in part by the unpopularity of the Supreme Court on unrelated matters, especially racial desegregation. An oft-heard refrain against this “tragic” decision against school-sponsored prayer was that the Court had “kicked God out of the schools.” Public opinion polls showed that 80 percent of Americans disagreed with the rulings. Some school officials either willfully disobeyed these rulings or believed that they had found loopholes in them. In rural areas, where religious homogeneity prevailed, devotions often proceeded as before, with school officials believing that the Court was simply wrong constitutionally, historically, and religiously. Others wrongly believed that the Court did not decide constitutional questions for the nation as a whole. At stake, prayer advocates believed, was nothing less than national survival, an attitude that justified constant calls for a constitutional amendment to restore school prayer, the creation of a religious alternative to what conservatives dubbed “government schools,” and the election of sympathetic politicians, notably Ronald Reagan as president in 1980.

In the half-century that followed the Engel and Schempp decisions, there would be additional efforts to return “God to the classroom.” These efforts included posting the Ten Commandments on classroom walls, enacting moment-of-silence statutes allowing for meditation before the school day began, and permitting student-led prayers at Friday night football games and clergy-led prayers at graduation ceremonies. The U.S. Supreme Court played catch-up in this ongoing attempt to circumvent its school prayer decisions, eventually striking down all school-sponsored endorsement of religion.

Far from being “religion-free” zones, as some proponents of religion first feared, public schools have seen a dramatic rise in religious expression since the early 1960s. Initially, many schools avoided religious activity of any kind, believing that religion itself was proscribed by the Supreme Court. Gradually, Christian religious groups organized evangelistic outreach in secondary schools, as well as religion classes, Bible clubs, and faith-based community service programs after hours. There are thousands of Good News Clubs in public elementary schools, teaching Bible lessons, songs, and games to interested Christian students. Every September as many as 2 million Christian students in public schools meet at the campus flagpole to pray before classes begin. Some Christian students deliver prayer requests during the lunch hour. Jewish, Muslim, agnostic, and humanist clubs have also formed groups in public schools, as have interfaith circles. Even the U.S. Department of Education has recognized that children have a right to express themselves religiously in their schoolwork.

See also: Charter Schools; Educational Vouchers; Religion; Religion and Politics; Religious Right; Supreme Court of the United States; Warren Court
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SEXISM

The term “sexism” refers to prejudice or discrimination based on a person’s sex or gender. “Sex” is usually defined as the biological characteristics that distinguish males and females, while “gender” refers to the social and cultural characteristics that are linked to ideas about masculinity and femininity. Sexism is linked to stereotypes and essentialist ideas about gender. It often begins with the “biological determinist” view that men’s and women’s personalities, behaviors, and social roles should be (or are) different due to their physiological differences. Sexism may include the view that one sex or gender is inherently superior to the other. Though sex-based prejudice can be experienced by both men and women, it has historically (and globally) affected women more negatively than men. Sexism is pervasive in many areas of women’s lives, and reproduced through processes on both the individual and institutional levels. In the United States, women have been frequently stereotyped as weak, emotional, helpless, and more nurturing. In contrast, men have been stereotyped as hypersexual, aggressive, more violent, and more capable leaders.

History of the Women’s Movement against Sexism

The organized fight against sexism is usually referred to as the “feminist movement” or the “women’s movement” and can be divided up into different historical stages. What has been called the “first wave” of the women’s movement occurred in the late 19th century and early 20th century. At this time, women advocated for gender equality by fighting for women’s legal right to own property, become educated, and for women’s suffrage. The first women’s rights convention in Seneca Falls in 1848, where the “Declaration of Sentiments” was written, played an important role in galvanizing the early women’s movement.

The second wave of the women’s movement followed in the 1960s and 1970s. Feminists fought for diverse issues such as equal pay at work, reproductive rights, and greater acceptance of women’s sexuality. Many point to the publication of Betty Friedan’s (1921–2006) influential bestselling book, The Feminine Mystique, in 1963 as the beginning of second-wave feminism. This same time also saw the passage of the Equal Pay Act of 1963, as well as increased focus on issues of domestic violence and sexual assault against women. Gloria Steinem (b. 1934) also became an important leader, speaking out on many issues related to sexuality, reproductive rights, and violence, and eventually founding the feminist-themed Ms. magazine.

Third-wave feminism began in the mid-1980s and early 1990s. It has been viewed as a backlash against some of the perceived problems with second-wave feminism, especially the overemphasis of the experiences of white, upper and middle-class, heterosexual women to the exclusion of others. Third-wave feminism challenged “essentialist” definitions of femininity (and masculinity), as well as arguing whether political and social actions could be unilaterally good for females due to their disparate social locations across race, class, sexuality, age, and ability statuses. While continuing the push against sexism and advocating for greater sexual freedom and equality in work and family roles, third-wave feminists more clearly considered the impact of race and social class when pushing for social change for women.

Types and Examples of Sexism

Sexism may appear on an individual level, when a man is prejudiced toward a woman or a woman is prejudiced toward a man. Sexism can also involve prejudicial cultural attitudes and discriminatory practices, which occur as simply part of the normal operation of an institution and advantage one gender over the other. This is referred to as institutional sexism, although this is often also reinforced by sexist individual attitudes and behaviors. Because there is not institutional sexism that occurs against males (as a class) in the United States, some people use the word “sexism” only in reference to prejudice and discrimination against women, and prefer “gender-based prejudice/discrimination” when discussing individual sexist attitudes or acts toward males. Unlike individual sexism, which can usually be identified as the responsibility of specific individuals, institutional sexism may be harder to recognize, since it is many times indirect, continual, or occurs gradually over time.

There are many areas of life in the United States in which it has been documented that institutional sexism continues to exist. One of these is the paid workplace, where women continue to face barriers to success. The gender wage gap is an ongoing problem and a textbook example of institutional sexism. One reason it has been so difficult to decrease the gender wage gap (women’s wages have been between 75 and 80 percent of men’s wages for about the last two decades) is because there are many complicated processes at work. Occupational segregation occurs when men and women enter different employment fields—sometimes at their own choosing and sometimes pressured by social forces. This drives the gender wage gap, as fields deemed to be “feminine” pay less. Women also earn less money due to vertical discrimination and the “glass ceiling,” both of which refer (in different ways) to men’s greater ease in getting promoted and the inability of women to achieve top economic positions. The presence of sexual harassment and the interference of family care and parenting obligations, which are still seen as “women’s work,” may also provide barriers to women’s workplace success. Although a variety of policies and statutes have been enacted to combat sexism in the workplace (see Affirmative Action, Equal Pay Act, Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act, Title VII), they have not been able to alleviate the problem that is firmly rooted in our cultural and institutional ideas about men and women.

Women continue to face significant amounts of institutional sexism in other realms also, including mass media. Advertisements across multiple media outlets often use sexualized images of women to sell various products and services, including ones that are not inherently sexual. Movies, TV shows, and video games employ repetitive and stereotypical tropes for their female characters. In high-grossing Hollywood films, male characters, especially male leads and protagonists, vastly outnumber females. Because of this, female actresses are often relegated to a small range of supporting roles. Women working in the media industry have also reported inferior pay and working conditions.

Women are similarly underrepresented in the political realm, as the vast majority of politicians are men. This disparity leaves male politicians to decide all issues, even those that primarily affect women, such as reproductive rights and maternity leave. Because women are often stereotyped as emotional and lacking in leadership qualities, female politicians and political candidates must deal with constant references to their gender. The combination of gender stereotypes about leadership capabilities, differing perceptions on mother’s and father’s caregiving responsibilities (i.e., it’s viewed as acceptable for male politicians to leave their young kids at home in another state), and the wealth gap between men and women makes it difficult for women to compete with men in the political realm.

Additionally, the United States as a whole has very high rates of violence against women when compared to other developed nations. The sexist attitudes and beliefs that encourage and/or support these behaviors have proved difficult to change. In the 1700s and 1800s, domestic violence was usually legal within marriages, and sometimes seen as a way for husbands to control their wives; however, toward the end of the 1900s, multiple laws were passed against domestic violence and sexual assault. Today, women are still more likely to experience domestic violence, which includes physical, sexual, emotional, and financial abuse. The majority of rape and sexual assault victims are women, while men are the main perpetrators.

Reducing Sexism and Intersectionality

Although sexism is similar in some ways to other systems of discrimination, such as to racism and homophobia (they all involve cultural norms, power differentials, and institutionalized behavior), in some key ways they are quite different. Unlike racism, where segregation and isolation of groups can be part of the problem, the lives of most men and women are intimate and interwoven. Instead, part of the root problem lies with the way that older ideas about how men and women “should” behave continue to affect people’s day-to-day behaviors and identities. These gendered behaviors and norms are taught from birth by parents, friends, culture, media, and other aspects of society (e.g., blue vs. pink clothing for babies). They shape how people behave within their roles as mothers, fathers, husbands, wives, and workers—continually reinforcing gendered assumptions and supporting institutional sexism in a variety of settings. The way in which highly gendered interaction patterns become seen as natural and normal makes it difficult to reduce sexism or the unearned advantages given to men. That it is possible can be seen in the partial changes in gender norms that have occurred in the last few decades.

Another challenge in reducing sexism is that sexism experienced by women (and men) varies across race, religion, ability, sexual orientation, socioeconomic class, and other social statuses. (This study of intersections between forms of discrimination or oppression is known as intersectionality.) Some forms of sexism may be a prevalent issue among women of one social status but not another. For example, the sexism that a black woman experiences is oftentimes interrelated to the racism that she must face—an issue that a white woman would not experience. The feminist movement has been criticized by many for paying too much attention to white, middle-class, heterosexual, cis-gender, able-bodied women when looking for solutions and not being aware that their experiences with sexism can be quite different from that of women with other backgrounds and characteristics. When looking for solutions to problems involving sexism, it is important to consider how different people are being dissimilarly treated or impacted and examine the diversity that exists within groups.

See also: Civil Rights Act; Clinton, Hillary; Equal Employment Opportunity Commission; Equal Pay Act; Family Violence; Feminist Movement; Gender Wage Gap; Homophobia; Intimate Partner Violence; Racism; Sexual Assault; Steinem, Gloria; Women’s Suffrage
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SUSTAINABILITY

Members of the middle class hold a conflicting relationship with the goals of sustainability, in particular with the environmental goal of reducing one’s individual impact on the natural world. They are concerned with the deterioration of the natural world, but often consider lifestyle goals and economic factors before adopting sustainable practices.

Traditionally, the term “sustainability” primarily applied to successful, stable economic or agricultural systems. Then, in 1987 the United Nations Brundtland Commission created the definition of sustainability most used today in an environmental context: sustainable development meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. Although many focus on environmental responsibility, sustainability initiatives must also consider social equity, economic viability, and cultural vitality. The overall objective is to make decisions and adopt behaviors that ensure a high quality of life for everyone without irreversibly harming the environment, diverse populations, or social institutions.

Before the 20th century, most conservationists, the term environmentalists used at the time, came from the upper classes. Membership in the first environmental organizations, such as the Sierra Club and the National Audubon Society, included some academics and scientists from the educated middle class, but it was mostly the rich who could afford to travel, explore, and advocate for the environment. This changed dramatically in the mid-20th century with the tandem escalation of the middle class and their quality of life.

Most historians note that the rise of the American middle class began in the early 20th century, accelerating after World War II. This matches the parallel increase in the production and consumption of material goods. Between 1900 and 1980, the production of goods increased by a factor of 200 in North America and Europe alone. Material goods became a “means to express an increasingly shared national experience,” that is, middle-class status (Moskowitz 2004, 18). As far back as the 1920s, some economists observed that American values encouraged a continuously improving lifestyle. As the American middle class prospered, the minimum needed to achieve this lifestyle rapidly grew, resulting in an exponential increase in the speed of adoption of new goods and technology. Consider that in 1945 less than 10 percent of Americans owned a clothes dryer or color television, in 1965 less than 10 percent had air conditioning, while in 1990 less than 10 percent owned a cell phone, yet today more than 90 percent of Americans own all of these things (Thompson 2012). Accompanying this growth in consumption was a corresponding increase in environmental impact due to the energy and materials required to manufacture, distribute, use, and dispose of all these products.

Americans continued to consume new and better products, increasing their standard of living, mostly unaware of the environmental costs and the eventual effects on their quality of life. When Rachel Carson (1907–1964) published her groundbreaking book, Silent Spring, in 1962, many middle-class Americans were shocked by her accusations that pesticide pollution and other environmental problems were decimating bird and insect populations. The book’s popularity kept it on the New York Times best seller list for over six months, attesting to its widespread reach.

The sight of the Cuyahoga River on fire near Cleveland in 1969 further distressed broad segments of the American public. It was not the first or even largest fire on the river, but this disaster further fueled the fledgling environmental movement that developed after the publication of Carson’s book. The Lorax, Dr. Seuss’s 1971 book and subsequent animated movie televised in 1972, was directed at the American middle class, extolling people to care about the deteriorating environment and struggling wildlife around them. The public response resulting from these events, publications, and the first Earth Day in 1970 propelled the federal government to create the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in late 1970, followed by a suite of acts to restore and protect the air, water, and endangered species.

In this context, each new environmental disaster and the resulting media attention drew more Americans into this movement to protect America’s natural environment. Exemplifying this environmental awakening, Lois Gibbs (b. 1951), a housewife in Niagara Falls, New York, evolved into a respected activist in the late 1970s. Worried about the toxic wastes buried beneath the school and homes in her Love Canal neighborhood, this self-described average, middle-class woman led a fight to change public opinion and federal law. The local protests she organized inspired scientific research, government legislation, and industrial improvements, directly leading to the 1980 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Cleanup, and Liability Act (CERCLA), or the Superfund Act. New right-to-know clauses and watchdog groups became commonplace, making information about hazardous chemicals and conditions available to regular people to use in the pursuit of sustainability.

Increasing numbers of Americans understood that environmentalism encompassed more than just protecting the wilderness and began pressing for changes to create a more sustainable society. Local and national environmental activist or interest groups became more and more popular, both in membership and in number. It is estimated that by the end of the 1970s there were 3,000 organized groups, while only a handful existed before the 1960s (Sale 1993, 32). As of 2005, the Internal Revenue Service documented over 26,000 registered nonprofits with a primary focus on environmental issues (Straughan & Pollak 2008). A Pew Research Center survey in 2014 found that 71 percent of Americans believe “the country should do whatever it takes to protect the environment.” When economic factors are considered, however, only 56 percent agreed that “stricter environmental laws and regulations are worth the cost,” still indicating that the majority of Americans deeply value environmental protection even at a price.

Despite these concerns, the middle-class lifestyle and consumer habits continue to threaten sustainability. The EPA estimates that in 2009 Americans bought 438 million electronic products alone, disposing of 181 million others. This contributes to water and air pollution, land degradation from mining and hazardous wastes, and numerous human health issues. The power of this lifestyle and practices can be observed in what many scientists are now calling the Anthropocene Era. Officially, the current geologic epoch is the Holocene, which began approximately 12,000 years ago at the end of the last ice age. Since 2000 when Nobel laureate chemist Paul Crutzen proposed the term, some have argued that humans have so strongly affected the Earth through pollution, climate change, and development that the world has recently transitioned to a new era.

Many people have calculated their personal Ecological Footprint in an attempt to quantify their own contribution to the depletion of our natural resources and degradation of our environment. Developed in 1990 by ecological economists Mathis Wackernagel and William Rees, the Ecological Footprint measures an individual or country’s demand on the Earth and its natural resources. An examination of the average lifestyle of the entire world indicates that 1.5 Earths are required to meet the demands of our global population today (WWF 2014). Calculations specific to the United States show that if everyone in the world lived like the average American, five Earths of resources would be required.

Environmentalism has become commonplace, a middle-class value, so millions of Americans now try to mitigate their environmental impact by purchasing carbon offsets, efficient electronics, or organic products. Yet the focus remains on consumption. The overall American Ecological Footprint demonstrates that, despite widespread environmental activism and grassroot efforts, society is far from achieving a sustainable way of life.

See also: Climate Change, Economics of; Economic Growth, Sustainability of; Environmental and Natural Resource Economics; Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); Environmentalism; Renewable Energy

Further Reading

Carson, R. (1962). Silent spring. New York: Houghton Mifflin.

Moskowitz, M. (2004). Standard of living: The measure of the middle class in modern America. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Payton, B. (2002). Rachel Carson. NASA Earth Observatory. Retrieved from http://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/Features/Carson

Pew Research Center. (2014). Beyond red vs. blue: The political typology. Pew Research Center. Retrieved from http://www.people-press.org/files/2014/06/6-26-14-Political-Typology-release1.pdf

Sale, K. (1993). The green revolution: The American environmental movement, 1962–1992. New York: Hill and Wang.

Seuss, Dr. (1971). The Lorax. New York: Random House.

Straughan, B., & Pollak, T. (2008). The broader movement: Nonprofit environmental and conservation organizations, 1989–2005. Washington, DC: Urban Institute. Retrieved from http://www.urban.org/research/publication/broader-movement-nonprofit-environmental-and-conservation-organizations-1989-2005/view/full_report

Thompson, D. (2012, April 7). The 100-year march of technology in 1 graph. The Atlantic. Retrieved from http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2012/04/the-100-year-march-of-technology-in-1-graph/255573

Turner, B. L. (Ed.). (1990). The earth transformed by human action: Global and regional changes in the biosphere over the past 300 years. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development. (1987). Our common future. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

U.S. EPA. (2011). Electronics waste management in the United States through 2009. United States Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Resource Conservation and Recovery. Retrieved from http://www.epa.gov/epawaste/conserve/materials/ecycling/docs/fullbaselinereport2011.pdf

WWF. (2014). Living planet report 2014: Species and spaces, people and places. Gland, Switzerland: World Wide Fund for Nature. Retrieved from http://wwf.panda.org/about_our_earth/all_publications/living_planet_report

Zalasiewicz, J., Williams, M., Smith, A., Barry, T. L., Coe, A. L., Bown, P. R., Brenchley, P., Cantrill, D., Gale, A., Gibbard, P., Gregory, F. J., Hounslow, M., Kerr, A. C., Pearson, P., Knox, R., Powell, J., Waters, C., Marshall, J., Oates, M., Rawson, P., & Stone, P. (2008). Are we now living in the Anthropocene? Geological Society of America Today, 18, 4–8.

Melanie Szulczewski


 

Part 7: Culture, Media, and the American Middle Class


 

Overview Essays

CULTURE AS A MARKER OF MIDDLE-CLASS ASPIRATIONS

In a society without politically sanctioned markers for class, self-defined signifiers become important and sought after, particularly if they can be acquired by personal effort. An important measure of one’s position in the social hierarchy, and perhaps more easily accessible than wealth, is the idea of “culture,” in the sense of sophisticated taste or refinement associated with an appreciation for what is regarded as excellent in the arts, education, and manners. The upper classes are presumably defined by “culture,” but this can also serve as an aspiration of the middle classes, whether as an emblem of middle-class value or as a sign of upward mobility into a higher class.

The prevailing narrative concerning class and culture in America is that from a widely disseminated interest in the arts in the early 19th century, a cultural hierarchy was created to provide signifiers to differentiate and bolster upper-class tastes. “Fine arts” were sanctified to be accessible only to the cultured; popular arts were relegated to the masses. This argument was most persuasively advanced by Lawrence W. Levine in Highbrow/Lowbrow: The Emergence of Cultural Hierarchy in America (1988). The degree of cultural egalitarianism in the 19th century may be questioned, and efforts were made by individual highbrow institutions in the 20th century to broaden their appeal to a wider social spectrum, but the association between specific art forms and the social class of supporters has been frequently documented.

From a perspective somewhat different from Levine’s, a system of exclusive cultural categories may also act as an incentive to members of the middle class wanting to signal their upward mobility. In The Theory of the Leisure Class in 1899, the economist Thorstein Veblen articulated the idea of “conspicuous consumption” as a device for demonstrating wealth and social class. He made no mention of the arts as a manifestation of consumption but observed that the members of each “stratum” accept as their ideal the standards of the stratum above (Veblen 1899, 101–102).

The demographics of the consumers of culture were first systematically examined in William J. Baumol and William G. Bowen’s Performing Arts: The Economic Dilemma (1966). They surveyed audiences for professional productions of theater, dance, opera, and symphony, measuring income, education, and occupation with over 23,000 questionnaires computed. They found that audience members in their upper income categories were seven times more represented than in the population as a whole, and in their lower income bracket, the percentage of attendees was less than one-fifth of their representation in the general population (Baumol & Bowen, 1966, 83). Education proved to be an even more significant factor with over 10 times the percentage of audiences having attended graduate school than in the population overall (454). These percentages varied somewhat by art form, but the general pattern was clear and consistently supported by subsequent surveys.

Members of lower income groups and blue-collar workers were greatly underrepresented in all audience groups in the Baumol and Bowen study, but individuals who would be categorized as middle class were well represented, though in percentages lower than the general population. While almost 40 percent of the audience indicated income that placed them in the top sixth percentile of income in the general population, 60 percent of the audience was below that. Unfortunately, Baumol and Bowen’s surveys provided characteristics of audiences but did not address motives for their attendance.

Audience surveys by cultural institutions have become much more common since the 1960s, mostly following the type of questions asked by Baumol and Bowen. Numerous individual arts organizations survey their own audiences, but this information is rarely collated with other groups in order to identify trends among large populations or to highlight significant local variances. An exception to this was the 1978 Audience Studies of the Performing Arts and Museums: A Critical Review by Paul DiMaggio, Michael Useem, and Paula Brown under the auspices of the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA). They examined 270 surveys by individual organizations and found smaller proportions of professionals and the well educated, and a lower median income for museum than for performing arts audiences, marking museum going as a somewhat less elitist activity.

The Institute of Outdoor Theatre has conducted national attendance surveys of its member theaters since 1965. The Theatre Communication Group, which currently represents almost 1,800 U.S. regional theaters, has been publishing audience data in its annual Theatre Facts since 1980. The Broadway League, an organization of producers, has compiled demographic data on audiences for Broadway and the touring professional theater since 1997. The League of American Orchestras has conducted periodic surveys mostly aimed at the attendance patterns of different generations. Americans for the Arts also produces an annual Arts Index that assesses broad measures of arts activity, including attendance.

The NEA Research Division has undertaken surveys of the arts audiences since the 1970s, and Surveys of Public Participation in the Arts (SPPA), conducted by NEA in cooperation with the U.S. Bureau of the Census were conducted six times since 1982, most recently in 2012 with over 35,000 respondents. This survey also uses a rather broad definition of arts participation that includes activities such as film attendance and social dance that are usually considered popular culture and may not serve to signal class ascendance. Since 1985 this study has also examined the influence of “socialization experiences” on museum attendance: visual art lessons, attendance with parents, and an art appreciation course, and found all three to be highly influential (Schuster 1991, 27–30).

For culture to serve as an indicator of class, being seen to be “cultured” is of paramount importance. In an analysis of high numbers for arts consumption indicated by surveys conducted by the National Research Center of the Arts between 1973 and 1984, NEA assessments concluded that the numbers may have been inflated because respondents of the telephone surveys claimed artificially high attendance at arts events so as not to appear “uncultured” (Schuster 1991, 9–10). The acquisition of “culture” may entail a variety of preparatory activities such as reading and art instruction, often media based. These in themselves may contribute to self-esteem and confidence, but actual attendance at public arts events makes this “consumption” a “conspicuous” signifier of social status.

The widely disseminated knowledge of Shakespeare’s plays was a basis for Levine’s argument for the broad appeal of culture across class lines in the mid-19th century, and its being preempted by the higher classes late in that century marked its transition to a signifier of upper-class taste. In the 21st century the popularity of Shakespearean drama may still serve as a major signal for the acquisition of culture. The Shakespeare Theatre Association represents almost a hundred U.S. theaters with a major commitment to producing Shakespeare’s plays, but this may be less than half the number of Shakespeare festivals/theaters operating in the United States Many Shakespeare theaters conduct their own surveys, but nothing provides an accurate demographic profile of this audience as a whole. The demographic profile of long-established companies like the Oregon Shakespeare Festival closely resembles that of Broadway audiences (Oregon 2013), but the Texas Shakespeare Festival (Texas 2007) has an economic profile in which the middle classes dominate and is probably more typical of Shakespeare festivals, the majority of which lack sufficient population bases to be sustained principally by support from locals in the upper economic strata.

Evidence of middle-class attendance at cultural events does not in itself constitute proof that this reflects middle-class aspirations. The question of motive remains largely a matter of speculation. At present audience surveys measure broad demographic characteristics such as age, income, and education without addressing motives. The few surveys that more closely examine factors that contribute to attendance look mostly at product attributes such as bill selection, ticket price, convenience of location, ease of purchase, etc. To accurately assess the extent to which the need for cultural markers influences presence at cultural events, we need information about the motives for attendance. Because admitting such a motive might seem to compromise the authenticity of attendance as a mark of “being cultured,” the questioning needs to be indirect.
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THE MEDIA PORTRAYAL OF THE MIDDLE CLASS

The American middle class is the dominant American type in the media, especially film and television. Middle-class expectations and identity have often been defined and reinforced by popular media images. The media has consistently portrayed the middle class as homeowners, consumers who value material gratification, respectable families concerned with conformity and competition, and as imbued with values of the work ethic, self-restraint, and law-abiding democratic patriotism. The media has depicted the growth of the material comforts of the middle class as the 20th century has progressed, and the gender and ethnic diversity of the mainstream media portrayals have diversified rapidly since the late 1960s. Even as depictions of the middle class have evolved over the last 100 years, however, the middle-class stereotype and core values continue to dominate mainstream media. Even those media portrayals critical of the middle class or focusing on the counterculture, lower class, or elites view their subjects through the lens of the dominant middle-class stereotypes, which are presented as normative America. Recent critical and ironic takes on the middle class, as seen in TV shows like The Simpsons and films like American Beauty—unimaginable in the 1950s—still reflect the middle-class ideals of the 19th century and indeed of the Puritans.

The modern media focus on the middle class had its precursor in magazines of the 19th century such as Godey’s Lady’s Book and Harper’s Magazine and in the print-art industry dominated by Currier and Ives late in the same century. The emergence of a market economy and ever-expanding town-based middle class, along with the growing dominance of their values in print material in rural households, established the economic and cultural dominance of middle-class imagery. Film, radio, and then television sought the same mass market.

Early 20th-century film catered to the growing number of Americans entering the class and aspiring to its values as well as to its new consumer comforts and thrills. Early silent films often lasted only a few minutes but showed glimpses of new fashions, technology, and conveniences shot from everyday life. As the silent film industry grew in narrative and technical sophistication, stories of courtship and financial striving were acted out against novel backdrops of modern suburban homes, amusement parks, automobile and air travel, and even the movie theaters themselves. The It Girl (1927) exemplified many of the ways silent film tapped into middle-class culture. The story was taken straight from a serial in Cosmopolitan magazine and was set in that most modern of places: the department store. The department store functioned in the film much as the mall did in numerous teenage comedies of the 1980s and 1990s. It was a glittering showcase of middle-class material longing and a hub of social interaction that mimicked and shaped middle-class values, especially gender roles. The “It” girls from Fast Times at Ridgemont High (1982) or Clueless (1995) who prowled the malls would have been at home 80 years earlier at the department store. The original “It Girl,” Clara Bow, both worked at the store and sought to move up the social ladder by marrying the manager. The advent of “talkies” in the same year ushered in entire genres of film that rotated around almost hermetically sealed middle-class settings in which nearly everyone and everything on screen came from the white suburban middle class. Both the Andy Hardy films and the screwball comedies attained massive popularity in the 1930s and lasted until the mid-1940s.

Post–World War II America saw suburban boom, real social mobility, and the advent of television and a media world saturated with wholehearted celebrations of middle-class bliss. The birth and subsequent Golden Age of television (1950–1964) was the height of the media celebration of the middle class. Television advertising, even more than its programming, depicted and targeted the middle class. With the exception of beer commercials, few ads pandered to the working classes, either in the Golden Age or since. The dominance of the three major national networks ensured that programming was homogenized and aimed at the national mean, which was the white middle class. Radio had more localized audiences and a broadcast structure that led to more varied ethnic, regional, and class programming. Early television usually did not. Even programs with elite and working-class settings often supported middle-class mores. The Honeymooners (broadcast intermittently from 1951 to 1978 but in its heyday from 1955 to 1960) and its even more wildly popular animated clone The Flintstones (1960–1966) had decidedly working-class and unpolished male protagonists but also had female characters and situations immersed in the cult of domesticity and middle-class consumer longing, especially the suburban Flintstones with their wealth of prehistoric technological conveniences. Far more shows were overt odes to the middle class. Shows such as Father Knows Best (radio 1949–1954, TV 1954–1960), Leave It to Beaver (1957–1963), The Donna Reed Show (1958–1966), and The Dick Van Dyke Show (1961–1966) all featured sanitized white suburban middle-class families. These very popular shows presented an idealized world of marital happiness, upright model fathers, domestic pretty mothers, and respectful children. These shows avoided real-world problems and the complexities of American gender, racial, and economic tension. Fair play, hard work, honesty, self-control, and a go-getter attitude that supported family and country always triumphed. The media in general, including film, was imbued with these cultural standards. Scholars agree that Cold War conformity had much to do with the uniformity in media images of middle-class values, but so did audience and artistic taste, production codes, and the social orientation of the tastemakers. The popular heroes of Westerns like Bonanza (1959–1973) on television and High Noon (1952) on film, and of ancient epics like Ben-Hur (1959) and comic book sagas like The Adventures of Superman (1952–1958 TV, film 1951), all hailed interchangeably from post–World War II middle America rather than the Old West, biblical times, or another planet.

Media images of the middle class became more complex and diverse in the late 1960s with groundbreaking films like The Graduate (1967) that portrayed the white middle class but skewered its shallow materialism and hypocritical moralism. The suburban middle-class family would remain a focus of film and especially of television in the 1970s and 1980s, but new and long-standing realities and difficulties had to be acknowledged. TV audiences at the time and historians of media since have cited All in the Family (1971–1979) as the breakthrough show. All in the Family directly confronted all the major forces of change in society: the women’s rights movement, civil rights, the sexual revolution, the counterculture, and the Vietnam era political divide. Like the Flintstones, the Bunkers straddled the line between working class and middle class, but the show’s popularity and impact were a mainstream phenomenon that remade what could appear on television even in more suburban and professional settings. Not surprisingly, the show produced an influential African American focused spin-off, The Jeffersons (1975–1985), and a feminist one, Maude (1972–1978). Even the less serious middle-class television hit of the 1970s, The Brady Bunch (1969–1974 and a big syndication hit from 1974 on), at least acknowledged the reality of blended families with the rise in divorce and remarriage.

In the 1980s The Cosby Show (1984–1992) and shows like Family Ties (1982–1989) lacked the daring of All in the Family, but highlighted new realities. The very normality of The Cosby Show reflected the growth of the African American middle class. A middle-class African American family on television did not have to explain itself or be a show about race at all. The Jeffersons had been about the novelty of black success and in some ways drew its humor from the “fish out of water” racial dynamic, and Good Times (1974–1979) had placed the black family in the projects in a decidedly underclass setting. The Cosbys were simply a family who happened to be African American. Character and household situations drove the comedy and drama. Like other middle-class shows in the 1980s and especially the 1990s, The Cosby Show and Family Ties had more equal marriages and educated and professional women than in 1950s and 1960s media. Family Ties also acknowledged that the middle class was not as politically and culturally uniform as it had seemed in the 1950s. The Vietnam era political and cultural split persisted, and even grew, on both screen and the airwaves in the 1980s and 1990s and beyond. Family Ties drew humor from the liberal/conservative divide within middle-class families. The news media and political advertising also began a rapid and sustained expansion on television in this era with new cable and then Internet outlets feeding the divide between “red” and “blue” states: media-created terms for the liberal/conservative split.

In this more self-reflective, critical, and diverse media and cultural setting, the evolution of the portrayal of the middle class since the 1950s even became itself the subject of film. One of the most successful films of the 1980s, Back to the Future (1987), sent Marty McFly, a contemporary teenager back to the innocent and simpler 1950s. Like the popular 1970s show Happy Days (1974–1984), Back to the Future was mostly an exercise in middle-class nostalgia. Marty McFly traveled back in time, but all he really used this awesome power to accomplish was getting a better job and house for his dad and a really cool pickup truck for himself. Twenty years after its release, The Graduate’s critique of middle-class materialism and shallowness had yet to prevail. Pleasantville (1998) time-traveled back to the 1950s world of Father Knows Best as well. The young protagonists played by Tobey Maguire and Reese Witherspoon learn, however, that the diversity of identities and roles celebrated in the middle class of their own era are desperately needed in the 1950s and that the gender, sexual, and cultural revolutions of the 1990s, while challenging, are superior to the 1950s television world. Several important 1990s films, like Pleasantville, examined the middle class but criticized some of its cherished myths. Earlier films like Kramer vs. Kramer (1979) and Ordinary People (1980) had taken on the unhappy realities of divorce, family breakdown, and mental illness in the suburbs. Other 1990s films made exposing the myths of middle-class life high art. American Beauty (1999) used black comedy to expose how thin the veil of respectability, stability, and domestic happiness could be for all in suburbia. The Truman Show (1998) created an idyllic 1950s sitcom-style world only to have it all collapse, liberating the title character but in an ironic commentary leaving the millions of viewers in need of wholesome middle-class myths just changing the channel to the next diversion. Ang Lee’s Ice Storm (1997) takes a historical approach to get to the same point, depicting the chilly emptiness of suburban marriage and childhood through a portrait of a neighborhood in the 1970s.

Film critiques of the middle class in the 1990s had even more popular mainstream television parallels. In the last 20 years, sitcoms and dramas expect less of their protagonists yet still venerate the middle class and its ideals. The white middle class starred in the record-breaking animated series The Simpsons (1989–present) and in its successful animated cousins South Park (1997–present), Family Guy (1998–present), King of the Hill (1997–2010), and American Dad (2005–present). All of these critically acclaimed and long-running shows are set in traditional families in suburbia. All are to varying degrees ironic, crass, outrageous, culturally and politically aware—even daring and satiric. Yet their story lines all typically resolve in accordance with middle-class virtues of loyalty, family, responsibility, and democratic patriotism. South Park is proudly obscene and, unlike the others, only available on cable. Key episodes, however, ultimately extoll the responsibility of voting, the value of chaste fashions, and the dangers of drugs (and hippies). This mainstream middle-class genre of the current generation shows the persistence of the values and standards that have dominated media content and captivated audiences throughout American history. Many scholars argue that the long-standing power of the Disney and Spielberg franchises similarly spring from their success in building the middle-class dream factories that persist in popularity even in 21st-century America. The American media may have expanded its definition and representation of the middle class, but its focus on the subject has never waivered.
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ALLEN, WOODY (1935–)

Woody Allen is an American actor, comedian, playwright, and filmmaker who has directed over 40 films. He has been nominated for 24 Academy Awards and has won four times, once as Best Director for Annie Hall (1977) and three times for Best Original Screenplay. To many, Allen is unquestionably better known as a comedian and for his controversial personal life rather than for the serious exploration of philosophical themes that characterizes films such as Crimes and Misdemeanors (1989), Match Point (2005), and Blue Jasmine (2013). Yet, from a philosophical standpoint, Allen’s films are of enormous import in that they are obsessed with issues of contemporary metaphysical concern.

In his serious films, as in his earlier comedic work, Allen demonstrates an understanding of the history of Western philosophy, which is quite extraordinary for a man whose formal education ended at the age of 19 when he was ejected from New York University. His early parodies of traditional philosophical concerns (as in his essays “My Philosophy” and “Mr. Big” from his 1971 book of essays, Getting Even) show that even then, Allen had read and thought about philosophy. In the first five films he directed, ending with Love and Death, Allen continued to use comedy to explore such concerns, including, in the last film, parodies of Tolstoy’s musings in War and Peace as well as Ingmar Bergman’s obsessions with human mortality in The Seventh Seal.

Starting with Annie Hall (1977), Allen’s first really serious film, elements of his own philosophy appear in ways that are no longer primarily comedic. Structured in the form of a long therapy session, this film begins and ends with Allen’s persona, Alvy Singer, telling us jokes that are more serious than funny. In this film Allen perfects his technique of using humor to genuinely explore philosophical issues, as opposed to his earlier practice of exploiting traditional philosophical arguments in order to be humorous.

Yet Allen never suggests that humor can fulfill his characters’ goals or even uncover the truth. Alvy Singer can only get Annie to return to New York in his fictional play, not in the reality of the film. Alvy’s obsession with his own mortality, his condemnation of the lax moral values of Los Angeles, and his attempt to create meaning for his life through his destructive relationship with Annie, are all vital elements of the philosophical themes that haunt Allen’s work. It is also in this film that Allen first makes reference to a specific text, in this case Ernest Becker’s The Denial of Death, as a reference source for his concerns. Becker’s book, a serious study of philosophical and psychological issues from the perspective of such thinkers as Soren Kierkegaard and Otto Rank, sets the parameters of the treatise on mortality that Allen presents in the film.

From this point on, Allen’s films continue to explore serious philosophical themes in ways that are quite explicit. These films are filled with clues and frequent explicit references to thinkers and their work. For example, A Midsummer Night’s Sex Comedy (1982) begins with a lecture given by a pompous philosopher, Professor Leopold Sturgis (José Ferrer), on the impossibility of knowledge in all areas of metaphysics, including ethics, religion, social theory, and aesthetics. For those familiar with the history of philosophy, Allen clearly intends Sturgis’s views to mirror those of contemporary analytic thinkers such as Bertrand Russell, and Sturgis’s eventual transformation into a being of pure spirit may be read as Allen’s critique of such views.

Similarly, in September (1987), Jack Warden plays a physicist who shares his professional frustrations at science’s discovery that the universe is a meaningless place, governed by arbitrary rules that are indifferent to human concerns and values. Allen shows us how such conclusions led this character, and those who hold similar views in Allen’s other films, to abandon all responsibility for their moral action in their cynical search for hedonistic pleasure.

On the other hand, in Another Woman (1988), Allen’s primary protagonist is a professional philosopher named Marion Post (Gena Rowlands), who is initially identified as a critic of the views of the philosopher Martin Heidegger. Yet, as the film progresses, we watch her transformation from a repressed intellectual into a caring, authentic individual as she personally discovers the truth of Heidegger’s insights and her own spiritual beauty as symbolized in the poetry of Rainer Maria Rilke.

Allen’s pessimism is portrayed most powerfully in Crimes and Misdemeanors (1989), perhaps his best film, in which the main character, Judah Rosenthal (Martin Landau), comes to “see” that in a world devoid of a divine presence, all acts are permissible, even murder. The apparent philosophical despair of this film, in which the most moral individual, a rabbi, is shown gradually going blind, refers us to the writings of such thinkers as Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and Buber. Although this film has been taken by many to symbolize Allen’s ultimate sense of hopelessness, others have argued that Judah, despite his assertions to the contrary, has not really escaped from his deep sense of guilt.

In 2005 and again in 2007, Allen revisited the moral implications of murder in his films Match Point and Cassandra’s Dream. A comparison of these three films could be used to argue that Allen denies the possibility of a meaningful and satisfying life for those who “cross the line” and engage in homicide.

There is no way to predict where Allen’s internal struggle will finally lead him. Perhaps the character who best symbolizes this struggle is Louis Levy, the philosopher in Crimes and Misdemeanors whose faith and strength of will were strong enough to survive the Holocaust and to create an apparently optimistic postwar philosophy. Levy (like Primo Levi) may have been driven by despair to commit suicide; yet, at the film’s conclusion, he is miraculously resurrected as the spokesperson for a bittersweet moral optimism which proclaims that “most human beings seem to have the ability to keep trying, and even to find joy, from simple things like the family, their work, and from the hope that future generations might understand more.” Perhaps someday Allen will be able to celebrate Levy’s faith without also feeling the obligation to share in his despair.

See also: Death and Dying; Movies
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Sander H. Lee

BEATLES, THE

I do not claim to know why there were many men of genius at that time. The Elizabethans themselves would have attributed it to Constellation. I must be content with trying to sketch some of the intellectual and imaginative conditions under which they wrote.

—C. S. Lewis, “New Learning and New Ignorance,” in English Literature in the Sixteenth Century Excluding Drama

Every now and then there’s a Renaissance. Something is rediscovered, reframed, reclaimed. A technology appears, and a difference in degree becomes a difference in kind. Catalytic events give rise to a new critical mass of invention or reception, or both. Suddenly and apparently out of nowhere, a period of intense and transformative creativity emerges. To have lived during a Renaissance is to know what greatness is possible, and to suspect that cynicism and critical distance are not necessarily the most ennobling responses we can bring to that greatness.

The 1960s were just such a Renaissance for popular music, arriving in the vernacular electric mix of blues, folk, country, swing, and rhythm & blues that came to be called “rock and roll.” The Beatles, collectively, were the Shakespeare of that Renaissance. They inherited a great culture of musical invention, benefited from the sudden updrafts of post–World War II prosperity that brought disposable income to the new and controversial demographic called “teenagers,” matured during an unprecedented explosion of communication technologies, and omnivorously roamed from sweaty cellars, red-light districts, slums, and freezing motorways to palaces, embassies, and magical mystery tours mingling satyriasis, hallucination, wild approbation, and persistent condemnation. When George Harrison remarked, decades after the roar had become a permanent thrum, that the fans had given their money and screams but the Beatles had given their nervous systems, he was probably not exaggerating.

What a cast of characters they were. John: an art-school dropout from the middle class whose childhood home had a name (Mendips) and whose restlessly obsessive mind continually led him in and out of altered states of being. Paul: the brightly eager-to-please son of a journeyman musician and a pretty nurse whose council house at 20 Forthlin Road saw the birth of a creative partnership that would equal, then overtake, the creative partners they most admired, Gerry Goffin and Carole King. George: whose devotion to his guitar and youthful hero worship of John led to a matured talent with a brief but intense creative impact that rivaled his senior bandmates’. Ringo: who survived a year in the hospital and fought his way back to become Liverpool’s premier rock drummer and the bandmate-in-waiting who completed the Beatles just in time for their big break. Brian Epstein: the ambitious, cultivated, and unhappily closeted scion of a prominent Liverpool merchant for whom the Beatles became a calling (and his love for John a private obsession, hiding in plain sight). George Martin: the classically trained musician whose career as a record producer included a deeply zany and aurally inventive collaboration with Peter Sellers and the Goons, one that gave him every bit as much credibility with the Beatles as his extraordinary scoring and arranging abilities. Not to mention Neil Aspinall, Mal Evans, Dick James, George Lockwood, and the Beatles’ fellow rock-and-roll stars gathering nightly at the Bag O’Nails club in London.

Was it “Constellation” that brought the Beatles and their mentors together and propelled them toward their greatness? Not entirely, but it seems that something must have aligned, and the planets are as good a guess as any. Yet there is also willpower intertwined with their luck. From a stumbling beginning through a dismal hiatus that nearly broke the band, and then to heights of fame and influence that will never be equaled, the Beatles never lost faith in themselves. Not even an unbroken series of record company rejections could dishearten them. When they were finally signed to Parlophone Records, instead of counting their lucky stars and taking the surefire number one hit they were given by their new producer, they stood their ground and insisted on recording their own composition, “Love Me Do,” a mediocre song that couldn’t even crack the top ten. Then their second song, “Please Please Me,” demonstrated that their self-confidence was entirely justified—but only because they accepted George Martin’s advice and rearranged the song to include every catchy compositional trick they’d ever learned.

The story of the Beatles is both a story to tell and a story to inhabit. Decades after their breakup, it appears that the Beatles wrote the very fable in which they appeared. In this sense, the classic line from “Penny Lane” describes not only the pretty nurse selling poppies from a tray, but themselves as well:

And though she feels as if she’s in a play, she is anyway.

 

Ian Macdonald points out the “shiver of grace notes” on the word “play,” and calls it an acid-influenced moment. Whether or not LSD was involved in that particular composition, it is undeniably true that in the end the Beatles wrote a drama for themselves as well as an entire generation, a drama about the possibilities of liberation, reinvention, reawakening. They helped to inspire what in fact they led and became: a Renaissance. Just as Hamlet was performed on the “wrong side” of the Thames in a theater where one would have to elbow one’s way past the whores and pickpockets and serving-women wearing their mistresses’ cast-off finery to see a defining moment in Western culture, so the Beatles made their art in a cultural moment of bewildering variety, upset, and buzzing, blooming confusion. At the same time, the Beatles insisted, from first to last, that love was always the lifeblood of liberation. The early refrain “Love Me Do” leads to their final moment of harmony on record, the last words of the last album they made together start to finish, Abbey Road: “And in the end, the love you take is equal to the love you make.” Perhaps they felt they were in a play. Perhaps they were anyway. Their great gift was the realization of possibility, the idea that even beneath the blue suburban skies we could find a play of self-awareness that might lead to community, and to the imagination of a better world in which benign and enduring alignments might mean that no good thing need ever be lost.
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Gardner Campbell

BEYONCÉ

Beyoncé (Knowles-Carter) has long been a mainstay in America’s pop cultural zeitgeist. Her impact and reputation have surpassed pop culture figures even twice her age. She has been working in the entertainment industry in one form or another almost her entire life and has been under intense media scrutiny specifically since the group Destiny’s Child released their debut album in 1998 on Columbia Records. Since then, she has released three additional proper albums with various configurations of Destiny’s Child (final lineup being Beyoncé, Kelly Rowland, and Michelle Williams), as well as six solo records.

Beyoncé has transformed from girl-group major-label recording artist to owner and president of her own growing media empire, Parkwood Entertainment—the imprint on which she now releases albums and film projects. Beyoncé has also not only clearly carved out her own niche in pop culture; she has become part of American history and politics as an empowered, untamable artistic force. Contrary to what her song “***Flawless” claims, the Beyoncé we worship today did not in fact “wake up like this.” Her ascendancy was a process.

Beyoncé was born into the American middle class in Houston, Texas, on September 4, 1981. From her early days as a pageant girl (at her parents’ behest) to the pop culture purveyor we know today, she has achieved popularity and power perhaps no other black woman in entertainment has every achieved, save Janet Jackson or Oprah Winfrey. Although simultaneously praised and critiqued by the entire world, Beyoncé continues to create some of the most innovative, boundary-pushing music and visual culture the entertainment industry has ever seen.

Her fan base, the Beyhive—made up of everyday people worldwide, is more devoted than any other in pop culture, “swarming” anyone who dares question or ridicule their Queen Bee/Bey. Her influence is one of the most pervasive, her life one of the most profiled, and yet she remains one of the most private celebrities alive today—a remarkable feat in today’s point-and-click culture where even some of the most powerful white men can’t rely on their private dealings remaining private. In her short life to this point, she is even already the focus of at least five different university courses in various disciplines—including my own “Politicizing Beyoncé” begun in 2010, to interrogate Beyoncé’s relationship to the legacy of black feminism in the United States. And much of Beyoncé’s popularity relies on the fact that she represents black women in a world and culture that otherwise does not respect or value them. She speaks powerfully to marginalized groups, celebrating the LGBTQ community, people of color, and women generally—groups that are not always default celebrated in American pop culture.

Although Dangerously in Love (2003) catapulted Beyoncé into the world of solo artist superstardom, it mainly exists as a collection of (hit!) singles and not a cohesive statement. It’s not until B’Day (2006), after starring in the Hollywood adaptation of Dreamgirls and playing the defeated Deena Jones character, that Beyoncé reemerges as the fierce icon we currently see. Sure, female empowerment was always a message in her music, but with B’Day, Beyoncé returns guns blazing—at patriarchy and white supremacy, albeit implicitly. Beyoncé is nothing if not business savvy, and she releases music that can be enjoyed on multiple levels, depending on your own engagement. B’Day is an album of killer music, but also shows Beyoncé beginning to take control over her own career, distance herself from her father as her manager, introduce her all female band, the Suga Mamas, and start to give the audience political commentary on various issues.

Noted scholar Daphne Brooks has written about B’Day as a protest album, challenging America’s perceptions of black women in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina (Brooks 2006). The album itself was released a year, almost to the date, after Katrina. The artwork consists of Gulf Coast imagery and a lead single called “Deja Vu,” with a video that shows Beyoncé invoking multiple time periods, from preslavery to current day, in which black women might get the deja vu feeling of history repeating itself.

With I Am … Sasha Fierce (2008), Beyoncé takes on issues of gender and sexuality through her own black female perspective, as well as from the perspective of her alter ego Sasha Fierce, who, for all intents and purposes, is a complicated drag performance. Beyoncé and Sasha Fierce here seek to explore the limits of the American gender binary system on one side of the album (I Am S), and break it completely apart on the other (Sasha Fierce). The record was originally released on two compact discs, even though it could easily fit on one, to further enact the politics she was implying by forcing the listener to physically change the CD to alternate between the two worlds.

With 4 (2011), Beyoncé reinvoked a soul signing tradition, while also giving the world one of her most explicitly political and feminist songs to date—“Girls (Run the World).” Instead of offering this as fact, she sings the songs as proscription, demanding that girls empower themselves in the world, while calling out gendered double standards and inequality. In the music video and live performances, she created a multicultural army of women standing up to patriarchal power. She creates the worlds she wishes existed, and by doing so, empowers us to realize them in the real world and not just in music video fantasy.

Finally, Beyoncé (2013) perhaps brought Beyoncé’s politics and impact to an indisputable record-shattering level. Just as people of one generation remember exactly where they were when America landed on the moon, the millennial generation will remember the exact place they were when Beyoncé upended the entire music industry by releasing her visual album Beyoncé on December 13, as a complete surprise. She broke every single rule, and she got even more political. She included multiple references to feminism as a political project, all from her own unique perspective as a black woman. She ushered in a new era in which female celebrities were no longer scared to identify as feminist, something not true before Beyoncé’s great pronouncements on Beyoncé. She critiqued the beauty industry, the police state, and the music industry unapologetically on her surprise album. She did the unthinkable and set a new precedent to which other artists immediately aspired, without the same effect. Beyoncé’s award-winning Lemonade was released in 2016.

Beyoncé speaks to the people—across difference, across identity, and all from her unique black feminist perspective. She brings people together through her music, and in doing so, she represents the very best that pop culture can aspire to: entertainment, politics, creativity, innovation, art. She is universally acknowledged and celebrated (as well as criticized), but she does it all from her unique power position—a position that defies the odds. Beyoncé is an American artist—a black woman who speaks from within the system but also challenges it at every turn through her political art. From the American middle class to superstar, Beyoncé represents all of us, and does so in a very particular way. America, and the world, have never seen the likes of an artist like Beyoncé before, and likely never will again.
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BLUEGRASS MUSIC

Lester Flatt, one of our greatest bluegrass musicians and bandleaders, was fond of saying that when he was a boy a band was just a couple of guys playing a fiddle and banjo. It is ironic that in light of that remark Lester Flatt became known internationally as a member of two of the greatest bluegrass bands of all time. As the guitar player in the original bluegrass band, the Blue Grass Boys, and as the cofounder and guitar player for his own group, the Foggy Mountain Boys, Flatt’s picking style and perfect driving rhythm defined an instrument that in his own estimation was not even part of early country bands. An emphasis on the guitar as a central instrument in the typical bluegrass band cements the certain difference between bluegrass and old-time string band music and opens a pathway for understanding not only what bluegrass is but also how its popularity has changed over the past 50 years.

Bluegrass is a southern American form of acoustic ensemble music that can include a number of different instrumental combinations. Most commonly a full bluegrass band would contain a guitar, banjo, mandolin, bass, fiddle, and sometimes a resonator style guitar popularly known as a Dobro. Various other combinations might include another guitar, just guitar, banjo, fiddle, and bass, or guitar, banjo, mandolin, and bass. The indispensable instrumental lineup would include a guitar, banjo, another lead and rhythm instrument like a mandolin or fiddle, and a bass. Bill Monroe’s Bluegrass Boys was composed always of a guitar, bass, fiddle, mandolin, and banjo. The bass is vital in any bluegrass instrumental package because of the need in this music for a strong rhythmic foundation. For this same reason, in the 1970s, some “progressive” bluegrass outfits even included drums or more commonly, an electric bass guitar (Rosenberg 1985). The combination of a strong bass line running under the force of a rhythm guitar and the syncopation of bluegrass style banjo playing is responsible for the “hard-driving” nature of this music.

Bluegrass music originated in the American South in the 1930s and 1940s and, unlike many forms of popular music that seem to grow anonymously and organically out of the soil and air of a particular place in time, bluegrass music’s origins can be traced to a single influence, a man whose presence still towers over the music he named, many years after his death.

Bill Monroe was born on a farm near the little town of Rosine, Kentucky, in 1911. Located in western Kentucky near Bowling Green, the area where Monroe grew up and learned to play music is far removed from the Appalachian mountains where his new style of country music would take root and spread like kudzu. Monroe was recognized as a musical prodigy at an early age and would spend his life living up to that early promise. For Monroe music was his life, and he was always around it and sharing it with others. Monroe’s music reflected his rural Kentucky upbringing and musical influences, both black and white. His mandolin playing was virtuosic and influential but in addition his songwriting, powerfully personal and revealing, created an aura around the man that few who knew him well or just heard his music on records could escape. Bill and his two brothers built a respectable following throughout the Midwest and South in the 1930s as a result of their radio performances. Bill Monroe went on to form what many have called the band that named the music, the Blue Grass Boys, in 1938, and was hired as a regular performer on the Grand Ole Opry soon after (Rosenberg 1985).

Monroe was a magnet who drew the most talented musicians to him. Those men who played with Monroe over the six decades that he toured and recorded created a bluegrass diaspora that spread a love and devotion to this music throughout the United States and eventually, by the 1970s, internationally. In the 1940s and 1950s Monroe’s style, while the most popular over the long run, was not the only bluegrass show in town. His longtime rivals, Lester Flatt and Earl Scruggs, branched out early from their bluegrass roots in Monroe’s band to form their own outfit, the Foggy Mountain Boys. Ralph and Carter Stanley formed the Clinch Mountain Boys in southwest Virginia and infused Monroe’s hard-driving and syncopated bluegrass with an Appalachian mountain derived “high lonesome sound.” Though this term has become ubiquitous as a descriptor of bluegrass, it was originally coined by the artist John Cohen as a vivid reminder of the almost eerie music of the eastern Kentucky coal miner and musician Roscoe Holcomb (Cohen 1963).

Bluegrass was marketed originally to the same demographic that supported country music, namely working-class whites primarily in the South. Bluegrass could be heard on some commercial radio programs in and near Appalachia and of course on the Grand Ole Opry each Friday and Saturday night, and even though Monroe’s popularity never waned the music itself languished in the 1950s and early 1960s. All of the bluegrass bands, endlessly touring and playing small venues, were working hard along with other country musicians to withstand the onslaught of rock and roll.

Then in 1965 the first bluegrass festival was held in Fincastle, Virginia, an event along with Bill Monroe’s performance at the Newport Folk Festival that infused new blood into the music and began to bring it to a much larger and largely middle-class audience (Lawless 2005). As millions of American college students and members of the general public were drawn into the orbit of an increasingly popular folk music revival, the excitement and energy of bluegrass music found a rebirth and a renaissance. Flatt and Scruggs played Carnegie Hall in New York City. John Hartford would bring the three-fingered picking style originated by Earl Scruggs to American television audiences, and the music became central to the soundtracks of Hollywood movies and television programs. While Flatt and Scruggs’s “Ballad of Jed Clampett” found a huge audience because of its association with the popular television series, The Beverly Hillbillies, the average bluegrass fan of the late 1960s and 1970s was far less likely to identify with Jed Clampett than those of a generation before (Rosenberg 1985).

Although bluegrass music, particularly the songs penned by Bill Monroe, has always been filled with prodigious references to a romantic and bucolic southern past, like those middle-class fans of contemporary country music, modern bluegrass fans have little in common with much of the genre’s subject matter. Most southerners today live in cities or suburbs and most have never lived anywhere else (Reed 1994). Most have no knowledge of farm life or of the lonesome sound of a whip-poor-will by a lonely dirt road. But bluegrass has always combined sentimental lyrics and heartbreak with strong ensemble playing, weaving solos on banjo, mandolin, and fiddle in and out of the hard-driving rhythm provided by the guitar and standup bass.

This is not to say that the themes of home, place, loss, community, family, economic hardship, change, and personal struggle do not cut across class lines. Middle-class Americans who flock to the hundreds, possibly thousands of bluegrass festivals held all over the country each season must feel a connection in some way to the messages held in these old and new songs. The older groups, the contemporaries of Monroe, always dressed in suits and ties and exuded an intense respect for the music and their audience. The early audiences in the high school gyms were working people who dressed up in their Sunday best to go to the shows. From the late 1960s on the audiences became more affluent and more middle class as bluegrass was associated with other forms of Americana or roots music. The traditional groups, and particularly bluegrass gospel bands, still adhere to a strict dress code. The audiences for bluegrass increasingly have not. Bluegrass is heard on special programs carried by public radio and television and experienced live most often in a large festival setting. Gone are the one-night stands of groups jamming everything into a couple of cars and rolling through the night from one small high school auditorium to another. More commonly today bluegrass is heard from the stage of festivals that try to reflect the diversity of American music. For large numbers of urban and suburban people, in the North and South, bluegrass music was and is a pathway many take into a broader and richer appreciation of American rural musical culture, a musical landscape that has increased the exposure and viability of everything from old-time fiddle music to southern gospel, to Cajun music, blues, and western swing. In the contemporary world of bluegrass you would be just as likely to find a bluegrass band at an art opening or a museum gathering as at an outdoor festival. It has become increasingly difficult to find bluegrass being played in the auditoriums of rural high schools or in the bars of the city.
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Richard A. Straw

COMIC BOOKS

The American comic book first started as a means of reprinting old newspaper comic strips but quickly came to offer original content including tales of adventure, crime fighting, horror, romance, science fiction, and humor. Even though for much of its history it has been associated with the exploits of costumed superheroes, such as Superman, Batman, the Fantastic Four, and the X-Men, the modern comic book now encompasses a wide variety of genres, themes, and protagonists. Its popularity has grown so pervasive that many comic book creations have transcended print and crossed over into other forms of media, such as radio, television, motion pictures, and video games.

In 1933 Funnies on Parade made its debut, the very first comic book. It was the brainchild of Maxwell C. Gaines (1894–1947), whose love of newspaper comic strips led him to approach businesses about sponsoring small 68-page collections of Sunday pages as a giveaway to their customers, which were called “premiums.” Eventually Gaines slapped a 10-cent sticker on some leftovers and sold them to newsstands. These sold out quickly, and soon other issues followed with print runs of 350,000 or more, which inspired rival publishers to push into the market.

When the public began to demand new and original material, not simply reprints, Gaines produced new comic books that were a hybrid of reprint and original material. His biggest client was Detective Comics Inc., which later became DC Comics. Soon their comic books were filled with a wide variety of tough guy heroes, all of whom, however, were normal men with human abilities. This changed in 1937 when writer Jerry Siegel (1914–1996) and artist Joe Shuster (1914–1992) approached Gaines with the idea for a new kind of action feature, called Superman, about an alien from another world who had amazing physical powers. One of the “hooks” that made Superman different was his use of an alter ego (literally, “another self”), that of a wimpy newspaper reporter named Clark Kent. In June 1938 Action Comics #1 hit the newsstands, and Superman took the comic world by storm, initially selling 500,000 copies a month but quickly grew to 900,000. The “golden age” of comic books had arrived.

A virtual explosion of new comic books followed Superman’s introduction. New heroes came from DC Comics, such as the Batman in 1939, Green Lantern, the Flash and the Justice Society of America in 1940, and Wonder Woman in 1941. Timely Comics introduced Captain America. Fawcett Comics contributed Captain Marvel, who sold over one million copies per issue, making it the biggest selling comic in the country. Nonsuperhero comic books were also popular, especially the Donald Duck stories by Carl Barks, Archie by Bob Montana, and The Spirit by Will Eisner, the last of which was uniquely distributed inside the Sunday newspaper. By 1942 over 15 million comic books were being sold per month. And World War II added to the popularity of the comic book. Superheroes became patriotic protectors of America. The U.S. War Department worked with publishers to send millions of issues to homesick American servicemen. On the home front rationing limited the availability of many foods and consumer products, but this meant there were more dimes available for the purchase of comic books, and this ensured their long-term success.

The postwar world saw a precipitous drop in comic book sales, one which was made all the worse with the publication in 1954 of Seduction of the Innocent, a book by Dr. Fredric Wertham, which posited that comic books were responsible for a growth in juvenile delinquency. Scholars have since demonstrated that Wertham was scapegoating America’s social problems, but his book led to the failure of many comic book publishers. In order to reassure the public the remaining publishers drew up the Comics Code Authority (CCA), which banned graphic violence and most sexual content. To receive the CCA seal of approval, comic books had to be subjected to CCA review. Since too much action or too many fights might be misconstrued as promoting violence, many superhero adventures became exceedingly passive, silly, or highly contrived, with the result that readership dropped even further.

The censorship of the Comics Code threatened much of the industry, but in 1956 Julius Schwartz (1915–2004), an editor at DC Comics, tried to pump some new life into the field by reviving some of DC’s old World War II superheroes for a postatomic world. He first updated The Flash, giving him a new costume, a new origin, and a new appeal. Barry Allen, his alter ego, was a modern crime fighter—a police laboratory technician, who used his mind as well as his powers of superspeed to outwit a wild array of supervillains. The revamped Flash began the silver age of comics and ushered in a whole crew of newly updated heroes with modern alter egos. Green Lantern was a test pilot, the Atom was a physicist, and Hawkman was a museum curator. Schwartz even resurrected the concept of the superhero team, creating the Justice League of America in 1960. High sales on these showed that there was a great demand for comic books, but other publishers appeared willing to try even more striking innovations.

Comic books in the 1960s reflected a changing America. Many people were unhappy with the Cold War politics of the 1950s and the status quo, protesting against social injustice and supporting causes such as the women’s movement and the fight for civil rights. Marvel Comics tried to connect with these individuals. Seeing the success of DC’s Justice League, its main editor and writer, Stan Lee (b. 1922) developed new titles to compete. In 1961 along with artist Jack Kirby (1917–1994) Lee created a superteam called the Fantastic Four, whose members unapologetically battled exotic supervillains every month but also addressed the issues of the day. They also frequently bickered, complained, and fought with each other, like real-life families and quite unlike the more passive, stolid DC Comics heroes. The following year Lee enlisted artist Steve Ditko (b. 1927) to create The Amazing Spiderman, whose alter ego was Peter Parker, a teenage boy who developed strange powers from the bite of a radioactive spider, and whose private life was as interesting as his superhero life. He had to balance family, friends, study time, and a job with being Spiderman. The disappointment, confusion, depression, and downright bad luck that plagued Parker, resonated with many readers, who were increasingly teenaged and older, and the result was skyrocketing sales. Marvel constantly pushed the boundaries of the Comics Code, and their new line of “relevant” superheroes struck a chord. By the early 1970s they were rivaling DC Comics in sales. Outside the mainstream publishers the borders of what constituted a comic book were blurred by the so-called underground comics of the 1960s, which included the work of Robert Crumb (Fritz the Cat), Gilbert Shelton (The Fabulous, Furry Freak Brothers), and the contributors to Zap Comics.

Since the 1930s most readers had bought their comic books at various retail outlets, like newsstands, convenience stores, or supermarkets. Independent distributors controlled the dispersal of comic books, which fought with newspapers, magazines, and other periodicals for shelf or rack space. This system of distribution went through a radical change in the 1970s with the growth of comic book shops and the introduction of the “direct market” distribution system. Comic book companies would sell their product to particular distributors who would in turn sell them to specialty comic shops at a discount. The system was a boon to publishers because it guaranteed sales to the specialty market and meant there was more shelf space for product in general. It also offered independent creators, such as Dave Sim (Cerebus the Aardvark) and Wendy and Richard Pini (Elfquest), a way to market their own original creations. They paved the way for a virtual explosion of independently produced comics that would hit the comic book scene starting in the 1980s and continue up to the present, including the Brothers Hernandez (Love and Rockets), Harvey Pekar (American Splendor), Terry Moore (Strangers in Paradise), Daniel Clowes (Ghost World), and Frank Cho (Liberty Meadows), to name only a few.

Independent creators were not the only ones making a stir in the field. In 1975 Marvel took a failing comic, called the Uncanny X-Men, about a group of superpowered teenagers, reengineered its cast to give it a more international flavor, and created one of the biggest marketing successes in comic book history. The youths were all mutants, a completely different race, homo superior, from ordinary homo sapiens. In this way the X-Men tapped into themes of prejudice, alienation, and distrust that resonated with young people of the day. So popular was the series that it spawned a myriad of other mutant related comic titles and high-grossing motion pictures.

The graphic novel has also expanded comic book readership. Originally developed to allow for stories longer than could appear in a single comic book, they ultimately allowed publishers an additional revenue stream by the reprinting of multiple issues of a comic in a book format. It was attractive to buyers who had not bought the original individual issues. Furthermore, it allowed publishers to market their comics in new retail venues, such as chain book stores, and reach an even wider audience—book lovers.

Comic books are even more popular today than they were back in 1938 when Superman first appeared because of new innovative methods of marketing and the movement of comic book characters into other forms of media, especially television and movies. They are a distinct and important part of the American cultural landscape.

See also: Movies; Television
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COUNTRY MUSIC

This entry investigates the relationship between country music and the middle class in the United States. Country music’s appeal for the middle class has waxed and waned, since it has largely been seen as white, working-class music (Malone 2010, 1–30). Its early days saw such stars as Jimmy Rodgers, a superstar in the 1920s and 1930s (Garofalo & Waxman 2014, 50–54). As the “Singing Brakeman,” he appealed to the wilder leanings of the working class, those whose troubles were doused by alcohol, dancing, and trouble with the law. His doffing of a working-class railroad brakeman’s outfit connected him to the working class. The other side of the country music, the more staid side, was represented by the Carter family. Their songs about family and home marked them as the progenitors of country music’s more domestic side, albeit still rural and working class. Social mobility, doing better than your parents, has been a dream of most Americans and an important element in the study of social class (Kohn 1959). Although country music songs often wax nostalgic for the “good old days,” country music fans sought their own social mobility. They brought their music to the mills of the southern Piedmont, and, after they got a piece of the pie, they still wanted to hear music that reminded them of home and rural roots (Roscigno & Danaher 2004, 65–67). These listeners, though working class, often adopted middle-class sensibilities, and their children sometimes moved to the middle class.

The themes of songs previously mentioned changed little over time in contrast to music such as rock and roll, which rebelled against country music’s more traditional values. Although country music appealed to the working class, there were examples in the genre that appealed to the middle class. Hollywood brought the legend of the American cowboy and country western music to the masses beginning in the 1930s (Garofalo & Waxman 2014, 55–56). Country music found broader appeal with crossover songs, from singers like Jim Reeves and Patsy Cline crooning their way through the 1940s and 1950s (Garofalo & Waxman 2014, 122). As rock and roll became the music of 1950s white teens and, later, folk and rock music played a part in antiwar protests, country music, by default, carried on as the arbiter of tradition. Merle Haggard’s tongue in cheek “Okie from Muskogee” became a rallying cry for many who saw the dropping out and draft-dodging of white, middle-class hippies as counter what they saw as basic American values. Country music still had potential for broad appeal. Ray Charles’s 1960s’ album Modern Sounds in Country and Western Music was mining country songs for success in the pop charts (Garofalo & Waxman 2014, 102).

Country music was the music of the working class for generations, but as children of the working class gained social mobility, so did country music. Nashville went from a relatively small music city, drawing from the rural areas of the country, to an urban, country music mecca, where the middle class and working class could mingle and perpetuate the mythical country music themes that had always characterized country music (Peterson 1997, 230–233). Country music was there during the movement from an industrial to a service economy in the 1980s and 1990s. The urban cowboy craze of the 1980s saw actor John Travolta become the face of the urban cowboy, strongly tied to the image of Americans as rugged individualists, helping displaced workers hold onto their identities as breadwinners (Garofalo & Waxman 2014, 381). The cowboy image still holds some sway in modern-day country music; cowboy hats, jeans, and boots are often the default costume of artists and fans. Once country music became an industry dominated by corporate entities, traditional images of country music created ready-made identities for those who wished to become “authentic” (Peterson 1997, 205–211). The image of the cowboy held fast as Garth Brooks took country music and, the country as a whole, by storm in the 1990s (Garofalo & Waxman 2014, 381). His success opened up the way for other crossover artists.

Country music’s inclusion of rock through 1980s producers such as Mutt Lang signaled a sea change in the sound of country music, bringing in rock beats and the traditional guitar riffs of rock music in the music of Shania Twain. Garth Brooks incorporated rock and pop themes in his hugely successful recordings (Garofalo & Waxman 2014, 381–382). This trend helped spread country music to the middle class. As America became more suburban and less rural, listeners could try on various identities that fit with their actual lives or lives they wished to create for themselves outside of their alienated, white-collar, service sector daily existence. Country music audiences have changed in some ways but stayed the same in others. The middle class, especially the newer middle class, who came from working-class roots, or saw these roots as more in tune with their own identities, find resonance in country music’s themes and with its continued ability to create traditions (Peterson 1997, 221). Amid these changes American Idol stars, such as Carrie Underwood, carry on country music’s tradition. The hugely successful country crossover star, Taylor Swift, provides an example of the appeal of straightforward song crafting that has long represented country music and has a broader appeal to the middle class (Dickey 2014). Country music has found a place with the new middle class that builds on its traditional working-class sensibilities.

See also: Beatles, The; Beyoncé; Bluegrass Music; Hip-Hop; Popular Music in American History; Presley, Elvis; Rolling Stones, The; Springsteen, Bruce
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FASHION

The middle class in 21st-century America fully embraces fashion. Men, women, and children regularly wear trendy and what they deem is appropriate attire. Their appearance communicates identity, not simply membership in today’s amorphous middle class, but gender, social position, lifestyle, achievement, interests, and even their aspirations. People are aware of the impact of clothing and thus seek affirmation through sartorial display. Those who aspire to middle-class status can easily dress the part.

Sending a message through sartorial display gave a boost to the American colonists’ efforts to achieve independence from England when men adopted “homespun” suits. Their appearance served as a symbol of democracy and independence. And the introduction of ready-made suit manufacturing in the early 19th century democratized fashion by allowing young men newly arrived in cities to appear to be middle class. As they set about looking for jobs, they were “dressed to impress” in their white shirts, black ties, and ready-made (by hand) suits. The professional look of a suit based on English Savile Row models was the major fashion for men until the introduction of casual clothing in the later 19th and early 20th centuries. The suit was in contrast to work clothes worn by tradesmen and laborers.

Fashions worn by middle-class Americans continue to be barometers of a changing society and culture reflecting not simply growth in capital and individual wealth but new discoveries and developments. The dramatic changes in dress since the 19th century occurred through ideology and advances in education, science, and technology as well as the manufacture of goods, communication, transportation, the arts, entertainment, and especially popular culture.

During much of the early 19th century American middle-class women were expected to counter the perceived deceit and hypocrisy of public life through their personal behavior, particularly their appearance, social rituals, and etiquette. Gowns with simple lines and little ornament were believed to reveal a women’s purity of soul, but they were not fashionable. The ideal was to be demure, express self-effacement, and strive to be inconspicuous. Yet, in contrast, later 19th-century etiquette required middle-class women to keep up appearances, and that usually meant embracing the latest fashionable styles of dress—variations of long full skirts, tight bodices, and sometimes very tight or extremely full sleeves, all supported by underclothing consisting of corset, corset cover, petticoats, and sometimes a bustle, cage crinoline, or hoop skirt. A number of middle-class women believed that these corseted styles distorted the natural beauty of a woman’s body, and that they were unhealthy because they were heavy, often worn too tight and sometimes dragged on the ground. In order to ease the burden, concerned women offered antifashion alternatives: trousers (worn under shorter skirts), reform undergarments, and artistic dress. More comfortable clothing also allowed women to engage more easily in public life.

In mid-19th century newly established department stores offered clothing for middle-class families in urban centers; later the mail order companies—Sear’s, Montgomery Ward, and J.C. Penney—brought fashion to rural America. Women who worked in these and other industries aspired to middle-class status and thus desired fashionable clothing. Magazines and newspapers showed women the latest styles. When streetcars, trains, and the automobile came along they required more practical, simpler clothing for ease in getting in and out of vehicles.

By the early 20th century women’s skirts were getting shorter. The clothing required fewer undergarments for support, and were lighter in weight. Influences from the theater and early movies were seen in the latest fashions. In the ragtime era of the teens, for instance, the American dancer, Irene Castle, was the “It” girl of the moment. Her youthful grace and appearance, with fashions often designed by the English designer Lucile, were a source of inspiration; her daring bobbed hair caused many young women to sheer their own locks.

The designs of Lucile and Parisian fashion couturiers such as Paul Poiret, Chanel, Vionnet, and others were coveted and often copied by American department stores for consumption by the American middle class. The dominant women’s style of the 1920s, the boyish loose-fitting short dress, was surpassed in the 1930s by Vionnet’s more feminine body-hugging bias-cut calf-length dress. Even during the Great Depression women desired fashion. Although many designers were working in the fashion industries creating clothing that appeared in shops and department stores, Hollywood film designers and movies often set the tone for fashion, with stars appearing as models in magazines. In the 1930s clothing was often made of wool, cotton, or American-made rayon and acetate, fibers also used for swimwear at the time, along with Lastex for stretch.

Men’s styles of the 1920s and 1930s also were influenced by entertainers, and could be acquired through many small tailor shops or department stores. Comfort in dress was apparent in more casual styles and sportswear taken from the attire of England’s stylish Edward, Prince of Wales.

It took World War II to bring recognition to the American designer. Styles of the 1940s for women consisted of simplified clothing, largely influenced by wartime L-85 restrictions on fabrics and style. Many women refashioned older clothing. Although many American ready-to-wear manufacturers and designers focused on wartime needs, others prided themselves on how little fabric they used for a garment. The austere styles prevailed until 1947 when the Paris designer, Christian Dior, introduced his New Look, which was a return to femininity (tiny waist, long full skirt, and natural shoulders). On return from the war men adopted the comfortable cotton “khaki” pants of their uniforms for casual wear, opening the door still further to expansion of casual men’s sportswear.

In the 1950s French ready-to-wear fashions, incorporating the New Look, became available in the United States. The New Look, and variations of it, continued in fashion throughout the 1950s. The period saw renewed growth in the American fashion industry with expansion in manufacturing and retail outlets. The casual styles of Claire McCardell and Bonnie Cashin became popular and established a model for sportswear. By the late 1950s, new fibers, nylon and polyester, brought wash-and-wear capabilities to Americans. Television provided a ready-made communication outlet for fashions. Menswear saw the grey flannel suit overtaking the market for middle-class men, yet on the horizon were astonishing new menswear styles.

Real enlightenment came to fashion in the 1960s, when etiquette rules began to crumble. The required hats and gloves were discarded. Trousers were introduced for women in the form of pantsuits. The simple A-line styles (with skirt at the knee) worn by the beautiful Jacqueline Kennedy, wife of the president of the United States, inspired many to copy her look. The youth movement began in earnest with many fashions of the period being inspired by the clothing worn by rock musicians (the Beatles and others). The miniskirt, credited to the English Mod designer, Mary Quant, left its mark on American fashion. Middle-class fashion was modern; it also reflected the influence of contemporary pop and op art.

A phenomenon impacting middle-class men in the 1960s and 1970s was the “Peacock Revolution,” which at first saw the introduction of colorful shirts, wide ties, and stylish jackets and then moved on to fashions that included flamboyant colored jackets with wide lapels and flared pants. These later menswear styles went to extremes, especially when made from textured polyester, as leisure suits, a style that became much maligned in the 1970s.

The Vietnam War and protests against this war helped generate the hippie movement that created its own look for young men and women, a blend of vintage, ethnic, and peasant styles with ripped jeans. These jean-based styles were picked up by designers and soon became a fashion worn by the middle class in the 1970s. Designer jeans became a garment that almost everyone wears today with the styles simply reinvented every year. At this time women began wearing pantsuits for work in part as a rejection of a newly introduced longer skirt, the midi, and hot pants, which were not suitable for the workplace. Dress for success literature encouraged a business look for women.

The 1980s again saw presidential influence, this time with the Reagans. Women’s styles were ostentatious and often revivals of past fashions, such as 1920s chemises and bias cut 1930s styles. Overblown floral printed fabrics were a favorite when dressing up. For work, a heavily padded shoulder was necessary to create a powerful impression. Fashions seen on television’s night-time soaps showed middle-class men and women how to create the look. MTV, music television, provided styles for their teenage sons and daughters.

With the demise of polyester, menswear styles returned to tradition, although sportswear and more casual dressing became more acceptable in the workplace. Casual Fridays became the norm in many organizations.

In the 1990s minimalism in dress prevailed with black being the predominant color. Casual dress was more often accepted as business every day. Although women continued to wear business attire, it was usually softened to appear more feminine. Historicism was seen in the reemergence of mini dresses and bias cut dress. Men wore more casual pants and jackets; the more traditional suits had a looser fit. High-tech fibers and fabrics entered the fashion market with the stretch of Lycra gaining ground for comfort and a better fit.

Television and Internet shopping broadened the boundaries of fashion, taking over from the store catalogs that were popular in the 1980s. Hip hop musicians with their own branded fashions took over as style informants for middle-class youth, who for decades had looked to their favorite music group for fashion leadership, and a way to enhance their own identities.

By 2000 there ceased to be a dominant style; rather anything could influence fashion, especially casual dress, including wartime camouflage. A number of journalists predicted the end of fashion. Celebrities from the entertainment world (television, film, and music) began to replace models on covers of fashion magazines. Luxury goods gained ground, especially in leather goods and shoes. Mass marketers, such as Target, offered designer fashion at budget prices.

The economic crisis that followed the collapse of the Lehman Brothers in 2008 greatly impacted the fashion industry. In the same period “fast fashions” entered the American market, providing less expensive fashion goods, with styles that turned over rapidly. Multiple trends have prevailed offering many looks. Women now mix designer styles with T-shirts from Kmart. Social media on the Internet have likewise changed the face of fashion. Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and Pinterest, for instance, provide a constant flow of fashion information from designers, retailers, and fashion bloggers. Consequently, anything goes. Yet, some things remain: jeans are as ubiquitous in the marketplace as ever, the acceptance of sports and exercise clothing continue to inspire street fashion, and the revival of past styles appear regularly.

Whether it is the latest brand of shoe, luxury product, or the reemergence of a past style, middle-class Americans still speak silently through their personal style and dress whether it is the latest “look” or not.
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GINSBERG, ALLEN (1926–1997)

Allen Ginsberg produced a large body of innovative, populist poetry that sustained the countercultural and radical movements that washed across the United States in the second half of the 20th century. Over the course of a long, flamboyant literary career that began in the mid-1950s and lasted until the mid-1990s, he took the Beat Generation message of spontaneity and nonconformity around the globe and carried news from the far reaches of the planet back to the United States.

A child of the Depression of the 1930s, he grew up in industrial New Jersey, the son of middle-class Jewish parents who belonged to the American Left and who joined the bohemian circles of their day. Both parents believed in social progress and endorsed the idea that a better world might be built from the wreckage of capitalism that followed the 1929 stock market crash. Allen’s father Louis wrote poetry, taught English, and supported the perennial Socialist Party candidate for president, Eugene Victor Debs, before shifting allegiance to liberal Democrats. His mother, Naomi, who was born in Russia and immigrated to the United States, joined the American Communist Party and suffered a series of debilitating mental illnesses that led to mental hospitals and a lobotomy. In his long poem, “Kaddish,” Ginsberg pays homage to her and honors a generation of European-born Jews who struggled to survive in the United States.

As a precocious young man, Ginsberg rebelled against his father, though he embraced his father’s love of poetry and the spoken word. His early work appeared in student magazines at Columbia College, where he met Jack Kerouac, the son of blue-collar Catholics, and William Burroughs, the scion of a wealthy St. Louis family, who introduced him to modernist literature, illegal drugs, and unconventional sex. The founding brothers of the Beat Generation served as models for the counterculture communities of the 1960s that cut across class and ethnic lines and rejected the social divisions that defined much of American society.

Expelled from Columbia for writing obscenities on the window of his dormitory room, Ginsberg joined the Merchant Marine, sailed to Africa, and for the first time in his life met real workers. As an undergraduate he aimed to bridge academia and bohemia. After a summer in Harlem, where he claimed he heard the voice of the English romantic poet, William Blake, he accepted lowly white-collar jobs in Manhattan and made friends with William Carlos Williams (1883–1963), a prominent New Jersey doctor and renowned poet. In 1949, a seven-month stay at the New York Psychiatric Institute interrupted his college education but educated him in the ways of psychiatry and spurred his creativity.

Ginsberg found no publisher for his first book, Empty Mirror, but at City Lights in San Francisco, Lawrence Ferlinghetti rushed Howl, his second, into print soon after he received the manuscript. A chronicle of a generation that came of age in the aftermath of World War II, Howl divides the world into hipsters and squares, madmen and organization men, visionaries and conformists. Casting himself as a Beat version of Walt Whitman (1819–1892), the poem predicts the coming of a generation of defiant middle-class youth in rebellion against materialism and the machinery of war.

In San Francisco, Ginsberg sought therapy at Langley Porter Psychiatric Hospital. As a patient of Dr. Philip Hicks, he learned to accept his homosexuality and to boost his self-confidence. Anarchist circles rekindled the radicalism that he largely concealed during the height of McCarthyism, though in 1953 he called upon President Eisenhower to grant clemency to Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, Jewish communists, found guilty of stealing the secret of the atom bomb and passing it to the Soviet Union.

The 1957 trial of Howl for obscenity attracted nationwide media attention and made Ginsberg famous. On the witness stand, Ferlinghetti insisted that American society, not the poet’s four-letter words, constituted the real obscenity. In a landmark decision, Judge Clayton W. Horn ruled that Howl had redeeming values. The courtroom victory helped to usher in an era of sexually explicit books and movies.

The publication of Kerouac’s novel On the Road the very same year brought the long simmering Beat Generation into the open. From Greenwich Village to North Beach, coffee houses mushroomed, poetry readings blossomed, and a new wave of bohemians dubbed “Beatniks” by San Francisco Chronicle columnist Herb Caen sprang up in big cities and small towns. In the late 1950s and early 1960s Beatniks helped to sow the seeds for the hippies as well as for the political movements that turned baby boomers into activists who marched, demonstrated, and went to jail to protest segregation and war. Ginsberg aided and abetted the rebellion of the young. No member of the Beat Generation felt more at home in hippie households and in rural communes. No Beat author was more comfortable at rallies, demonstrations, and sit-ins.

As a pilgrim in India, he and his friends, including Peter Orlovsky, Gary Snyder, and Joanne Kyger, shunned tourist destinations, accepted poverty, and helped to bring a generation of middle-class kids to Asia. Ginsberg turned first to Hinduism and then to the Tibetan school of Buddhism, though he never lost sight of his Jewish origins.

Throughout the 1960s, he lent his name to radical groups, such as the Yippies, though he insisted on nonviolence. In 1965, Prague students crowned him the “King of May.” Communist Party functionaries expelled him from Czechoslovakia. In Cuba, he was arrested and deported. In poems and essays he ridiculed both sides in the Cold War and called for a world that was neither capitalist nor Communist.

In “Wichita Vortex Sutra” (1966), perhaps the most patriotic of his poems, he condemned the war makers in the Pentagon and the White House. At protests in Chicago during the 1968 Democratic National Convention, he chanted and meditated and tried to defuse the explosive city. In the 1980s, he defended the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, denounced Ronald Reagan’s domestic and foreign policies, called for the legalization of marijuana, praised vegetarianism, and urged Americans to give up cigarettes.

A cofounder of the Jack Kerouac School of Disembodied Poetics at the Naropa Institute in Colorado, he also became a tenured professor of English at Brooklyn College and signed a contract with HarperCollins, the publishing arm of Rupert Murdoch’s media empire. He also appeared in Gap ads. “Allen Ginsberg wore khakis,” the text read. When Stanford University paid him $1,000,000 for his archives, he explained that friends and charities needed his financial support.

In the last decades of his life, he enjoyed affluence but complained that fame undermined anonymity and the freedom he enjoyed in his youth. Still, he never surrendered his public persona or retreated into private life. To the end, he identified with the Beat Generation, promoted the work of Kerouac and Burroughs, and touted their positive contributions to American culture. When he died in 1997, he was perhaps the most famous American poet in the second half of the 20th century. Movies such as Howl (2010), starring James Franco as Ginsberg, and Kill Your Darlings (2013), starring Daniel Radcliffe, brought his life and work to the attention of a generation raised on Google and Facebook. Too young to have memories of the Beats, 21st-century fans went on the road in search of their own adventures and created works of art that defied conventionality.
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HIP-HOP

The related youth cultures that would become known as hip-hop developed in the Bronx and Harlem in the 1960s and 1970s, eventually becoming a transnational cultural phenomenon by the mid-1980s. The traditional cultural practices that serve as hip-hop’s historical base are known as the four elements. These four elements are the DJ, the MC, breaking (commonly referred to as break dancing), and graffiti writing. This vibrant, interconnected, and mobile culture developed in response to the built environment, consumer culture, and the discursive conflation of race and urban America. Hip-hop’s material and cultural history represents cultural creation in response to the processes of neoliberalization in the latter half of the 20th century.

Breaking and b-boy/b-girl (the dancers) culture emerged from late 1960s and early 1970s Bronx street gangs. Gang culture informed the types of songs and music played at nascent hip-hop jams in the 1970s. The history of gang dances and gang culture provide an important historical and cultural foundation for breaking and hip-hop, and hip-hop and gang culture were both local and youth oriented.

Although breaking is rooted in the Bronx, the dance forms associated with hip-hop and popularly identified as “break dancing” also had origins outside the Bronx. Popping and locking, two styles of dance that were combined under the hip-hop banner in the early 1980s, developed in California during the 1960s and 1970s as part of the “funk” cultural movement, most notably identified with the Electric Boogaloo crew from Fresno, California. Rocking, or up-rocking, which was foundational for Bronx breaking, was rooted in Brooklyn dance culture. Through continued adoption and adaption of various local dance cultures, breaking helped propel hip-hop culture worldwide by the mid-1980s through media coverage and cinematic portrayals in films such as Flashdance (1983), Wild Style (1983), Beat Street (1984), and Breakin’ (1984), among others.

Hip-hop’s visual cultural wing, graffiti, is traced to the influence of Philadelphia native Cornbread and a 1971 New York Times profile of Washington Heights’ graffiti writer Taki 183 (New York Times 1971). Through their art, both artists encouraged burgeoning graffiti writers to use all city surfaces as potential canvases. Beginning in the early 1970s, graffiti writers’ original focus was territorial and parochial, with the block or neighborhood preeminent. But what seems to be at first a local concern was indeed universal; graffiti artists made claims outside the neighborhood throughout the cityscape. Through quickly executed tags, known as “throw-ups,” to elaborate, entire subway car paintings, known as “masterpieces,” graffiti writers circulated the self throughout the city, claiming any and all sections of New York as one’s neighborhood, remapping the city by writing over urban surfaces. Through the artistic logic of graffiti, writers created works publicizing themselves, while expanding the hip-hop community.

Pioneering DJs including DJ Kool Herc, Afrika Bambaataa, and Grandmaster Flash began their careers playing music at block parties, school gyms, park jams, and community centers throughout the Bronx. Emerging hip-hop DJs developed the use of the “break,” cueing two identical records to play a single section of a song on loop, allowing hip-hop culture to fashion any aural product into music. Focusing on the break in the record cemented the link between b-boys/b-girls and the DJ at early hip-hop parties, instantiating a hip-hop call and response. Using two turntables, a mixer, and increasingly elaborate sound systems, early hip-hop DJs created the culture’s sonic palette.

The birth of the hip-hop DJ is traced to DJ Kool Herc’s seminal August 11, 1973, party in the recreation room of his apartment building at 1520 Sedgwick Avenue. Importing a style of DJing from his native Jamaica, Herc demonstrated the power of the sound system and the appeal of using two turntables to keep the party rocking. After Herc’s party, upstart DJs throughout the Bronx adapted Herc’s style and used the musical break from soul, funk, rock, and R & B, establishing the musical foundation of hip-hop music. To power this new form of culture, DJs plugged into the city’s electrical grid. Rechanneling the flow of electrical current, Bronx youth appropriated the city’s resources for the benefit of communities increasingly lacking access to city resources. Once someone saw the lamppost’s power directed to the DJs’ sound system, this knowledge quickly passed to other DJs throughout the Bronx, increasing the spread of hip-hop culture throughout the 1970s.

The development of the MC was precipitated by the further development of the DJ in terms of sound, technique, and performance. As DJs expanded their sound and performance style, a microphone controller (MC) was needed to interact with the crowd with wit, wisdom, and great storytelling. From Kool Herc’s MC, Coke La Rock, Grandmaster Caz, to the Funky 4 + 1, MCs helped change the relationship of hip-hop to mainstream American culture by the 1980s.

In 1979, the first recorded hip-hop records, The Fatback Band’s King Tim III (Personality Jock) and Sugar Hill Gang’s Rappers Delight were released. These initial early records, including songs by Kurtis Blow, Grandmaster Flash and the Furious Five, Funky 4 + 1, and Afrika Bambaataa and the Cosmic Force, among others, helped propel hip-hop further into mainstream cultural consciousness. In fact, the rise of the MC helped conflate hip-hop with the term “rap,” as media reports on hip-hop focusing solely on rap were increasingly common throughout the early 1980s. Representative of the rise of the MC, ABC’s news program, 20/20, reported on hip-hop solely by examining “rapping” and the figure of pioneering MC Kurtis Blow (Fox 1981). By 1984 with the emergence of Run-DMC, the MC and rap became the focal point of hip-hop culture.

Hip-hop emerged as a specific set of cultural responses to local effects of social, economic, and cultural neglect in the Bronx during the late 1960s and 1970s. By 1984, the culture of Bronx youth had been refashioned into a transnational hip-hop movement based on the vibrancy and marketability of youthful cultural creations. In the midst of economic, social, and cultural changes globally enacted by neoliberal policies, hip-hop culture provided an opportunity for self-representation, entrepreneurship, and fun.

See also: Beatles, The; Beyoncé; Bluegrass Music; Country Music; Popular Music in American History; Presley, Elvis; Rolling Stones, The; Springsteen, Bruce
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INFORMATION ECONOMY

The Internet, at its core, is nothing more than a global system of interconnected computers, devices, and networks sharing data. Yet the development and proliferation of this technology has had a marked impact on nearly every facet of society, providing the backbone for a new type of economic revolution: the Information Revolution. Within the Information Revolution, previously stable middle-class jobs in the fields of manufacturing and agriculture have been supplanted by and subjugated under new service and data-oriented professions.

And, much as the Industrial Revolution gave rise to a new class of citizenry, the Information Revolution has also put its indelible mark on society, drastically reshaping and reducing the middle class. This entry will outline the most notable of these effects.

Job Loss

Although the Internet, and its associated technologies and systems, has provided the foundation for a myriad of new job categories and trades, it has done so at the cost of entire industries—at least within the United States. The Internet provides the information infrastructure that allows for the elimination of redundant or formerly location-specific positions. As noted by Jaron Lanier in Who Owns the Future, Kodak, previously a giant in the photography industry, has faded into the past—along with the thousands of middle-class jobs the company previously provided. In its place we now have Instagram, a company that employs fewer than 20 people. Gone is the distributed economy, where purchases supported a chain of relatively well off employees in a variety of positions. Now, thanks to the advent of the Internet, purchases and production can happen with nary a soul involved.

Even those jobs born of the information age, positions devoted to creating, compiling, analyzing, and packaging information, have been lost to the middle class through the expansion of the Internet. As the Internet shifted from a primarily U.S.-centric network to a truly global one, the ability of all companies—regardless of actual size—to engage and interact on a multinational scale became a reality. This new global economy, powered by the Internet, assisted in the shifting of middle-class jobs from the relatively expensive U.S. market to less costly alternatives. Even those industries once thought capable of replacing the lost jobs are slowly being eroded by the “anyone, anywhere” nature of the Internet. The devaluing of information, characterized by the mantra that “information wants to be free,” places even the new Information Revolution jobs in jeopardy. The Internet, by making information “free,” shrinks even the economy it represents and removes the wealth that once existed in creating that information out of the economy. Productivity and innovation continue to grow, while incomes and employment opportunities shrink. The information economy destroys itself from the inside—taking the middle class, dependent on the new jobs it was to create, with it.

Economic Uncertainty and Unreal Aspirations

The shrunken world provided by the Internet also exposed the middle class, more than any other, to an overwhelming torrent of new information, resulting in increased levels of fear, anxiety, economic uncertainty, and jealousy. Continuing the trend that started with the adoption of broadcast and cable programming, the Internet exposed the middle class to a cacophony of voices, as opposed to the limited number on radio or television, and a deluge of information. This constant flow served to strengthen the mean world syndrome, leading large segments of society to believe that the world is more dangerous than it actually is—with disastrous economic consequences. Conversely, the expansion of the Internet exposed the middle class to unsustainable and selectively presented lifestyles to which they aspire and attempt to themselves present. When faced with social, cultural, and economic uncertainty, the middle class reacted in two oppositional acts: hoard and spend.

The hoarders, trapped by their own stagnant or shrinking incomes and beset by fear and feelings of failure, hunkered down—reducing spending to a minimum. Uncertain of the economic future, they withdrew from the economy as much as possible and sought out less expensive options where possible. Unsurprisingly, these actions resulted in a self-fulfilling prophecy, where the reduced spending resulted in lower levels of consumer confidence and higher economic instability, resulting in additional impetus to hoard as well as depressing an already depressed middle class.

The spenders, conversely, bought into the falsified aspirational lifestyles of the new social groups enabled by the Internet. Driven by images of celebrities, mediated portrayals of the middle-class lifestyle, and the filtered experiences of “friends” on Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram, they bought their way into a dream world with little regard to the end cost. Social media promotes a false sense of peer consumptive practices and emotional states, with users simultaneously portraying their own ideal selves—regardless of the reality of the portrayed self—and attempting to replicate the ideal selves of others in their own lives. This new version of “keeping up with the Joneses” leads spenders to overextend on credit, preventing them from investing in savings plans and ultimately reducing their spending power as they struggle out of the resultant debt, driving down the economy further.

Promising Developments

Despite these dire effects, it is worth noting that the Internet, and the resultant information economy, is still in its infancy. Although the overall impact on the middle class has, to date, been negative, the final toll of this technology has yet to be revealed. As society continues to adapt to the shifts in globalization, efficiency, and information flow caused by the Internet, one can hope that new middle-class fields begin to develop to counter the current destructive trend.

See also: Internet, The; Privacy and Big Data; Social Media

Further Reading

Brynjolfsson, E., & McAfee, A. (2012). Race against the machine: How the digital revolution is accelerating innovation, driving productivity, and irreversibly transforming employment and the economy. Lexington, MA: Digital Frontier Press.

Davidow, W. H. (2015, March 30). The internet has been a colossal economic disappointment. Harvard Business Review. Retrieved from https://hbr.org/2015/03/the-internet-has-been-a-colossal-economic-disappointment

Gerbner, G., Gross, L., Morgan, M., Signorielli, N., & Shanahan, J. (2002). In J. Bryant & D. Zillmann (Eds.), Media effects: Advances in theory and research (2nd ed., pp. 43–67). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Heim, J. (2010). The impact of consumer confidence on consumption and investment spending. The Journal of Applied Business and Economics, 11(2), 37–54.

Lanier, J. (2013). Who owns the future? New York: Simon & Schuster.

Rosen, L. D., Whaling, K., Rab, S., Carrier, L. M., & Cheever, N. A. (2013). Is Facebook creating “iDisorders”? The link between clinical symptoms of psychiatric disorders and technology use, attitudes and anxiety. Computers in Human Behavior, 29(3), 1243–1254.

D. Jasun Carr

INTERNET, THE

The American middle class appears to be shrinking (Henderson 2015), and some attribute its woes to the growth of Internet technologies that make it possible to outsource jobs overseas and lower the value of human labor at home (Lanier 2014). Although this economic impact is still up for debate, one thing is evident: the web is now firmly integrated across layers of American society.

Internet Access and the Digital Divide

Based on Pew Research Center’s report (Perrin & Duggan 2015), 84 percent of U.S. adults currently have Internet access. Even though web use is on the rise for all Americans, social class still divides the Internet “haves” from the “have-nots.” College graduates are more likely to be online than those without high school diplomas. Similarly, households earning more than 75,000 USD/year use the web at a higher rate than households that earn less than 30,000 USD/year. Internet access is also greater among young people, whites, and urban/suburban dwellers than among older people, racial minorities, and those living in rural areas. The class-based divide spills over to the number of digital devices per family: higher-income white families tend to own more devices than low-income black families (Yardi & Bruckman 2012).

Still, those historically disadvantaged in their technology access appear to be catching up to the technology-haves (Perrin & Duggan 2015): whereas in 2000, only 19 percent of adults without high school diplomas had Internet access, that rate is now at 66 percent. Usage rate among poorer households went from 34 percent in 2000 to 74 percent in 2015. Aside from the natural diffusion of web technology, the shrinking of the digital divide may have been accelerated by smartphones, which have made Internet access possible for many low-income users (Smith 2015).

Most American adults have some knowledge about the Internet and its history, though this knowledge varies across demographics and is greater among younger and better-educated people (Smith 2014). Demographics also factor into how Americans use the Internet on the job. As Purcell and Rainie (2014b) report, workplace web users tend to be male, 30–59 years old, college educated, and making $50,000 or more annually. For 78 percent of office workers email is the most important web technology.

Internet Uses and Gratifications

The uses and gratifications theory proposes that people are not passive consumers of media but use them strategically to fulfill specific needs, or gratifications (Katz, Blumler, & Gurevitch 1974). A key Internet gratification is finding information (Stafford, Stafford, & Schkade 2004). People use the web for information on anything, from products to updates on friends and family. Purcell and Rainie (2014a) found that 87 percent of adult Internet users believe the Internet has improved their ability to learn about things like new products and services (81 percent respondents), news (75 percent), pop culture (72 percent), personal interests (68 percent), health (65 percent), friends (67 percent), or family (60 percent). Seventy-two percent of users say they enjoy having a lot of information at their fingertips and do not experience information overload. The satisfaction with web-based learning is especially high for younger, more educated, and wealthier Americans.

A second important gratification is social interaction. Seventy-two percent of online adults say that the web has improved their ability to share their ideas and creativity with others (Purcell & Rainie 2014a). This is a rise from 55 percent in 2006, likely due to the proliferation of social network sites like Facebook and Twitter. In 2014, an estimated 71 percent of online Americans used Facebook and 52 percent used two or more social media sites (Duggan, Ellison, Lampe, Lenhart, & Maddan 2015). Facebook use may satisfy people’s need to belong, relate to others, express themselves, and present themselves in a positive light (Seidman 2013; Whiting & Williams 2013).

In spite of growing concerns about privacy, large proportions of online adults share personal information online (Rainie 2015), most notably, photos (66 percent), email addresses (46 percent), comments signed with real name (38 percent), home addresses (30 percent), or cell phone numbers (24 percent). Many doubt in their ability to control the information collected about them through various websites (Madden & Rainie 2015).

Despite popular arguments that the Internet may be making our relationships with others more shallow, 68 percent of people, regardless of income, age, or gender, seem to feel that online technologies have strengthened their relationships with friends and family, and only 18 percent think the effect has been deleterious (Fox & Rainie 2014). Seventy-five percent also report being treated kindly by others online.

There is a darker side to online social contact: 40% of adults experienced some form of online aggression, like name-calling, sexual harassment, or threats (Duggan 2015), and up to 40% of children reported being bullied online (Kowalski, Giumetti, Schroeder, & Lattanner 2014).

Perhaps unsurprisingly, then, social media use has been linked to increased psychological distress in adult web users across all demographics (Kontos, Emmons, Puleo, & Viswanath 2010). Conversely, reducing the amount of social media use has been shown to improve life satisfaction and reduce procrastination among American college students (Hinsch & Sheldon 2013).

An important positive effect of Internet use is the impact of social media on individuals’ political engagement and social capital, defined as access to community resources that can be mobilized in need (Putnam 1995). De Zúñiga (2012) found that news information seeking in social media is associated with increased social capital and political participation both online and offline. In turn, political information seeking is greater among individuals who are younger, white, better off, and who also attend to political information through other media, like TV, radio, and newspapers (Xenos & Moy 2007). Social movements and politicians have actively embraced social platforms like Twitter and Facebook to not only get more Americans to participate in politics but enable each citizen to take highly individualized actions (Bennett 2012), such as liking or sharing specific content, creating political messages, or attending and organizing offline events.

The web has also changed how we work. According to Purcell and Rainie (2014b), 59 percent of online office workers say that the Internet has expanded their number of contacts outside the company, 51 percent believe it made their working hours more flexible, but 47 percent also report the web has increased the amount of time spent working. An overwhelming majority (92 percent) believe the Internet has not hurt their productivity at work, and 47 percent say it has made them more productive.

A third set of gratifications has to do with escaping the stress and boredom of everyday life. People use the web for diversion, entertainment, and relaxation (Whiting & Williams 2013). For many, it means playing video games. According to Entertainment Software Association (2015), 155 million Americans play video games and at least a third of U.S. gamers go online to play multiplayer or social games. Findings are mixed on the effects of gaming. Some evidence shows that gaming increases aggressive thoughts and decreases prosocial behavior (Anderson & Bushman 2001). Others find benefits, for instance, improving visuospatial cognition—how well the brain processes the images of objects and spatial relationships among them (Ferguson 2007). Another favorite entertainment source is streaming online video. At the beginning of 2015, Americans spent about 3 hours a week watching video on the web, nearly double the amount of time compared to 2013 (Nielsen 2014, 2015).

The Internet tops the list of technologies that would be hard to give up, ranking above cell phones and television (Fox & Rainie 2014), and for younger viewers, the web may actually be displacing television (Liebowitz & Zentner 2012). Research conducted among college students suggests that 4 to 6 percent of that population shows a pattern of Internet addiction or similar problematic Internet use (Liu, Desai, Krishnan-Sarin, Cavallo, & Potenza 2011; Yates et al. 2012). In middle and higher income families, the potential for web overuse is greater due to a higher number of connected devices (Yardi & Bruckman 2012).

These examples of the Internet’s integration into the American mainstream reflect Marshall McLuhan’s (1964) famous argument that the key message of a media technology is not its content (e.g., film, news story, article) but the way in which using that technology changes our lives as individuals and society. Indeed, the Internet has transformed all aspects of our social reality, from how we work, play, and look for information, through maintaining relationships, to taking organized action.
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MAD MEN

In 2007 the American Movie Classics (AMC) cable network aired the first season of Mad Men, one of the “quality” TV shows produced by HBO since the late 1990s. The program creator, Matthew Weiner, centered the drama series around the lives of employees at Sterling Cooper, a Manhattan advertising agency, beginning in 1960. The seven seasons, which end in 1970, revolve around the antihero “falling man” Don Draper (Jon Hamm), a Korean War veteran, drinker, smoker, husband, womanizer, advertising marketing guru, and troubled soul. His is the story of poverty to progress—the son of a prostitute mother and an alcoholic father. Don trades his way out of an impoverished life by assuming the identity of an officer killed while on duty with him during the Korean War. If one of the goals of the American dream was to end up with more than one starts with, then this television series plays with this concept. Mad Men alludes to a new white middle class that achieves status through a dynamic workplace culture, and who discover that through hard work, and in this instance, enough creativity, it is possible to succeed. The series is also about the end of the clean-cut hopes of a postwar America challenging the ideals of the nuclear family and the rule of patriarchy.

Shepherd Mead (1914–1994) in his best selling 1958 novel The Admen describes the Madison Avenue, Manhattan advertising world as “a frenzied jungle of graft and glittering make-believe.” And, Mad Men could well be based on this novel despite the inclusion of issues relating to abortion, homophobia, the pill, and the civil rights movement. Mad Men is a program about advertising, but it is also about new patterns of consumerism and the intimacy of family life placed alongside a psychological rendering of white-collar work. The relatively new medium of television, which filled the lounge rooms of almost 9 out of 10 households in the early 1960s, was incorporated in the series to show how actual televisual history was a part of the lives of the characters. The use of television footage created a historical realism to the series and shows the 1960s as a time of middle-class expansion and revolutionary trends coming out of the Korean War (1950–1953), the Kennedy administration (1961–1963), the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Moon landing (1969).

Women might not be the major players in the Sterling Cooper agency, but in the series narrative they are always there—questioning, negotiating their world of work, relationships, and politics. Key female characters in the series—Betty Francis (formerly Draper) (January Jones), Joan Holloway (Christina Hendricks), and Peggy Olson (Elizabeth Moss)—represent a view of what the upwardly mobile middle-class women wanted in the 1960s. While the men seem to drink more whisky, do more deals, and smoke more cigarettes, there is a gradual “slow burn” of the women. Mad Men portrays a new generation of women questioning their everyday lives. Peggy the “career girl” wants a real job and realizes that she has to take on the everyday battles to get to where the men are. Betty lives in a hazy blur of domesticity, unhappy but not entirely sure what she is unhappy about. As she says, “It’s all a kind of fog …,” and it seems that Betty Friedan’s The Feminine Mystique (1963) has not yet reached her bookshelf (Black & Driscoll 2012, 193). Joan is the ultracompetent secretary but also a single mother, who works her way to the top to become partner in the new agency Sterling Cooper Draper Pryce. In recognizing the discriminatory practices for working women and mothers in the 1960s, U.S. President Barack Obama said in his 2014 State of the Union address, “It’s time to do away with workplace policies that belong in a Mad Men episode.”

Mad Men shows how a new world is opened up to middle-class America through the jet-set world of cross-continent and international travel, and the ultramodern Conrad Hilton hotels become places for illicit trysts and homosexual liaisons (Harris 2013, 63). Black Americans also enter new spaces as part of the effect of the Civil Rights Act. Pete Campbell (Vincent Kartheiser), the aspirational junior account executive, sees black Americans as a new consumer market. In “The Fog” episode in season three he describes the American dream to Hollis, the black elevator attendant. He suggests there is the opportunity for everyone to have a house, a car, and a television, but Hollis replies, “We’ve got bigger problems to worry about than a TV, OK?”

Mad Men was unique in opening a big wide HBO door onto a midcentury upwardly mobile and iconic profession. Crossing audiences from those who remembered to those who had no idea, it used that history to dramatize a range of modern issues.
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MEDIA REPRESENTATION

Media representation is the process by which various media (e.g., television and film) may both depict and symbolize aspects of lived reality. Through its inevitable difference from that lived reality, the process of representation can itself construct meaning. Given this power and the near ubiquity of media in modern culture, the questions of who is represented in media and how they are represented are crucial concerns. The conditions of cultural production have historically limited access to media representation, and this has perpetuated power hierarchies around issues of race, gender, sexuality, and socioeconomic class.

The Processes of Representation

Representation implies two distinct processes. (1) It can refer to the depiction of something, as in the way a still-life painting represents a bowl of fruit through paint on canvas. (2) It can also refer to symbolization or delegation. There is nuance to this second process that involves standing for something bigger or more extensive. For example, a flag may represent a nation by symbolizing it, but so too a congresswoman may represent her constituents who have delegated legislative powers to her.

In media representation, all of these processes are active. First, all media—whatever words, colors, images, sounds, or movements they use—convey not the thing itself, but rather a depiction of that thing. For example, that is not literally a person you see and hear singing on YouTube; it is an arrangement of pixels and demodulated pulse-code signals communicating moving image and sound meaning about a singing person. The same applies for a photograph, a Wikipedia entry, a television show or commercial, the movies, and even Skype. What you see, hear, and respond to are representations, not actual people.

Although this may seem obvious, it is important to consider because it further implies a relationship between the representation and the thing being represented. A focus on how closely (or not) a representation mimics the thing being represented tends to emphasize the idea that the thing being represented is what is “real” and what has meaning. Representation then seems to essentially come after the fact and merely attempts to reflect that meaning.

Representation is both more complicated and more central than this, however. It is the person singing on YouTube, after all, that you viewed, shared, and talked about—not the actual person. It is the representation that “goes viral,” is circulated, gets communicated, and has meaning. In this sense, the process of representation itself constitutes meaning rather than merely reflecting it. Meaning is socially constructed through this process of representation. Representation is not simply a reflection of a preexisting reality; it helps to constitute reality itself (Hall 1997).

This is particularly relevant when we consider the second distinct process of representation in the media, that of symbolization or delegation. In some cases, a thing or person represented in the media begins to carry the meaning of an entire group of things—or, in the case of a person, an entire community. Representation can function metonymically, where one representation substitutes for a larger idea (e.g., the term “Hollywood” representing the entire film industry). Another way to think about this is the same way we think about government, where an elected official represents not only themselves, but their constituency, platform ideals, and party. Unlike an elected representative, however, media representatives are not elected and often do not assume their position by choice.

In fact, for populations that have been historically excluded from or marginalized within the media, this kind of involuntary representation brings with it a number of additional impediments. When an actor is the only person from her demographic (gender, ethnicity, sexuality, etc.) in a film or television show, for example, she has the potential to become the symbol with which the audience associates this identity.

Stereotypes may be reinforced when there is a dearth of diversity of representations. At the same time, such representatives may be expected to speak for their community, and because of limited opportunities to do so, these representatives may be expected to speak for the totality of the community and convey the community’s entire story (Mercer 1990). The power of representation means that in such instances the social meaning of the community is constituted in no small part through this limited and limiting representation.

The Burden of Representation

This effect of such limited media representation was once described by James Baldwin as the “burden of representation” (Beltrán 2009). Representation in the media is potentially powerful; in a nondiverse landscape, individuals have the ability to speak for an entire community. But this is also inherently limiting as the heterogeneous experiences, subjectivities, histories, and identities within that community are collapsed into a single representation, often regardless of qualifications or desires.

The burden of representation is a structural effect of limited institutional access to the means of cultural production. For example, racial minority actors composed just 16.7 percent of leads in the top grossing films of 2013, when minorities compose 37 percent of the population of the United States (Hunt & Rámon 2015). Meanwhile, only 30.2 percent of all speaking characters from 2007 to 2014 and just 15 percent of protagonists in 2013 alone were female despite women making up 51 percent of the population (Kaiser Family Foundation 2014; Lauzen 2014; Smith et al. 2015).

Comparatively, cis, straight, white, middle-class males are overrepresented and therefore gain a level of nuance not afforded to other groups, offering layered perceptions of how a white middle-class person looks, acts, speaks, and thinks. When so few people of color, or women, or gender-nonconforming people, or lesbian, gay, bisexual or queer-identifying people, or transpeople are portrayed on screen, it often becomes incumbent on those who do land leading or supporting roles to represent their communities. Because there are far fewer representatives from these groups, however, the overall representation formed from these portrayals is far less detailed or comprehensive than it is for dominant overrepresented social groups.

Behind the camera, the statistics are equally imbalanced. Four percent of the top grossing films from 2007 to 2014 were directed by women; only 0.4 percent of those women were African American (Smith et al. 2015). This contrast is consistent among screenwriters, as well: 12.9 percent of the writers in 2013 were women and 11.8 percent were from a minority group (Hunt & Rámon 2015). From 2007 to 2014, 6.4 percent of the directors of top grossing films were black (Smith et al. 2015). In television, women made up just 14 percent of directors in the 2013 to 2014 year, while minority groups composed 19 percent of all television directors (DGA 2014). In the top 100 grossing films of 2014, 19 of all 4,610 speaking characters in those films were from the LGB community (0.4 percent); none were transgender. And of those 19 actors, 16 were white (Smith et al. 2015.)

The discrepancy is reflected in the art that gets produced. When dominant social groups (e.g., male, white, and straight) are in charge of creative decisions, minority actors tend to be employed in ways that reinforce rather than challenge the status quo. Even in situations where members of underrepresented communities find positions as writers, directors, and producers, institutional and economic pressures encourage the reinforcing of cultural stereotypes rather than challenge them (Saha 2013).

Psychological Impact

There are numerous social scientific studies that collectively demonstrate that representation has measurable effects on how social groups are known and how others in turn respond to them (e.g., Mastro & Tukachinsky 2011; Ortiz & Harwood 2007; Ramasubramanian 2011). On a cognitive level, when we encounter a new stimulus, concept, or entity, we tend to compare it with other concepts with which we are more familiar. These familiar reference points are known in the social sciences as “exemplars.” A “prototype” may emerge as a cumulative abstraction of these exemplars, with each new example adding to and perhaps slightly modifying the prototype (Mastro & Tukachinsky 2011). Using these models of cognitive processing of media representation, research has demonstrated the efficacy, for example, of “counterstereotypical” representations in reducing stereotypical attitudes toward an underrepresented group (works cited in Ramasubramanian 2011, 499).

Prototypes of various underrepresented groups, however, are frequently determined by more privileged demographics in their respective society rather than self-determined. This is important because whether or not an individual seems to fit the prototype as portrayed by the media can affect their status both within and outside of their own demographic. In other words, not fitting a prototype might mean that individual is not recognized as being a part of their community; conversely, if the prototype is stereotypical and/or negative, it can lessen their societal privilege (Leavitt et al. 2015).

The Prototype of the Middle Class

Media representations of middle-class Americans have been dominated by white people, often male, cis, and straight. On U.S. television, for example, from sitcoms, dramas, and reality contests to journalists and even commercials, the middle class has been idealized throughout the medium’s history in remarkably consistent ways. Indeed this is true throughout popular media representations. For example, the comic book, television, and movie character, Steve Rogers, also known as Captain America, has, for over 70 years, always only been portrayed as a middle-class, straight, white male. Captain America, as his name implies, puts something of an exclamation point on a prototype linking national identity, economic achievement, and straight white masculinity. This prototype is an accessible reference against which socioeconomic identities may be confirmed and perpetuated or alienated and marginalized.

The process of representation constructs social meaning. When access to this process is limited, the range of possible representations is diminished and meaning is constricted. This matters a great deal when it is the meaning of a person’s identity and the limits of their ability to participate in society that is being constructed.
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MOVIES

As an easily recognizable source of conflict, the subject of class has understandably been a central theme in American cinema for as long as movies have been around. The plots of a good number of films produced over the past century have revolved around the gap between the rich and poor, but a fair share have focused on the social dynamics of the American middle class. The movies have in fact been widely considered reflective of middle-class life, and been recognized around the world as a significant part of who we are as a people. As a big part of American popular culture, movies have helped to shape middle-class values, with Hollywood films serving as a kind of great equalizer. Like sports and television, movies have acting as a common language we all could speak, an all too rare common denominator in our fragmented society. As a “typical” American activity, going to the movies on the weekend has been taken as a sign of one’s “middle-classness,” this despite the fact that any moviegoer might have had millions in the bank or was up to his or her ears in debt.

Expressions of middle-class life can be found throughout the history of film, including the early era of American cinema. Anyone could achieve middle-class status, these silent films of the first two decades of the 20th century suggested, an appealing concept to the working class who frequented the movies, especially the millions of immigrants who had recently come to the United States in search of a better life. In Safety Last of 1923, for example, comedian Harold Lloyd played a junior executive at a department store attempting to get promoted so that he could afford to marry his girlfriend. After a number of (very funny) obstacles, Lloyd’s character realizes success, an affirmation of the middle-class values of achievement and upward mobility (Benshoff & Griffin 2004, 165–167).

In many art forms including movies during the Depression years, it was the average Joe who best represented what the country was about, what had made it great, and why it would one day be great again. The “Everyman” was thus often mythologized in movies of the 1930s, crossing the genres of westerns, gangster films, comedies, and dramas. Director Frank Capra’s 1936 Mr. Deeds Goes to Town and 1939 Mr. Smith Goes to Washington were valentines to small-town values and democracy at its best as the ordinary man took on the greed and corruption of the politically powerful and wealthy elite. The cinematic longing for an American dream that appeared to be endangered if not extinct climaxed in 1939, that year also happening to be very possibly Hollywood’s best year ever. The sacredness of home and of owning a piece of land coursed through Gone with the Wind and The Wizard of Oz, of course, each a fundamental component of the middle-class idea of the American dream (Samuel 2013, 26).

The American middle class was depicted quite differently in movies produced during World War II (1941–1945) and the postwar era (1945–1965). During those years, there was a “disintegration of traditional economic class rankings and [a] reconfiguration of class identity along lines of cultural status,” wrote Marianne Conroy, with movies reflecting this major social shift (Conroy 1996, 117). Rather than make clear distinctions between the upper and lower strata of society as Hollywood did in the 1930s, characters in movies of the 1950s appeared to be directly in or on the edges of the middle class. Social status within the middle class is at the very heart of Father of the Bride (1950), for example, as the father (played by Spencer Tracy) of the bride (played by Elizabeth Taylor) constantly frets that he and his family are not “keeping up with Joneses” (Beach 2002, 132–136). Although some postwar films celebrated consumer capitalism and material abundance, for example, How to Marry a Millionaire (1953), Sabrina (1954), Funny Face (1957), and Silk Stockings (1957), others critiqued middle-class aspiration and the tangible rewards it offered, for example, Magnificent Obsession (1954), All That Heaven Allows (1955), Rebel Without a Cause, (1955), Picnic (1955), Written on the Wind (1956), Will Success Spoil Rock Hunter? (1957), and The Apartment (1960) (Samuel 2013, 182–186).

The anxieties and tensions associated with the perceived bourgeois values and conformist lifestyle of the American middle class became clearly evident in movies produced over the course of the counterculture era (1965–1979). Dustin Hoffman’s character floating in his upper-middle-class family’s pool in The Graduate (1967) seemed to say it all, the recent college grad having little interest in a career in “plastic.” The movie struck a special chord among many real-life Benjamin Braddocks. It “identifies the emptiness that can result from slavish adherence to middle-class values,” James Michener wrote of the film in the New York Times in 1968, these values based in the Judeo-Christian ethic and Puritanical morality, especially those related to sex (Michener 1968). A host of social, economic, and political issues of the early 1970s that aggravated the American middle class, notably “stagflation,” the energy crisis, the Watergate scandal, and the lingering Vietnam War, found their way into movies of that decade. The average American was “mad as hell and not going to take it anymore,” to paraphrase the famous line from the 1976 movie Network, more likely to protest whatever he or she thought was wrong or unfair.

The restoration of the economy and more conservative climate from the 1980s through today have also worked their way into movies featuring middle-class life. Americans appear to be inspired by characters in movies (and on television) who hold middle-class jobs but are somehow able to live in fabulous apartments or houses, a good example of the contradictions of class in the United States. The make-believe universe of American pop culture no doubt fueled the desire of some of those firmly middle class to surround themselves with the trappings of the upper class. In movies and on television, ordinary Americans were somehow able to enjoy luxurious lives, the flourishing wealth culture of the times obviously influencing Hollywood screenwriters and directors. In the 1998 film Stepmom, for example, Susan Sarandon and Ed Harris make their way between their fabulous SoHo loft and gorgeous 19th-century colonial in the suburbs in a Land Rover and BMW, not exactly your typical upper-middle-class lifestyle. In You’ve Got Mail of that same year, Meg Ryan’s character lives in a beautiful apartment on the Upper West Side although her bookstore is going under, while in It’s Complicated (2009) Meryl Streep’s character is a baker who is somehow able to reside in a gorgeous home in posh Santa Barbara (Horn 1999, 48–50). Audiences responded well to all these films, however, suggesting that real-life members of the American middle class apparently like to see people similar to themselves living the very good life.
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NEWSPAPERS

Newspapers played a central role in American life in the 19th and 20th centuries. Reading the local daily newspaper was the way most American families would start or end the day. The folded publications in large “broadsheet” format (15 inches wide by 22 inches tall) or “tabloid” format (15 inches high by 11 inches wide) were printed on low-grade paper. The morning and afternoon editions of the newspaper were offered for sale at newsstands, but most often they were delivered around dawn to the doorsteps of subscribers.

Content included local news, national news, editorials, and letters to the editor, along with sections that could be separated for various members of the family. Although everyone read the news, it was a common stereotype that men would read the sports section, women would read the fashion section, and youngsters would claim the comics section.

Some form of oral or written news has always been a mainstay of civilization, but newspapers as vehicles of information are traditionally said to have originated with the Acta Diurna, the classical Roman newspaper. Beginning in 131 BCE, it reported on political, social, legal, and gladiatorial news information so that citizens and soldiers in remote provinces could stay in touch with Roman society.

Modern newspapers have their origins in 17th-century European coffee houses and book publishing. When industrial printing technologies emerged in the 19th century, these newspapers rose to prominent and sometimes dominant political roles. At their peak in the 1920s, each American household subscribed to at least one daily newspaper, and every third house subscribed to two (McCombs & Shaw 1972; Meyer 2009).

Newspaper reading has provided more than entertainment; it has helped socialize and acculturate people to their local and national communities, attune them to the variety of political agendas, helped them monitor their environments, and has given them information about social status and mobility.

The role of newspapers as independent critics of culture and government was deemed so crucial to democratic theory that freedom of the press is enshrined in the 1st Amendment of the U.S. Bill of Rights along with freedom of religion and freedom of speech. Although radio, television, the Internet, and other forms of media entail the same rights, far more information is provided through newspapers at far less cost. Newspapers have carried most of the responsibility for the democratic function of the press, employing most of the writers, journalists, and photographers in the industry.

Newspapers are supported by two basic types of advertising: display and classified. Display advertising is anything from a full-page ad for a tire sale to a business-card-sized ad for cleaning services. Classified advertising includes help wanted, real estate, used cars, and items for sale. “Classifieds” usually ran in columns of small text without illustrations. Overall, both forms of advertising would often take up as much as 60 to 70 percent of a newspaper with the remainder being devoted to news and feature content.

The actual cost of producing a newspaper was usually more than the subscription price since publishers were able to profit from advertising and then offer the newspaper at low cost to the public. The higher the circulation, the more profits from advertising, and the lower the subscription cost could be. This “penny press” business model made the newspaper affordable to almost everyone. It dated from about the 1830s in the United States, with the advent of steam-powered printing, allowing big-city newspaper publishers to raise circulation from thousands to tens and then hundreds of thousands of copies during the 20th century.

In the first decade of the 21st century, the penny press financial model started breaking down. Display advertising could be placed in more targeted channels on the Internet, where likely buyers could be found more easily. Classified advertising, meanwhile, could be placed without cost in local bulletin board services.

As a result, between 2007 and 2014, U.S. newspapers and magazines lost two-thirds of their traditional advertising income, one-third of their circulation, and three-quarters of their stock value. Subscription revenues were also in decline, since it had become easy to read national news in national publications available over the Internet. By 2014, only one-quarter of Americans were reading newspapers regularly, and employment of reporters and photographers had dropped by about half.

The decline of the newspaper as an institution in the 21st century has led to many concerns about the ability of democracies to continue engaging informed public opinion in larger social and political issues. “How will our leaders act when there are fewer journalists watching to hold them accountable?” asked one report from the Miller Center at the University of Virginia.

Although national news will continue to be underwritten by subscription, if not advertising, local and regional news organizations are in trouble. New economic models and new approaches to information technology will be needed if they are to continue fulfilling the longstanding social and political functions of the press.
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ORGANIZATION MAN

The term was coined by the Princeton University–educated sociologist William H. Whyte (1917–1999) in his book The Organization Man (1956) in order to describe a new social type in the American middle class of the 1950s. Whyte’s study extrapolates social tendencies among middle-class men toward the destruction of a sense of individuality in favor of a common desire for conformity. According to the study, this development is due to a new ethics in American corporations that approves of mediocrity, collective work, and group culture rather than of individualism, thrift, and creativity. Using the tools of organizational analysis, Whyte examines the dynamics behind the middle-class men’s pursuit to reconcile their identity with their affiliated corporation and the associated ideology built around this aspiration. He argues that this ideology is grounded in the restructured curricula of higher education institutions and its impact on the social organization of suburban neighborhoods. Evidence of this development is the growing importance of personality testing at the workplace, the rising number of vocational business-administration courses at universities, and a new belief in both scientism and experts as a potent force in American culture.

Whyte’s ([1956] 2002) organization man is a dominant social type that is subject to a “social ethic” as based on “a belief in the group as a source of creativity; a belief in ‘belongingness’ as the ultimate need of the individual; and a belief in the application of science to achieve the belongingness” (7). Whyte derives the characteristics of the organization man from structured questionnaires and interviews with personnel people and executives at Ford Motor Company and General Electric. In addition, he draws on longitudinal studies conducted in the Chicago suburb Park Forest. In his target group Whyte discovers a general trend toward a preferential treatment of company-oriented individuals. These individuals predominantly exhibit characteristics of group-mindedness and well-roundedness and are able to establish a cohesive philosophy with the existing corporate doctrine of equilibrium, integration, and adjustment. For Whyte, these findings throw into question the notion of progress. Nevertheless, he concludes that the organization man still can make decisions against conformity and thus ends his study with a plea to individuality.

To that effect, Whyte issues a call for individual dynamics in corporate group cultures and an abandonment of the assembly-line approach in favor of less specialized jobs for workers. Moreover, he proposes not to turn scientists into company men, but to place them on corporation research teams as self-sufficient individuals in order to further the economic development and growth of the corporation. As The Organization Man exemplifies, Whyte is not against American corporations per se. As a business journalist for Fortune magazine, he is a firm believer in the importance of the corporation in the American economy. And indeed, several 1950s economists read Whyte’s study as a manual to creating a more effective organization.

Upon its publication The Organization Man was criticized for being too opinionated and for lacking conclusive facts as well as for introducing unfounded definitions for key terms and concepts. The author’s selection of samples drew further critique, including the charge that it was devoid of a plausible methodology. Some experts saw uncertainty in Whyte’s discussions of the organization man, particularly in reference to the destruction of individuality, his use of the term “salvation,” and the abandonment of the Protestant work ethic.

Supporters of the study believed that Whyte was unfairly criticized because his inferences on the middle-class men of the 1950s reflect the sound reasoning of the then contemporary debates concerning mass culture and corporate power as spearheaded by the Frankfurt School. In addition, his research was claimed by many to be on par with further American sociological studies, such as C. Wright Mills’s The Power Elite (1956) or David Riesman’s The Lonely Crowd (1950). Riesman, for instance, discusses a social type similar to the organization man as “other-directed” and declares this type to be a particular phenomenon of the American upper middle class. C. Wright Mills, considered a hero of the 1960s New Left, traces the development of a new system of domination due to a new organization of power in military, political, and economic contexts.

Several supporters of Whyte’s The Organization Man see its reasoning in line with Mills’s and Riesman’s warnings about the pitfalls of the broader cultural, economic, social, and political effects of centralization, bureaucratization, and regulation. Guy Debord’s Society of Spectacle (1967) references both Whyte and Riesman for its larger argument about the general project of what Debord calls “advanced capitalism”: “to restructure society without community” (192). In more contemporary contexts Whyte’s study informs Robert Jackall’s The World of Corporate Managers (1988) as well as Christopher Newfield’s work on the American university system, which is exemplified in his study Unmaking the Public University (2008). Moreover, it remains a constant point of reference to business magazines such as Fortune or Forbes.

Whyte’s central concerns about the corporations of Fordist America are also evident in the literatures and films of the 1950s, 1960s, and beyond. Directly referenced in Whyte’s study, Sloan Wilson’s The Man in the Gray Flannel Suit (1955) and its film adaptation of 1956 provide a label for the white-collar workers of the American 1950s. The organization man reappears as a trope in the various male protagonists of John Cheever’s short stories set in the fictional suburb Shady Hill. Frank Wheeler in Richard Yates’s Revolutionary Road (1961) also suffers from the regulatory forces in Fordist corporations and similarly exemplifies the social type of the organization man. Group thinking and Whyte’s social ethic inform the central conflicts in films such as The Apartment (1960), Executive Suite (1954), and Woman’s World (1954), as well as more contemporary TV series such as Mad Men (2007–2015), and the film adaptation Revolutionary Road (2008).

Whyte’s study on the organization man still serves as a work of reference for a considerable number of scholars and clearly has not outlived its wisdom, which is attested through the organization man’s persistence as one of the most prolific rhetorical figures in contemporary economic debates.
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POPULAR MUSIC IN AMERICAN HISTORY

Classical music in Western civilization was largely an art form for the wealthy or those of privilege. Patrons for centuries were royalty or the church. Later, the less formal “patron” became the academy—the colleges, conservatories, and universities who employed the composers of classical music to teach and compose. After that point it was largely enjoyed by the educated. It is highly valuable to read about arts during the fin de siècle. Then we see a deepening of the complexity of music, largely in Vienna but also in Paris and throughout the world in the first decades of the 1900s.

At the same time in America, another kind of music was emerging. Its lineage is broadly folk music. Popular music is, by looking at the derivation of the word, music of the people. The major difference between popular music and serious music (Ernstmusik) and/or classical music in Western culture is the degree to which patterns are developed. In short, it all boils down to complexity. What becomes intriguing about popular music is the degree to which it empowers the poor and the middle class. This music can speak about any emotion, about marginalized peoples, about injustice, about differences in ethnicity, race, gender, demographics, and politics. It can polarize and separate and it can unite and centralize. It can reveal reductive thinking and it can inform the value of “fluid-frame, nonreductive thinking.” In short, it can be a vehicle for philosophy. Pete Seeger’s “We Shall Overcome,” the unofficial theme song of Myles Horton’s “Highlander School,” and Lennon and McCartney’s “Give Peace a Chance” are anthems that maintain the central mission of multitudes marching together for powerfully visceral causes. Music keeps the peace.

Before immigrants came to the New World, First Nations/Native Americans created music as a natural part of their lives. It was and is viewed as something they were, not something they “do.” It was a reflection of nature and of life. When immigrants came to the New World, they brought folk music from their homeland, sung in their native tongue, songs in German, Italian, Spanish, French, Gaelic, Czech, Polish, Russian, English, and more. A text in any language has an inherent rhythm and inflective properties that imply a melody. If one speaks a phrase again and again, the melody imbedded begins to emerge becoming first a kind of sung speech/sprechtstimme and, when pushed, emerges as a full-blown melody. Even when the common language of the New World became ultimately English and the songs were translated from their original language, traces of the tongue of origin remained. It’s one reason why American popular music is so exportable; it is ultimately an amalgam of multiple cultures. People coming from other lands brought with them portable instruments from their country of origin. Just as the immigrants represented a cross-section of the world’s people, the instruments they carried with them offered yet another view of the cross-pollination of cultures. Versions of portative organs, bayan (accordion), bagpipes, end-blown and transverse flutes existed in most countries. The lute (British Isles), the mandolin and fiddle (Italy), the guitar (Spain), the bouzouki (Greece), the pipa (China), and the banjo (originally called “banjar”) (Africa), and so many other string instruments were used to accompany music that was largely homophonic, melody plus accompaniment. Looking at the variety of instruments from so many different countries side by side, one can immediately grasp the melting pot cultures through song. People preserved their culture and their memories of their homeland through songs, songs that also captured a longing for the country and the life they would never again experience.

African men and women were kidnapped and taken from their homeland and forced into slavery. They brought their own music as well. They weren’t allowed to sing it or play it, however, for fear that their music was a subtle form of communication that would lead to uprisings. In many cultures where there was no written language, the rhythm of spoken word from ceremonies and rituals was captured and replicated in drum rhythms. The inflection of the said line could be captured with advanced techniques of tightening or loosening the drumhead with the hand, fingers, or rope tensors. The drums could speak. As the slaves became indoctrinated into Christianity, we saw the emergence of Negro spirituals. Many of these hymns had hidden messages, some coded for immediate warning and some passing information about the Underground Railroad and the promise of freedom. More importantly, the style of and approach to singing and performing spirituals and gospel songs was informed by the need to make connection with the divine. Instead of singing and playing the music as written, like white protestant churchgoers were trained to do, black churchgoers were invested in “getting out of themselves,” using everything in their power to use music as a vehicle to deepen the spiritual experience. This involved improvisation, extemporaneous invention of pitches, and words that humbly cried out to the heavens. The first time folks in the North heard authentic African American music sung by African American singers occurred in 1871 when the Fisk University Jubilee Singers went on tour. Prior to that time, most of white America heard only white minstrel singers basically making fun of the black slave or the poor urban black. These minstrel shows were very popular. The entertainers used cork, like black shoe polish, to create black faces, and sang songs mimicking what they might have heard when visiting plantations in the South. The “Father of American Song,” Stephen Foster, wrote many minstrel songs during his career as a composer of American art song. The Jubilee Singers rocked America with a new sound, a free and exciting sound from the heart and soul. They went on to Europe and sang for kings and queens and other heads of state. Gospel, spirituals, and blues took flight. There’s an old statement that rings true: “Black people invent it, white people take it to the bank.”

The history of American popular music conveniently runs parallel to the history of recorded music. Music is made available to the people. Radio will follow and dispense it free of charge. Gospel, spirituals, and blues converged into the beginnings of jazz music through ragtime piano music. Ragtime piano music was transcribed for small instrumental ensembles, instruments that had once been relegated to the repertoire of the military bands, for example, the music of “the March King” John Philip Sousa.

The easier ragtime piano pieces were published in Tin Pan Alley and made available as sheet music. When the German piano builders Steinway & Sons opened in 1853 in New York City, they followed soon thereafter with the marketing concept that the “cultured American family” should own a piano. Once people had pianos, they needed music to play. The easier rags were added to the American popular songs in sheet music, and early jazz music was available to the public. Ragtime bands offered no room for improvisation; all of the music was written out. Dixieland bands formed. The music was about 50 percent written out and 50 percent was expected to be improvised, players in the bands taking turns making up melodic material and riffs over the repeating chord progression. The Big Band era follows.

Individual players wanted still more freedom for improvisation, the open sections where one might extemporaneously “say” in music what was in the heart, mind, and soul. Jazz bands left the dance hall and moved to the concert stage. Bebop, the most complex permutation at that point, gave rise to the emergence of a simpler, more accessible rhythm and blues (R&B). Returning to a simple chord progression with a compelling beat was more direct and easier for the untrained listener to comprehend and enjoy. R&B gave rise to rock and roll and to a resurgence of folk music.

The Eisenhower years, post–World War II and post-Korea, witnessed young people with disposable income. Many products were created specifically for the young: 45 rpm records and affordable guitars, electric and acoustic, opened the way for poor and middle-class kids to buy them. The generation gap that began in the 1950s, portrayed in the films The Blackboard Jungle and Rebel Without a Cause, saw teenagers connecting with one another, feeling misunderstood by their parents. Every institution was under scrutiny.

No genre of American popular music ever goes extinct. As long as someone wants to perform it for people who want to hear it, it continues. Every style of music that was once a central force became a genre of its own, and endless new permutations emerged. It continues today and will continue forever.
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PRESLEY, ELVIS (1935–1977)

Elvis Presley was a popular music entertainer associated with the controversial post–World War II dissemination among middle-class youth of rock and roll, a genre largely linked to marginalized working-class black and white communities of the American South. Accordingly, Presley’s emergence in the mid-1950s sparked in seemingly equal measures both veneration and disdain, an irreconcilability that endured throughout his career and amazingly continued to define his legacy long after his death. It is difficult not to conclude that many of the debates that shadowed the singer revolved around larger societal tensions emanating from constant collisions between a national faith in social mobility and inclusive democracy and the realities of economic disparity and cultural exclusion.

Elvis Presley was born into southern working-class obscurity in East Tupelo, Mississippi, on January 8, 1935. His mother, Gladys, was a sewing machine operator; Vernon, his father, was an eighth-grade dropout who at various times worked as a truck driver, painter, sharecropper, and carpenter. Elvis entered the world in a two-room shotgun shanty built by his father. Impoverished, the Presleys had not been able even to pay the $15 physician’s fee for the baby’s delivery; the doctor received his recompense from the county. For the next 13 years, the family struggled. Evicted from the house into which Elvis had been born, they moved at least nine times, each rented domicile a step lower than the one they had inhabited previously. Before departing for Memphis in 1948, Elvis and his parents had been shunted to Shakerag, a racially segregated slum area inhabited by African Americans. It was an inauspicious yet instrumental beginning for the young man who eventually became the “King of Rock and Roll.”

Once in Memphis, where Vernon hoped to find steady work in the expanded post–World War II-driven economy, the Presleys found conditions to be similar to the ones they had recently fled. They resided for nearly a year in several rooming houses before gaining acceptance into the government-subsidized Lauderdale Courts. The adolescent Elvis spent his high school and formative years living in the housing project, soaking in much of the popular culture and music that he encountered in this “Bluff City” that dwelt alongside the Mississippi River.

Presley’s bleak origins belied the optimism that he and his family held about their situation and future prospects. Immediately following her son’s explosive ascent to musical and motion picture prominence in 1956, for instance, Gladys assured a journalist that Elvis had grown up in an ordinary middle-class family. Ironically, for people like the Presleys, whose economic precariousness indicated instead abject poverty and social marginalization, the American dream nevertheless had survived. Indeed, Elvis’s rise to stardom can be placed within a framework rooted in a larger mythology that accentuated the notion that equality of opportunity, not equality of condition, fueled the rags-to-riches subplot that validated the nation’s historical narrative.

It is within this context, perhaps, that Presley’s life and career might best be understood. This means setting aside what he became—a celebrity whose fame may have been unprecedented—and focusing on what he was, a voracious patron of popular culture who crafted an identity based on what he consumed. As a teenager, Elvis behaved like many of the other 800 or so working-class white male students who attended L. C. Humes High School. He loved working on and driving cars and motorcycles, playing rough-and-tumble sports like football, going to the movies, and listening to the radio. An untrained and amateur musician who later would make choices in the recording studio as if he were a customer in a record store, Presley parlayed a fan’s eclectic and undisciplined approach to music into an enormously successful entertainment career. Until his untimely demise in 1977 at 42, Elvis firmly believed that he owed his success to a Christian God that had inexplicably plucked him out of the crowd. Consequently, despite attaining vast wealth and renown, he remained a perpetual member of the very audience he entertained. He epitomized the aspirations, frustrations, tastes, and especially the contradictions of his generation.

His was a southern generation that witnessed a rural world of poverty, status, and racial segregation hesitantly yield to one of industrialization, urbanization, affluence, and integration. Elvis and his peers came of age as the region came of age. Steeped in older traditions, they had to adjust to the modern circumstances abruptly thrust before them. The process, of course, held a great deal of promise. Previously, elusive middle-class dreams of material acquisition and upward mobility, for example, suddenly seemed within reach. Yet economic transformations did not necessarily guarantee cultural makeovers. Although many certainly achieved relative prosperity, their distinctive behavior, dialects, tastes, and dispositions nevertheless ensured their alienation from the mainstream. They languished on the margins of American society, perplexingly unfulfilled and undervalued. Their feelings of vulnerability, powerlessness, and victimization ultimately cast them as easy and tantalizing targets for unsympathetic social critics, unimaginative comedians, and opportunistic politicians.

Presley, who attained tremendous fame and fortune, nevertheless committed the unremitted sin of failing to change culturally as he advanced materially. His considerable cultural baggage moored him to a generally shunned region, folk, and social class. He never truly abandoned the moorings that both shackled and sustained him, and rarely did outsiders mentally sever him from his unfashionable origins and kin. He remained the exotic and repulsive Other, an anachronistic hillbilly on a pedestal.

Of the countless numbers of people drawn to his artistry—and Presley did possess an exceptional combination of talent, charisma, and creativity that when paired with skillful management and historical timing separated him from his contemporaries—at least some arguably projected their own sense of alienation onto the entertainer. It was a role that fit him well. In the end, Elvis may have possessed an appeal that was universal, an allure that spoke to the tensions that exist when a society’s image of itself does not necessarily coincide with real life. Like Gladys and Elvis, however, many have chosen to focus on the promise conveyed in the perception.
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ROLLING STONES, THE

In 2013 the Rolling Stones celebrated the 50th anniversary of the release of their first record, an unparalleled longevity in rock music; while other aging groups typically perform on rare occasions, the Stones had recorded and toured almost continuously over that period. Given such a lengthy career, the group’s history inevitably includes highly contradictory phases, with singer Mick Jagger (1943–) having mutated from revolutionary into royalty. When Jagger was appointed Knight Bachelor for services to music in 2002—an award he accepted at the urging of then British Prime Minister Tony Blair, a strong American ally in the Iraq War—the Stones had long since ceased to represent anything like the polarizing public figures they had been in the late 1960s, as the leading musical heroes of the largely middle-class student movement in Europe and the United States, especially those on the left opposed to the Vietnam War. In the more recent past, in stark contrast, the principal members of the Stones—Jagger, guitarists Keith Richards (1943–) and Ronnie Wood (1947–), and drummer Charlie Watts (1941–)—have presented the remarkable spectacle of elderly multimillionaires continuing to perform rock and roll with largely undiminished energy to enthralled fans from all generations, both remnants of the counterculture of the 1960s and their grandchildren. In just over a decade culminating in 2007, the Stones conducted four of the most highly profitable tours in history.

It has understandably become a widespread source of mirth that the Stones could have been greeted by a variety of radical groups as fellow revolutionaries during their legendary tour of the United States in 1969, which set the bar aesthetically and financially for subsequent tours by every major rock band. Some Americans were aware that Jagger had participated in the riotous demonstration against the Vietnam War in front of the U.S. embassy in London’s Grosvenor Square on March 17, 1968, when police on horseback rode down protestors. Rather than Grosvenor Square, however, the band’s reputation as revolutionaries was based essentially on one song, “Street Fighting Man,” which was released in August 1968 while the Chicago police attacked demonstrators at the Democratic National Convention. The song was quickly banned from the radio in Chicago and other American cities, but its actual meaning remains a matter of debate to this day, as to whether Jagger opted in or out of the protest movement, or perhaps even managed to do both simultaneously.

The contradiction between apparent rebelliousness and massive mainstream success has in fact always been what set the Stones apart from other rock groups, to the extent that the MC for their 1969 tour, Chip Monck (one of the organizers of the Woodstock Festival earlier in the year), began introducing them as “the greatest rock and roll band in the world.” Jagger originally dithered, in 1962, over leaving the prestigious London School of Economics to pursue a full-time career in music; when he did so, he immediately adopted a working-class Cockney accent, then considered inappropriate in British show business except as a source of comedy. The group’s first producer, Andrew Loog Oldham, who also took over their management from much older predecessors, had worked with Brian Epstein, the manager of the Beatles, and had the astute idea of casting the Stones as the anti-Beatles, discontented hooligans where the Beatles were charming and upbeat. This tactic did not make much of an impression in the United States until 1965, with the release of the Stones’ first number-one single “(I Can’t Get No) Satisfaction,” originally titled simply “Satisfaction,” but expanded at Oldham’s urging to emphasize the song’s seething discontent over virtually everything.

The song also confirmed Jagger and Richards as a major songwriting team at a time when the Beatles and Bob Dylan had created an expectation that serious rock musicians should prove their authenticity by writing their own material. The album Aftermath, released in 1966, for the first time consisted entirely of Jagger-Richards compositions; the American LP cover controversially advertised the latest Stones classic, “Paint It Black,” as “Paint It, Black,” the comma appearing to recast the song as advocacy of racial civil disobedience just a year after the Watts riots in Los Angeles. After a lost year in 1967, when the British establishment attempted unsuccessfully to imprison Jagger and Richards on trumped-up drug charges, and the group in its spare time dabbled in Flower Power, the Jagger-Richards songwriting team produced the songs that have remained definitive Stones classics: “Sympathy for the Devil” and “Street Fighting Man,” on Beggars Banquet in 1968, and “Gimme Shelter,” on Let It Bleed in 1969. (The noted American film director Martin Scorsese has used “Gimme Shelter” in no less than three films: Goodfellas [1990], Casino [1995], and The Departed [2006].) Although “Street Fighting Man” was taken literally by some listeners, these three songs were considered by most listeners not to be direct political statements, but incisive, disturbing encapsulations of the general turmoil of the late 1960s. “Sympathy for the Devil,” derived from Jagger’s reading of the novel The Master and Margarita, by Mikhail Bulgakov—a recent posthumously published sensation in Russia in 1966 to 1967—originally asked “Who killed Kennedy?,” a line changed to “Who Killed the Kennedys?” when Robert Kennedy was assassinated as the song was being developed in the studio. Along with songs such as “Midnight Rambler,” based on the confessions of the Boston Strangler, Jagger and Richards seemed to have an uncanny ability to sum up perilous times, which led, somewhat illogically, to their reputation as subversives.

The riotously received tour in 1969 culminated in the disastrous free festival at the Altamont racetrack in California, where thousands overdosed on bad LSD and the most unlucky were also beaten by Hell’s Angels who had been foolishly hired as security. Many consider the event the symbolic death of the counterculture in the United States, although it took place only four months after that movement reached its high point at Woodstock, a suspiciously brief lifespan. The Stones went on to produce two more classic albums, Sticky Fingers (1971) and Exile on Main Street (1972), and to tour the United States to an even more rapturous reception in 1972. As Richards’s heroin addiction worsened during the mid-1970s, they very precipitously declined, with a brief comeback, in response to the advent of punk rock, on the album Some Girls in 1978. If not for the smash success of the single “Start Me Up” in 1981, a song that had lingered in the vaults for several years, the Stones might well have bitten the dust long ago. “Start Me Up” was such a lingering classic that it wound up launching Windows 95 after Bill Gates of Microsoft met Jagger’s flippantly requested price of $15 million. A fairly common critical consensus regarding the group for over two decades now is that its appeal lies in offering a facsimile of the tumult of the 1960s for both its contemporaries and younger generations.
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SOCIAL MEDIA

Many may be surprised to learn that Internet users from households with less than $30,000 in annual income comprise the highest percentage of social media users at 79 percent, while users from households with more than $75,000 in household income come in a near second, at 78 percent (Social Networking Fact Sheet 2013). And while the numbers fluctuate from survey to survey, and continue to rise year to year, consistently, the broadly defined middle class (with household incomes from $30,000 to $74,999) comprise the smallest percentage of users at 70 to 73 percent (Social Networking Fact Sheet 2013). Of course, one might argue that households with upwards of $100,000 in annual income constitute the upper middle class today, given median incomes across all demographic groups, and self-reported status, but the range from $30,000 to $75,000 is widely accepted as an accurate range for the American middle class. Likewise, users in the suburbs—again the traditional bastion of the middle classes—reported the lowest percentage of social media use overall, too, in 2013, but reported usage rates among suburban, urban, and rural users had approximately equalized by late 2014 (Duggan, Ellison, Lampe, Lenhart, & Madden 2015). Also according to the earlier mentioned report, from early 2014, social networking users overall were (Social Networking Fact Sheet 2013):

76 percent female

72 percent male

89 percent 18–29

82 percent 30–49

65 percent 50–64

49 percent 65 plus

and ranked by income were:

79 percent household income less than $30,000

73 percent household income $30,000–$49,000

70 percent household income $50,000–$74,000

78 percent household income $75,000 plus

Clearly, though, with such numbers continuing to rise and equalize to a great degree, social networking—led by Facebook with 71 percent of all Internet users and 58 percent of all adults overall with accounts—has become a fixture of American life. Indeed, according to Pew, the sponsor of the foregoing reports, social media use across all platforms (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, Pinterest, Instagram, etc.) and demographic groups continues to rise as of late 2014 (Duggan et al. 2015), although Facebook usage shows signs of plateauing (Duggan 2015). Additionally, not only do 62 percent of American adults have at least one Facebook account, 70 percent actively participate on that account every single day with 43 percent checking in multiple times each day (Duggan 2015).

Predictably, social media spaces among middle-class users look like any other social space, with users clustering in interest groups, in demographically similar groups, in groups responding to events being reported in popular media, and along typical ideological and personal belief lines. For example, while Pinterest attracts far more women than men—44 percent versus 16 percent—discussion forums draw twice as many male users as female (Duggan 2015). So too, just as we see in physical gatherings, middle-class social media users move from engagement to engagement along hyperlinked trajectories that may appear random on the surface, but that are nonetheless completely linear to the individual. For instance, a typical middle-class user might begin with Facebook or Twitter, but then quickly jump to any number of other Internet sites through the links embedded in the initial site. And of course, on today’s Internet, each subsequent site offers new links, whether to a video of kittens, to Amazon, or to CNN.

Unnoticed by some users, however, are the dynamic advertisements that follow the individual from site to site. For instance, the typical user might go from Facebook to Google or some other search engine to search for discount restaurant coupons. Later, in clicking on a post from a Facebook friend about weather, and upon being taken to the user’s local weather forecast, the weather forecast site will more than likely include several ad boxes, all of which will be populated with ads for restaurants. Indeed, the middle-class user’s Internet experience in the early 21st century involves a fully documented and recorded path through an electronic jungle of companies competing with one another (and with consumers, on some levels) to fully track that same middle-class individual user’s choices at every step of the Internet engagement. Middle-class users’ interests and behaviors have never been so completely visible to advertisers and others in business, industry, and government as in the Internet age, with Google arguably the leading data compiler about online behavior overall. And with fully 46 percent of adult users posting their own original content (photos and videos) as so-called content creators (Social Networking Fact Sheet 2013) to the wider world, they become virtual Walter Mittys: the user’s secret life is bared for all to see.

Equally predictably, middle-class users see many social media sites as places to proclaim allegiance to causes, to offer condolences (both superficial and sincere), to gossip (although often in oblique references), to rant about perceived injustices, to assert superiority over others (materially, morally, linguistically, intellectually, or otherwise), and to brag. A 2010 Pew survey found that:

Social networking sites are increasingly used to keep up with close social ties.

The average user of a social networking site has more close ties and is half as likely to be socially isolated as the average American.

Facebook users are more trusting than others.

Facebook users have more close relationships.

Internet users get more support from their social ties and Facebook users get the most support.

Facebook users are much more politically engaged than most people.

Facebook revives dormant relationships.

MySpace users are more likely to be open to opposing points of view (Social Networking Fact Sheet 2013).

Importantly, the social media sites of the 21st-century Internet contain trillions of bites of digital data in the form of rants, diary entries, vacation pictures, hobby discussions, consumer reviews and testimonials, advertising copy and images, blogs, appeals for charity, comedic clips and short videos (edited and not edited), and on and on. Much of the content is offered purely as entertainment, jokes and humorous clips are posted everywhere, but just as often a Facebook user will post a joke immediately alongside a solemn or apparently sincere post purporting to show the absolute truth about any number of companies, religious systems, political figures, legislative initiatives, or consumer products. Such is the scrolling appearance, constantly updating, of heavy users whose Facebook walls or Twitter feeds or Snapstories constantly change to reflect their immediate interests or emotional reactions or thoughts.

In sum, social media sites such as Diply, Tumblr, Vine, Flickr, Twitter, and Facebook offer everyone with Internet access, middle class or otherwise, the opportunity to connect, if only in passing, with millions of other users who they’ll never meet in person, never have an actual conversation with, never engage with as individuals. For most, the social media world of the moment is like the crowd at any major sporting event: everyone in the crowd shares an interest, however casual, in the event of the moment, but aside from the few people one attends with, the rest of the spectators are never to be encountered again. Social media users will have core groups (Facebook friends, Twitter followers, etc.) but will interact anonymously with thousands (or possibly millions) of others whose interests coincide, however briefly, with theirs.

Patterns such as those reported previously do emerge, of course, from the millions of views garnered by everything from the anthropomorphic videos of animals sleeping and playing and interacting, to the diatribes posted in the comment sections of various news outlets, and indeed, for some users, the Comments section of a specific site may constitute a social site in its own right. A brief tour of the Comments of any specialty publication or site will invariably uncover several users who routinely post comments, often as messages to one another, often in argument. Such forums offer security, anonymity, and the perception of a receptive audience, and everyone, middle class or not, wants to be heard, to have a voice in matters of importance to them. So too, middle-class users especially may use social media to observe those whom they admire, or wish to emulate, and the Internet is filled with images designed to mimic celebrity styles, or to offer a self-flattering view of the one creating the image. Likewise, in the middle-class social media users we find the typical insecurities of humanity, insecurity about one’s own appearance, or lifestyle, or behaviors, and many users post to social media sites to promote or defend those same appearances and lifestyles and behaviors. Even as major corporations, companies, celebrities, and even the super rich (collectively and individually) work to narrate their own social media identities, middle-class users often create and narrate an identity in those same platforms. Perhaps that narration is offered less consciously than as with the narrated identity of a major corporation, but the effect is the same: a unique, visible presence and unique voice in a communal space. Indeed, social networking sites offer individual members of the broad middle class something they’ve never had before: an identifiable, unique voice distinct from the collective voice of their peers.
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SPORTS PARTICIPATION AND THE REPRODUCTION OF IDEOLOGY: LESSONS FROM MIXED MARTIAL ARTS

Sports in America, as in much of the world, are more than just games. They are an important aspect of social life that can reveal and reinforce systems of belief. Social scientists have examined this from two primary angles. First, scholars have analyzed how public events such as the World Series or Superbowl can reveal and reaffirm dominant middle-class ideals. These analyses focus on the ideals of fair play, hard work, perseverance, togetherness, and meritocracy. They further describe how these ideals are conveyed and validated through evocative pageantry and narratives, which range from videos of giant flags held by troops during the singing of “The Star-Spangled Banner” to stories of Seattle running back Marshawn Lynch making it against all odds through hard work and grit (Andrews & Jackson 2001; Birrell 1981; Foley 2001; Toma 2003). A second approach has focused on what these popular images obscure of racial, socioeconomic, and gender inequalities and make the middle-class American dream more accessible to some than others (Bryson 1983; Hylton 2009; Messner 1988; Wilson 2002).

Yet, there is a third angle that is continuing to gain traction. Here, scholars argue that sport should not only be understood from the perspective of “spectators” passively internalizing ideals, but also from the point of view of participants who actively make sense of their circumstances through their sporting engagement (Abramson & Modzelewski 2011; Atkinson & Wilson 2002; Donnelly 2000; Foley 2001; Wheaton 2007).

There is a compelling case for why this third perspective is important for understanding middle-class America. Many estimates place Americans’ formal participation in sports at an all-time high. Although a large part of sports participation takes place among American youth, there is a growing trend of adults continuing to participate in sport into their working years. One reason for this is that middle-class adults have more resources (money) to participate at disproportionately high rates. A second explanation is that the range of sports considered “acceptable” for middle-class participation is steadily expanding as part of a broader trend toward “cultural omnivorism” (Peterson & Kern 1996; Wilson 2002). Although participation in bowling clubs may have declined in the last half-century, marathons, triathlons, cross-fit competitions, and recreational soccer clubs are popping up in middle-class neighborhoods across the country.

In 2004 my coauthor and I began investigating questions related to expanding middle-class participation in sport—specifically if and how participation in sports might shape the perceptions, values, and worldviews. To do this, we purposefully chose a provocative setting—“cage fighting” or mixed martial arts (MMA) as the sport is called today. Although MMA was growing in popularity at the time, it was not widely accepted. The Ultimate Fighting Championship (UFC) had not yet launched its popular reality show The Ultimate Fighter, female athletes such as Ronda Rousey were rarely headliners in U.S. events, and it was unlikely that fans would see the results of big fights on ESPN (let alone CNN). Additionally at this time, media pundits and cultural critics lambasted this activity as antisocial regression and a location of “hypermasculine” gender domination. Some even parroted Senator John McCain’s labeling of MMA as “human cockfighting.” It was largely seen as outside the realm of acceptable middle-class activity and often connected in the public imagination to a “fight club” style rejection of mainstream American values. Despite these negative evaluations, the sport was populated by many middle-class men and women.

The obvious question was: why on earth would they do it? Why would people with access to conventional middle-class avenues of success participate in a stigmatized activity that provided potential status losses and other costs? Many armchair academics theorized that it was a “fight club” type phenomenon, a violent hyperaggressive countercultural challenge to dominant American ideals. That is to say, the draw was that it provided a subcultural rejection of middle-class norms. As data-driven social scientists, we decided a better approach was to see whether this was true. Since MMA was often framed as a rejection of mainstream values, examining it provided a useful case for examining the notion that sports reproduce what are considered dominant middle-class ideals. The logic was that if we were to find these ideals being reproduced in the gym and the cage, as opposed to the tennis court or golf course, this would provide evidence about how even seemingly “deviant” practices can reinforce dominant systems of belief.

To examine the sport’s appeal and role in participants’ lives, we spent time with the male and female doctors, lawyers, professors, accountants, blue-collar workers, and teachers that made up a large segment of MMA gyms at the time. Over the course of the next three years, we immersed ourselves in this world. We spent upwards of 20 hours a week in MMA gyms training with and even coaching other gym-goers (which was common for many amateur fighters). We observed as participants faced social, physical, and at times even economic challenges associated with their participation. They struggled to deal with the demands on their time, physical stress and bodily injury, and the strained relationships with friends and family.

What we found ran contrary to both popular and scholarly accounts that cast cage fighting as violence run amok. The reality was in fact both more banal and revealing. Our subjects deeply felt that in the “cage” and gym, how others perceived them was the result of who they “really were.” The gym was a special place where like-minded individuals could come together to act “authentically” (as they put it) in a way that reflected what they valued. The subculture held particular sway over its members because the middle-class participants felt that its ideals (meritocracy, authenticity, and voluntary community) were realized in the gym and cage. They felt the sports status hierarchies and daily practices more directly embodied the deeply embedded principles of middle-class morality and culture than other elements of their lives. As Michelle, a 29-year-old teacher who was an active amateur fighter, noted: “I sometimes compare the training to churches. I mean, I’m not a religious person, but in spirit. If you look at the way a church functions, it’s a collective, it’s a place where people gather because they share a common belief and they want to feel good about those beliefs.”

Further, contrary to some popular portrayals of “no holds barred” fighting, conduct in the gym and the cage was highly organized and rule bound. The men and women who participated made sense of the activity not in terms of “violence,” but community. Excessive aggression (either in talk or behavior) was not tolerated whereas caring for ones’ “training partners” and “gym mates” was not only encouraged, but expected.

Rather than rejecting American ideals of authenticity, meritocracy, and voluntary community, participants saw cage fighting as an arena where they could better realize these middle-class ideals. The visceral experiences of daily training reinforced the belief that the ideals were in fact obtainable. Of course, participation was conditioned on having ample free leisure time, energy, physical attributes, money for gym fees, etc., resources that were typically more available to those in privileged positions. Yet the language of meritocracy, and its perceived enactment in everyday rituals like sparing sessions and public events like scheduled bouts, obscured these differences for many participants.

In the midst of cage fighters we found that seemingly strange practices can reinforce middle-class beliefs. We observed a world where people used peculiar rituals to form a community that reinforced a familiar brand of middle-class American ideology. Rather than being what pundits lambasted as “the worst society has to offer,” cage fighting was in fact a classic American community. Participation reinforced middle-class ideals like meritocracy, while obscuring the broader patterns of social inequality that made their wider realization more plausible for some than others.

See also: Gangs; Racism; Sexism
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SPRINGSTEEN, BRUCE (1949–)

Raised in a working-class neighborhood in New Jersey’s Freehold Borough, Bruce Springsteen emerged as one of the most significant singer-songwriters of the 20th century. The artist has been inducted into the Songwriters Hall of Fame and Rock and Roll Hall of Fame. He has sold in excess of 60 million albums in the United States, and 120 million albums worldwide. Springsteen’s songs speak to the struggles and aspirations of ordinary people wrestling with the efficacy of the American dream.

Springsteen was born in Long Branch, New Jersey, on September 23, 1949, to Catholic, blue-collar parents. The singer fell in love with music when he saw Elvis Presley performing on The Ed Sullivan Show in 1956. Springsteen’s father, Douglas, however, discouraged his son from spending his time on music; their relationship remained tense and volatile throughout the singer’s early life. “When I was growing up,” recalls Springsteen, “there were two things that were unpopular in my house. One was me, and the other was my guitar” (qtd. in Marsh 2004, 158). Many of Springsteen’s songs reflect on his difficult relationship with his father, and the paradoxical role he occupied in the singer’s psyche.

By contrast, Springsteen’s passion for music was encouraged by his mother, Adele, who took out a loan to buy her then 16-year-old son a guitar. In addition to Elvis Presley, Springsteen’s early musical influences included Chuck Berry, Roy Orbison, Bob Dylan, and the Beatles. The singer began performing throughout New Jersey in the early 1960s with a variety of bands. It was around this period that the nickname “The Boss” emerged, a reference to Springsteen’s practice of collecting money from his shows and distributing it among his band members. In 1967, Springsteen was drafted for service in the Vietnam War; the singer, however, was determined not to join and after intentionally sabotaging his induction and physical, was deemed 4F, unfit for service.

After eluding the war, Springsteen put renewed focus into his career as a performer, and by the early 1970s he had developed a passionate underground following. After signing with manager Mike Appel, Springsteen was introduced to John Hammond, a legend in the industry who previously developed the career of Bob Dylan. Springsteen won Hammond over in his audition and signed a contract with Columbia Records in 1972. Springsteen’s first two studio albums, Greetings from Asbury Park, N.J. (1973) and The Wild, the Innocent & the E Street Shuffle (1973), showed enormous promise and were praised by critics, but failed to make much of an impact on the general public.

Springsteen’s mainstream breakthrough came in 1975 with the release of Born to Run. The album reached No. 3 on the Billboard 200, and while its singles did not chart high, they received regular play on AOR radio stations, and the album as a whole earned near unanimous praise from music critics. Springsteen was featured on the cover of both Time and Newsweek in October 1975, described as “rock’s new sensation.”

Following the success of Born to Run, Springsteen released three more critically acclaimed albums: Darkness on the Edge of Town (1978), The River (1980), and Nebraska (1982). Of the latter album, Springsteen reflected, “I wanted the music to feel like a waking dream and the record to move like poetry.” Springsteen later reflected of Nebraska, “I wanted the blood on it to feel destined and fateful” (qtd. in White 2014, 100). These albums further established Springsteen’s reputation as one of the premier songwriters of his generation, “a visionary lyricist with a piercing eye into society’s darkest crevices and a wild energy that seemed to crackle the air around him” (Carlin, qtd. in White 2014, 7).

Springsteen catapulted to superstar status with the release of the blockbuster album, Born in the USA, in 1984. The record produced seven Top Ten singles, sold nearly 15 million copies, and launched a massive 156-date world tour. In total, the album spent 84 weeks in the Top Ten throughout 1984 and 1985. With Born in the USA, Springsteen joined an elite group of artists—Michael Jackson, Madonna, Prince, and Bono—who became the defining pop icons of the era.

His commercial success, however, caused some to question whether he could still speak to the experiences of regular working people. Moreover, the nationalist imagery associated with the album cover, music videos, and tour, and the galvanizing chant of the title track, was easily appropriated by conservatives, including President Ronald Reagan, raising questions about whether Springsteen was now a champion for the status quo. In the aftermath of Born in the USA, the artist himself acknowledged that while the album “gave me my largest audience … it [also] forced me to question the way I presented my music and made me think harder about what I was doing.”

In 1985, Springsteen featured prominently in the USA for Africa charity song “We Are the World,” written by Michael Jackson and Lionel Richie, and produced by Quincy Jones. The singer subsequently participated in a range of social and political efforts, including Artists United Against Apartheid in South Africa and a massive concert in East Germany that promoted the fall of the Berlin Wall.

For his highly anticipated follow-up to Born in the USA, however, Springsteen avoided politics or big statements, opting instead for a more contemplative, inward album, Tunnel of Love (1987). The album featured mostly synths and drum machines instead of the traditional instrumentation listeners had become familiar with by the E Street Band. Springsteen continued with more personal themes in the early 1990s, with Human Touch (1992) and Lucky Town (1992). In 1994, he won an Academy Award for the ballad “Streets of Philadelphia,” featured on the soundtrack for the critically acclaimed film, Philadelphia (1993), one of the first mainstream movies to explore homosexuality and AIDS. Springsteen subsequently became a strong advocate for gay rights.

In 1995, Springsteen released The Ghost of Tom Joad, a bleak record whose title was inspired by John Steinbeck’s famous novel, The Grapes of Wrath (1939). The singer, however, later characterized the 1990s as a “lost decade” in terms of his career. His album sales saw a steady decline, and the enthusiasm his live performances once inspired seemed significantly subdued. That began to change in 1999 as Springsteen’s induction into the Rock and Roll Hall of Fame was followed by a successful Reunion Tour with the E Street Band and a new studio album in 2002: The Rising.

In 2004, Springsteen participated in the “Vote for Change” tour, along with Pearl Jam, REM, and the Dixie Chicks, in protest of the Bush administration. In 2008 and 2012, Springsteen was a prominent advocate for the presidential campaigns of Barack Obama, making numerous appearances at rallies and performance events. His last four studio albums, Magic (2007), Working on a Dream (2009), Wrecking Ball (2012), and High Hopes (2014), all reached No. 1 on the Billboard 200, giving him 11 No. 1 albums in total (a feat only surpassed by the Beatles and Jay-Z).

Springsteen remains an iconic fixture in American culture and around the globe. With his distinctive gravelly voice, working-class hero persona, passionate, revival-like concerts, and poetic lyrics, he is widely regarded as one of the most significant figures in rock and roll history. As President Obama put it at the 32nd Annual Kennedy Center Honors in 2009: “Bruce Springsteen has always had his finger on the pulse of America … I’m the president, but he’s The Boss.”
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TATTOOS

Tattoos, and the practice of tattooing, have existed in many, if not most, societies throughout time (Hambly [1925] 2009; Rubin 1988; Sinclair 1909). Tattooing involves the insertion of pigment into the skin with the intention of creating a relatively permanent design or mark on the body. Although tattooing is several thousands of years old, it is a body practice that has a long but “discontinuous history in Western culture” (Caplan 2000: xi). Like many other body practices, tattooing is rooted in a cultural and historical context. Within these contexts different groups or members of society attach different meanings to the practice, often to designate rank or order by reproducing differences between members of society, or entire groups within society. As a body practice, tattooing is a marker of social class or status.

The common assumption is that Western tattoos were once the domain of the working and lower classes. Part of this assumption is belied by scholarship, which linked psychological preconditions to tattooed criminals (Lombroso 1876), or asserted that it was a practice of primitive societies (Darwin 1902; Sinclair 1909). Early psychological research examined criminals, drawing connections between the presence of tattoos and a person’s social status as criminal. Notwithstanding, tattooing continued to be understood as a characteristic of psychological misfits, especially as a form of psychosexual practice (Parry 1933; Steward 1990). Research often drew the connection between the uncivilized, “savage” other, who could endure the barbaric and painful process of being tattooed, and the civilized or cultured Westerner whose body was not to be tainted by such a primitive practice. These studies reinforced the notion that tattooing occurred among criminals, members of the lower classes, and other undesirables.

Aside from criminals, sailors and soldiers were among those of the working and lower classes who were known to be tattooed. Accounts of Western military culture indicate that it was quite common for soldiers to attain tattoos (Parry 1933). Even during the Civil War, Martin Hildebrandt, the first professional American tattooist, claims to have tattooed thousands of northern and southern troops. Extensive records also indicate that both merchant and enlisted seaman were tattooed (McCabe 1997; Webb 1984). Historically, tattooists even chose to locate their shops in port cities (Farber & Bailey 2010; Webb 1984) and around military bases (Rubin 1988), where there were surpluses of enlisted men. Although sailors, soldiers, and criminals did become tattooed, they were also likely to have their bodies documented (Dye 1976), which further constructs the association of tattooing members of the working and lower classes.

Other documentation of tattoos were the wares sold at circuses, sideshows, and carnivals (Mifflin 2013; St. Clair & Govenar 1981). In particular, there were many women who were able to work in carnival sideshows and profit from displaying their heavily tattooed bodies to observers on stage and through photographs (Mifflin 2013). These sideshows often traveled with a working tattooist (St. Clair & Govenar 1981). Many early tattoos shops were also located in areas that featured Coney Island style amusement parks (McCabe 1997; Morse 1977) or in dime store districts with penny arcades (Steward 1990). This further embeds the idea that tattooing is a practice of the working and lower classes.

However, claims from tattooists (Burchett 1958) and elite consumers (Bolton 1902) reveal that tattoos were also produced on many prominent members of society. The first tattoo fad among elites was experienced in the 1880s and 1890s in Europe and the United States. European elites, seeking to distinguish themselves, attained tattoos from notable figures, such as Sutherland MacDonald of London or Hori Chyo in Yokohoma (Ebensten 1954). Such consumption was a representation of their class position in society. Those visiting MacDonald were naval officers, noblemen, and upper-class women, and he catered toward these high-end clients by providing a luxurious studio that resonated with London elites on Jermyn Street (Bradley 2000). Receiving tattoos from Chyo was a practice of the British royal family and naval officers. It reflected the ability to be well traveled and educated, a rarity for members of most social classes at this time period. One of Chyo’s most elaborate and renowned tattoos was a dragon covering “the entire back of a rich American doctor” (Parry 1933, 100).

Wealthy adopters of tattooing included the Prince of Wales, who was tattooed in 1862 (Burchett 1958), American born Lady Randolph Churchill, who had a snake tattooed around her arm in the late 19th century (Ebensten 1954), and Princess Marie of Orléans (Parry 1933). Members of the elite in America followed this trend, using tattoos as a symbol of class consumption and having excess leisure time to cultivate the self (Bradley 2000). Aside from this fad, many prominent people in the United States were known to be tattooed, including Andrew Jackson (U.S. president), Teddy Roosevelt (U.S. president), Rowland Macy (founder of Macy’s department stores), and Thomas Edison (inventor). Clearly, tattooing was not solely a practice of the working or lower classes or uncivilized “savages” in the Western world, especially not the United States.

By the early 1960s tattooing underwent a transformation that Rubin (1988) coined the “tattoo renaissance.” This renaissance featured a core group of avant garde tattooists, mostly from the West Coast, who infused the practice with new techniques, aesthetics, and methods of sterilization. Coupled with these innovations, popular figures of the 1970s, such as Peter Fonda, Janis Joplin, Ozzy Osbourne, Cher, and Steven Tyler, were tattooed. In this process the population was increasingly exposed to tattooing and tattooed people. Importantly, those involved with the tattoo renaissance acted similar to predecessor Sutherland MacDonald, by making tattooing appealing to those of the middle and upper classes. This was accomplished by improved safety, and incorporating the aesthetics of contemporary art movements into the craft of tattooing, ideas that members of the middle classes would endorse.

The avant garde tattoo renaissance ushered in a new consciousness about the potential of tattooing as an art form, exposing the practice to a wider audience (Morse 1977; Tucker 1981). Many tattooists involved in this transformation were trained in art schools and were drawn to tattooing as a medium of art. These tattoos are generally one of a kind, large-scale works. Tattooists producing these kinds of works view themselves as professionals and their consumers as clients, emphasizing their expertise in cleanliness and sanitation, and their ability to be innovative when creating designs. Their clients tended to be more affluent, educated in the arts, knowledgeable about tattooing, and increasingly female. This kind of tattooing is a high-art world, middle-class practice, in opposition to the folk style of the working and lower classes (Rubin 1988).

Folk style is characterized by collections of small tattoos, usually stock images selected by customers from flash. Flash are the designs of potential tattoos that hang on the walls of tattoo shops. These tattoos feature a thick, black outline, upon which shading and a small number of colors are applied. Folk style tattooists had little to no training in the formal arts, came from predominantly blue-collar backgrounds, and were usually white males. Commonly, folk style consumers collected tattoos from various styles, resulting in a bricolage collection (Rubin 1988). This kind of tattooing is most closely associated with bikers, sailors, and soldiers, or the working and lower classes (DeMello 2000).

Class distinction (Bourdieu 1984) is still found within the world of contemporary tattooing. In particular, members of the middle classes have benefited from controlling the mechanisms to redefine the meanings of tattoos (DeMello 2000). Year after year media outlets produce similar stories, which generally claim that tattooing is “not just for bikers and sailors anymore,” further constructing the binary boundary between high and low culture of tattoo consumption. Among middle-class consumers, many legitimize their identity by describing their tattoos using middle-class motives, values, and beliefs (Irwin 2001). These divisions pervade the occupation, as those with connections to art schools and the institutions of the high-art world are able to produce gallery showings of tattoo imagery in places like the Whitney Museum and the Museum of Modern Art in New York City (Kosut 2006). Additionally, tattoos themselves have increasingly become the subject of debate among academics in conventional art circles (Kosut 2013; Lodder 2010). Even within the social world of tattoo collectors there continue to be divisions by class and status hierarchies (Roberts 2014; Vail 2000).

Although tattooing has become more prevalent among the middle and upper classes since the 1990s, it has also become accessible to members of all social classes. Currently, there are more tattooists and tattoo shops than there have ever been, providing access to a wider consumer base, with over 9,000 shops in the United States in 2010 (Lane 2013). Popular culture has also contributed toward its accessibility, as television shows and an increasing number of magazines are targeted toward many consumer groups. Even poorly produced tattoos have become sought after by consumers, a trend dubbed scratcher chic, named after the tattoo aesthetics that reflect poor craftsmanship, which are often seen on rappers and athletes (Mifflin 2013).

Tattooing and tattoos continue to be associated with the working and lower classes in popular culture. However, evidence indicates there have long been rigid class lines drawn around the production and consumption of tattoos in the United States. Like many other cultural practices tattooing will remain a practice characterized by social class.
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TELEVISION

The relationship between television and the American middle class is complicated. This complexity is apparent when considering television’s cultural status and research addressing middle-class television audiences. This entry discusses the complex nature of this relationship and concludes with a brief consideration of the probable future of the relationship between television and the American middle class.

The Cultural Status of American Television

Throughout most of its history, television has been a low-status cultural form. This low status is apparent in the devaluation of television technology, television content, and television audiences. During the network era (from the early 1950s to the early 1980s), television was a domestic medium, watched primarily at home, with limited content produced by three over-the-air broadcast networks. In addition, this limited content was only available at specific times as determined by the schedules of broadcast networks. In comparison to film, television had long been conceived as technologically deficient as the limitations of the cathode-ray tube resulted in poor picture quality. The limitations of over-the-air broadcast technology resulted in inconsistent signal reception.

Regarding content, television programming has been consistently marginalized as commercial and anesthetizing. Responding to the realities of the market, network era producers created content that conformed to the least objectionable programming theory of audience behavior. This strategy was largely based on the belief that the absence of objectionable material was more important to the success of a given program than the presence of any other textual features. As a consequence of production guided by this logic, scripted television became an extremely bland medium, emphatically devoid of social, intellectual, or artistic issues. Even when producers began moving away from the least objectionable content model and “quality” shows like Hill Street Blues (1981–1987) led some television scholars to declare the emergence of a “second golden age,” members of the cultural elite continued to blame television for a variety of social ills including the absence of meaningful public discourse (Postman 1985) and declining levels of civic engagement (Putnam 2000).

Despite this generalized disdain for television programming, beginning with the televised Kennedy-Nixon debates in 1960, most scholars recognized the political importance of television. Until the decline of the audience for television news in the 1980s and beyond, the network nightly news performed an important function of cultural unification given that its audience included a large percentage of the American populace.

As a corollary to the devaluation of television technology and its fictional content, television audiences have been maligned as passive, lazy, vulgar, or stupid. As one scholar observes, “Behind many critiques of the medium as exploitative, sensational, trivial, and inane lies an unacknowledged disdain for an audience that is deemed infantile and feminine” (Joyrich 1996, 22). Members of the college-educated middle classes, the “chattering class of New York Times readers” often distanced themselves from television audiences by proclaiming that they did not own a television (Lotz 2014, 64). Nonetheless, there is reason to believe any number of such claims were false. By 1965, 94 percent of American households owned a television (Bump 2011). By 1980, TV ownership had increased to 98 percent and remained steady for the next 20 years.

Given the low status of television technology, its fictional content, and audiences, the relationship between television and the American middle class only began to change in the wake of several industrial and technological shifts. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the emergence of cable networks increased the amount of available content. This period is frequently described as the “multichannel” transition. There was a dramatic increase in the amount of content producers needed for an ever-expanding number of advertiser-supported cable channels. At the same time, devices like the VCR gave audiences a measure of control over scheduling. Nonetheless, network era norms remained dominant.

In the late 1990s, American television entered the “postnetwork” era as the television viewing experience and television content fundamentally changed. The increasingly widespread adoption of “time-shifting” technologies like the digital video recorder (DVR) transformed the experience of watching television. Viewers who once engaged with a continuous flow of program content determined by the networks over which they had no control became able to engage with individual programs that could be recorded, saved, and re-viewed at will. At the same time, the number of available alternatives to traditional network content exploded as cable channels began producing scripted television series. It is difficult to overstate the impact of these changes. In this context, cable dramas like The Sopranos, The Wire, Mad Men, and Breaking Bad are often credited with improving the overall quality of television content.

During this period the audience for television news declined dramatically with the explosion of alternative news sources, primarily on the Internet. At the same time, alternative news formats emerged, including MTV News, and night-time satirical news shows such as The Daily Show and The Colbert Report. Though the audiences for these shows remained relatively small, they were culturally influential to a degree belied by their ratings (Williams & Delli Carpini 2011).

Research Addressing Middle-Class Television Audiences

Unlike the cultural status of television, which until recently had remained rather stable, research addressing middle-class audiences and their relationships to television is complex and varied. Using data gathered from interviews with working-class and middle-class women from the San Francisco area in the mid-1980s, Press (1991) finds significant differences in terms of television reception that cannot be neatly characterized as high or low brow. Focusing primarily on the ways in which women are represented in television content and how these different groups of women respond to such programs, nonetheless, this research reveals substantive class differences. These middle-class viewers are affected primarily through the process of identifying with both the glamorous, sexually provocative female characters and the more traditional nurturing ones despite finding television to be largely unrealistic. A decade later, Seiter (1999) finds middle-class audience members largely conceptualize television as “lowliest of media” and tend to “compare their own television viewing to that of the imagined mass audience, one that is more interested, more duped, more entertained, more gullible than themselves” (131). In particular, members of the middle class without high levels of educational attainment express defensiveness when admitting to watching television because of its historical association with feminine passivity, laziness, and the masses.

The most recent research addressing middle-class audiences examines the ways in which reception has been impacted by the proliferation of original programming on cable networks and the emergence of digital technologies. Based on qualitative interviews with 50 middle-class young adults (ages 18–34), Wayne (2016) argues that the significance of this “golden age” varies with, but is not determined by, social location. For some middle-class young adults, engagement with postnetwork television includes the creation of symbolic boundaries in relation to the perceived quality of a given show’s “writing,” the use of culturally legitimated content as bonding capital, and the use of low-status content as bridging capital. For other middle-class young adults, engagement with postnetwork television is characterized by the irrelevance of emerging status hierarchies and the continuing significance of personal identification. The author argues that attitudes toward legitimated content in the postnetwork era are meaningful precisely because significant differences in reception practices are identified within the American middle class.

Moving Forward

Midway through 2015 and well into the second decade of the postnetwork era, the relationships that once defined the American middle class and television as a cultural institution are no longer as dominant as they once were. Television consumption is no longer exclusively a domestic experience. There is evidence that “TV everywhere,” referring to authenticated viewing of broadcast shows from channels one subscribes to on a cable or satellite network, is approaching mainstream use and is growing faster than other online video sources like YouTube and Hulu. Between 2013 and 2014, for example, TV everywhere engagement rose by 246 percent (Adobe Digital Index 2014, 3). Beyond dislocating viewers from the physical environment traditionally associated with television, viewers have dislocated themselves from the constraints of network scheduling. In 2013, nearly half of all American homes had a DVR (Wilcox 2013). At the beginning of this year, research found that more than three-quarters of American households have a DVR, subscribe to Netflix, or use On-Demand (VOD) from a cable or telecommunications provider (Leichtman Research Group 2015). As such, there are significant reasons to expect that the relationship between television and the American middle class will continue to shift and expand to include a greater diversity of content and modes of engagement
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Table 1 Real per Capita Income (1990 Geary-Khamis dollars), 1820-2007"

Average annual Average annual
growth rate, growth rate
1820 1870 1913 1950 1973 1989 2007 1820-2007 (%) 1950-2007 (%)
Advanced 1,095 1,989 3,653 5,832 12,959 17,835 24,346 1.65 2.10
economies?
Middle income 774 1,413 2,357 3,592 7,641 9,768 13,696 1.53 1.97
economies’
(70.63)  (71.05)  (64.51)  (61.59)  (58.96)  (54.77)  (56.25)
Latin American 700 997 2,332 3,173 5,432 5,981 9,367 1.38 1.59
economies®
63.88)  (50.12)  (63.84) (5441  (41.92) (3354 (3847
Asian 579 559 740 697 1,659 3,938 9,108 1.47 3.78
economies’

(52.87) (28.10) (20.26) (11.99) (12.80) (22.08) (374D

Notes: Figures in parentheses are percentages of advanced economies’ real per capita GDP.

?Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, UK, USA. Based on Mad-
dison (1991, Table 1.1, pp. 6-7).

’Former Czechoslovakia, Hungary, New Zealand, Portugal, Spain, former USSR. Based on Maddison (1991, Table 1.5, pp. 24-5).

*Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Mexico. Based on Maddison (1991, Table 1.5, pp. 24-5).

“Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia, South Korea, Taiwan. Based on Maddison (1991, Table 1.5, pp. 24-5).

Source: Authors calculations based on Maddison (2008).
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Table 2 Total Household Income Decomposition (Seli-Employed versus Other Household Types)

Self-employed households

All other household types

Share in Share in

total total
Income income Marginal income Marginal
component Sy G, R, inequality effect Sy G, R, inequality effect
Labor 0.783 0.638 0.931 0.817 0.033%** 0.855 0.057 0.939 0.938 0.083***
Business 0.106  0.945 0.625 0.110 0.004 0.006 1.069 0.583 0.007 0.002
Social Security 0.019 0.898 0.098 0.003 -0.016***  0.034 0.846 -0.169 -0.010 —0.044***
Pension 0.013 0954 0.400 0.009 —-0.004***  0.027  0.938 0.424 0.023 —0.005%#*
Transfer 0.038 0.832 0.293 0.016 —0.022***  0.053 0.815 0.216 0.020 —0.034***
Other 0.025 0.921 0.692 0.046 0.005 0.025 0.921 0471 0.023 —0.002%#*
Overall Gini 0.570 1.00 0.477 1.00

T-tests on marginal effects use bootstrapped standard errors. Statistical significance: ***=0.01, **=0.05, *=0.01.
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Table 1 Progressive, Proportional, and Regressive Tax Systems

Progressive Proportional Regressive
Income Tax ATR MTR Tax ATR MTR Tax ATR MTR
$100,000 $10,000 .10 —  $10,000 .10 — $12,000 12 —

110,000 13,200 .12 32 11,000 .10 .10 12,100 .11 .01
120,000 16,800 .14 .36 12,000 .10 .10 12,000 .10 -.01






OEBPS/images/pg_137.jpg
Table 1 10 Most Highly Compensated U.S. CEOs, 2013

2013 Total direct One-year One-year change

2013 compensation shareholder in compensation
CEO Company Industry (in millions) return (%) (%)
1 Ellison, Lawrence J. Oracle Technology $76.9 289 -18.7
2 Moonves, Leslie CBS Consumer services $65.4 69.1 11.1
3 Fries, Michael T. Liberty Global Consumer services $45.5 40.5 248.2
4 Adkerson, Richard C. Freeport-McMoRan ~ Basic materials $38.9 18.6 125.1
Copper & Gold
5 Dauman, Philippe P Viacom Consumer services $36.8 56.8 11.0
6 Iger, Robert A. Disney (Walt) Consumer services $33.4 26.6 -8.1
7 Bewkes, Jeffrey L. Time Warner Consumer services $32.4 48.6 26.9
8 Bertolini, Mark T. Aetna Health care $31.2 50.3 174.9
9 Freda, Fabrizio Estee Lauder Consumer goods $30.9 23.7 140.1
0 Immelt, Jeffrey R. General Electric Industrials $28.2 37.9 262.1

Source: Canipe 2014.
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Table 1 Total Household Income Averages by Quintile

Average Average,
Quintile household self- Average,
(%) income  Std. dev. Maximum  employed others  Difference
<20 $13,145 $7,942  $26,864 $13,523  $13,097 $426
20-40 41,647 8,899 57,000 41,931 41,634 297
41-60 74,372 10,707 93,872 73,722 74,463 -741
61-80 119,644 16,267 150,200 120,530 119,526 1,004
>80 268,552 244,867 4,132,000 365,750 251,527 114,223%***

Data Source: Panel Study of Income Dynamics, 2011. Statistical significance of differences: ***=0.01,
**=0.05, *=0.01.
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Table 1 U.S. International Trade in Goods and Services (Exports, Imports, and Trade Balance in Millions ot Dollars)

Trade Balance Exports Imports

Year Total Goods Services Total Goods Services Total Goods Services
1992 -39,212 -96,897 57,685 616,882 439,631 177,251 656,094 536,528 119,566
1993 -70,311 -132,451 62,141 642,863 456,943 185,920 713,174 589,394 123,780
1994 -98,493 -165,831 67,338 703,254 502,859 200,395 801,747 668,690 133,057
1995 -96,384 -174,170 77,786 794,387 575,204 219,183 890,771 749,374 141,397
1996 —-104,065 -191,000 86,935 851,602 612,113 239,489 955,667 803,113 152,554
1997 —-108,273 —-198,428 90,155 034,453 678,366 256,087 1,042,726 876,794 165,932
1998 -166,140 —248,221 82,081 933,174 670,416 262,758 1,099,314 918,637 180,677
1999 -258,617 —337,068 78,450 969,867 698,524 271,343 1,228,485 1,035,592 192,893
2000 -372,517 —446,783 74,266 1,075,321 784,940 290,381 1,447,837 1,231,722 216,115
2001 -361,511 —422,370 60,858 1,005,654 731,331 274,323 1,367,165 1,153,701 213,465
2002 —418,955 —475,245 56,290 978,706 698,036 280,670 1,397,660 1,173,281 224,379
2003 —493,890 —541,643 47,754 1,020,418 730,446 289,972 1,514,308 1,272,089 242,219
2004 —-609,883 —664,766 54,882 1,161,549 823,584 337,966 1,771,433 1,488,349 283,083
2005 —714,245 —782,804 68,558 1,286,022 913,016 373,006 2,000,267 1,695,820 304,448
2006 -761,716 —837,289 75,573 1,457,642 1,040,905 416,738 2,219,358 1,878,194 341,165
2007 —705,375 -821,196 115,821 1,653,548 1,165,151 488,396 2,358,922 1,986,347 372,575
2008 —708,726 -832,492 123,765 1,841,612 1,308,795 532,817 2,550,339 2,141,287 409,052
2009 —383,774 -509,694 125,920 1,583,053 1,070,331 512,722 1,966,827 1,580,025 386,801
2010 —494,658 —648,678 154,020 1,853,606 1,290,273 563,333 2,348,263 1,938,950 409,313
2011 —548,625 —740,646 192,020 2,127,021 1,499,240 627,781 2,675,646 2,239,886 435,761
2012 —537,605 —742,095 204,490 2,216,540 1,561,689 654,850 2,754,145 2,303,785 450,360
2013 —476,392 —701,669 225,276 2,280,194 1,592,784 687,410 2,756,586 2,294,453 462,134
2014 -504,711 —735,787 231,076 2,344,528 1,635,133 709,395 2,849,239 2,370,920 478,319
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis
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Table 2 U.S. Trade Balance with Some Countries (Millions of dollars)

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Brazil -5,158 3,113 5,031 9,988 14,759 24,408 27,667 29,252 36,145 32,107
Canada -71,663 -60,936 -53,239 -60,507 -2,731 —5,764 -10,683 -5,071 -2,508 —7,096
China -200,984 —-233995 257326 -263313 -219,736 261,176 —-278,533 -295293 -295344 316,041
France -11,765 -15,735 -16,045 —12,894 -6,700 -10,517 -11,198 -9,770 -10,255 —12,480
Germany —54.304 -55,021 -50,519 —49,500 -32,460 —38,486 -53,197 —-65,441 —72,944 —78,633
India -10,416 -12,702 —10,482 -10,654 -7,101 —14,740 -20,278 —24.542 -25,360 —28,488
Italy -21,992 —22.,747 -21,977 -21,197 —14,492 -15,501 —19,388 —23,247 —23,669 —27,563
Japan -66,609 —76,265 —71,904 —-60,134 -28,172 —42 815 —45 426 —58,369 -58,491 -52,396
Korea, South -13,128 —10,093 -9,305 -7,078 -5,044 -3,879 -5,439 —7,689 -9,323 -13,304
Mexico —-45215 -59,193 —-69,311 —58,568 —41,505 —58,432 -56,968 -53,993 —47.,848 -51,300
Saudi Arabia —18,994 -22,179 —22,945 —39,030 —7,383 —15,499 —28,220 -30,911 —25,243 -21,588
United Kingdom -2,324 2,235 10,580 9,340 10,301 8,929 14,806 11,357 7,041 13,000
European Union  -108,688 —105,021 -79,913 -58,515 —23.427 —45,844 —58,543 —76,259 —84,542 —-91,777
Newly -11,942 -8,404 667 11,311 15,663 29,655 34,688 33,387 40,969 38,332

Industrialized

Countries
OPEC -90,237 -100,053 -119,118 -169,013 -52,066 -85,850 —-113,430 -82,756 —-49.419 —29,570
South/Central -50,795 —42 666 —14,963 -16,814 1,151 14,538 11,996 30,994 53,928 59,790

America
All other -191,693 —-191973 -137931 -145,180 —-43 511 -61,185 -61,767 —3,886 51,406 59,071

countries

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), last updated March 6, 2015
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Table 3 Current Account Balance as Percentage ol GDP lor Selected Countries

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Australia -6.25 -6.07 -752 —-494 -528 -392 -321 -443 -3.18
Brazil 1.59 125 011 -1.70 -150 =221 =212 =241 -=-361
Canada 1.88 137 078 022 =294 -351 =276 =342 =321
China 587 855 10.11 930 487 401 1.86 2.62 1.98
France -047 -056 -1.00 -1.71 -132 -127 -172 -154 -143
Germany 468 580 693 581 5091 573 605 7.14 6.86
India -123 =098 —-065 -253 -192 =319 -333 —-492 =262
Italy -1.60 246 -234 -273 -180 -330 -289 -0.26 097
Ireland -340 -341 -514 -559 =214 1.06 1.19 417 622
Japan 372 401 486 293 28 396 214 099 0.69
Mexico -1.03 -081 -140 -184 -093 -039 -1.09 -1.29 =208
Spain 721 =877 977 -945 —-465 —-437 -361 -120 0.77
Saudi 2742 2628 2245 2546 488 12.67 23.68 2245 17.72
Arabia
United -246 =317 -240 -147 -1.60 -3.12 -126 -3.61 —426
Kingdom
United -5.69 -582 —-496 -467 -264 -297 -296 -285 -239
States

Source: World Bank
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Table 1 Relative Frequency ot Middle-Class Indicators by Race, Nativity, and Citizenship lor
the United States, 2013

Non- Non- Non- Hispanic
Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic U.S.-born naturalized = Hispanic
Indicator white black other Hispanic citizen noncitizen
Education
College graduates
Males 38.86° 23.64 52.96 20.74 18.83 6.66
Females 42.13 29.31 51.61 26.84 23.53 9.55
English fluency
Speaks English
well or very well
Males 99.57 99.14 91.16 97.38 82.72 50.08
Females 99.62 99.18 90.34 97.77 82.21 44.60
Occupation
Males
Top white collar 40.96 25.62 49.79 26.81 21.51 7.65
Other white collar ~ 17.00 16.92 16.01 18.79 13.55 7.51
Females
Top white collar 48.71 37.20 49.11 37.70 28.94 10.59
Other white collar ~ 31.46 28.65 24.96 36.34 27.39 17.01
Income
More than three
times the
poverty line
Males 70.55 47.55 67.37 52.85 47.92 21.68
Females 73.72 56.30 68.74 56.87 46.82 21.69
Homeownership
Owned
Males 75.59 52.21 62.40 58.44 65.01 3391
Females 75.55 49.85 65.60 57.22 63.11 38.23
All indicators
Males 27.89 13.97 29.04 14.04 11.51 2.00
Females 24.61 10.12 26.95 10.31 8.47 1.18

Note: Currently employed civilian population between ages 25 and 65, who worked at least 40 weeks in
the last 12 months.

*This estimation reads as 38.86% of the noninstitutionalized civilian non-Hispanic white male population
between the ages of 25 and 65, who worked at least 40 weeks in 2012, and were employed at the time of
the survey and had at least a bachelor’s degree.

Source: American Community Survey 2013, PUMS file, own calculations.
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Table 1

U.S. Prevalence of Diabetes, Hypertension, and Obesity

Diabetes, not Diabetes with Diabetes + obesity Diabetes +
All diabetes hypertensive hypertension (but not hypertension +
patients or obese (but not obese) hypertensive) obese
Adult
MEPS MEPS Diabetes MEPS Diabetes MEPS Diabetes MEPS Diabetes MEPS Diabetes
sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2004 22,002 7.1 100 1.4 19.9 2 28.1 1.5 20.7 2.2 313
2007 20,039 8.7 100 1.6 18.3 2.5 29.1 1.3 14.4 33 38.3

Obese: BMI>30 kg/m?. Medical Expenditure Panel Survey=MEPS.





OEBPS/images/pg_33-34.jpg
Table 1  Socioeconomic Attainment of Asian Americans and Other Racial Groups

Non- Non-
Asian Hispanic Hispanic Other
Total Americans white black Hispanics races
Age groups (%)
- 18 or younger 22.4 21.6 19.2 24.9 33.2 393
- 18-64 61.3 67.4 61.4 62.8 59.6 53.2
- 65 or older 16.3 11.0 19.4 12.4 7.2 7.5
Immigrants (%) 12.4 68.0 4.2 8.2 39.5 10.3
Number of family members 3.03 3.53 2.83 2.99 3.85 3.48
Education (%, Age 18+)
- Less than high school 14.1 138 9.8 20.3 35.1 16.3
- High school graduates 28.9 16.0 298 313 26.6 28.4
- Some college 30.5 235 313 32.4 25.6 35.9
- Bachelor’s degree 16.7 28.0 183 10.2 8.6 12.6
- Advanced degree 9.9 18.8 10.9 5.8 4.1 6.9
(bachelor or higher) (20.6) (36.7) (23.6) (12.0) 8.5) (11.8)
Personal income ($)* 40,799 48,783 43,924 28.937 28,848 31,501
- No BA? 29214 26,752 31,269 23,400 24,182 24,451
- BA or higher* 71,720 71,954 74,133 55,258 58,248 59,311
Family income ($, Household head)P 71,962 95,773 76,501 48,273 54,635 58,288
Equivalent income ($)¢ 47 819 57,567 52,755 32,241 32,039 39,593
Economic class (%)¢
- Lower/working class 474 38.1 42.1 60.3 65.9 55.7
- Middle class 46.5 52.8 51.0 36.0 30.5 39.2
- Upper class 6.1 9.1 6.8 3.7 3.7 5.1
Poverty (%) 16.2 13.3 12.0 31.3 254 24.1
Home ownership (%, Household head) 713 63.2 77.1 50.8 53.3 59.9
Occupation (%)°
- Manager occupation 8.5 8.7 9.6 5.2 5.0 6.8
- Professional occupation 1752 24.0 18.7 12.6 9.4 14.6

Notes: Data source is the IPUMS American Community Survey, 2008-2012, combined file.
*Samples are limited to those who report positive personal income.
b Samples are limited to those who are household heads and report positive family income.
¢Equivalent income is computed as family income divided by square root of family size to account for family standard of living.
dLower class refers to those whose equivalent income is lower than the median of equivalent income ($36,000). Middle class refers to those who
have $36,000 (=median) to $126,603 (=top 5% threshold) equivalent income. Upper class are those who enjoy equivalent income of $126,603

or higher.

¢Samples are limited to those who are currently employed.
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Table 2 Diversity of Asian American Middle Class

Income Economic class?
Personal ~ Family  Equivalent  Lower/ Home
Immigrant  BA+(%, income  income income working Middle Upper Poverty ownership
(%) Age 18+) %r ($)P (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%, HH head)®
Immigration status
- Native born 0 57.7 46,526 97,719 60,016 35.6 55.2 9.2 13.4 65.5
- 1.5 Generation 100.0 51.5 52,415 1050913 57,171 37.8 53.3 8.9 14.0 65.5
- Ist Generation 100.0 55.0 48,649 93,271 56,176 39.8 51.2 9.0 13.0 62.1
Ethnic groups

- Chinese 70.1 50.0 51,463 97,472 61,207 37.4 51.3 11.3 15.4 66.6
- Japanese 40.4 44.6 52,271 91,203 65,177 293 60.3 10.4 9.9 69.0
- Korean 75.7 47.6 45,896 82,949 54,813 41.1 48.1 10.8 17.3 52.1
- Filipino 70.5 45.5 42,723 93,411 54,853 325 62.8 4.7 7.1 65.9
- Indian 72.3 66.9 67,887 126,543 73,242 26.5 59.9 13.7 8.9 60.9
- Vietnamese 69.9 24.6 35,496 74,468 42,599 53.1 42.1 4.8 16.5 66.7
- Cambodian/ 55.1 12.2 26,332 59,239 31,445 65.0 32.4 2.5 234 54.5

Hmong/Laos
- Pakistani/ 71.3 48.6 51,939 97,308 51,751 47.4 43.8 8.8 16.8 57.7

Bangladeshis/

Sri Lankan
- Other Asians 54.6 37.2 39,622 79,311 48,334 46.8 46.1 7.1 18.2 58.9

Notes: Data source is the IPUMS American Community Survey, 2008-2012, combined file.

*Samples are limited to those who report positive personal income.

bSamples are limited to those who are household heads and report positive family income.

‘Equivalent income is computed as family income divided by square root of family size to account for family standard of living.

{Lower class refers to those whose equivalent income is lower than the median of equivalent income ($36,000). Middle class refers to those who have $36,000

(=median) to $126,603 (=top 5% threshold) equivalent income. Upper class are those who enjoy equivalent income of $126,603 or higher.

¢ Samples are limited to household heads.





OEBPS/images/pg_725.jpg
Table 1 AIDS Knowledge and Misperceptions about Casual Contact Transmission, 1987
and 1995 National Health Interview Survey

AIDS knowledge AIDS casual contact

index transmission index
Standard Standard
Mean deviation =~ Mean  deviation
1987%  All respondents 8.27/12¢ 2.81 4.57/9¢ 2.85
Total family Bottom 25%  7.67 3.01 4.00 2.84
income® Middle 50%  8.50 2.61 4.72 2.82
Top 25% 9.01 2.39 5.35 2.69
Education® No college 8.05 2.87 4.29 2.82
degree
College 9.20 2.32 5.72 2.67
degree
1995*  All respondents 2.70/3¢ 0.63 3.24/5¢ 1.56
Total family Bottom 25%  2.56 0.75 3.00 1.66
income® Middle 50%  2.77 0.53 3.30 1.48
Top 25% 2.86 0.40 3.66 1.31
Education® No college 2.66 0.67 3.09 1.60
degree
College 2.86 0.42 3.75 2.84
degree

Data downloaded from Minnesota Population Center and State Health Access Data Assistance Cen-
ter. (2012). Integrated Health Interview Series: Version 5.0. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota.
Retrieved June 1, 2015, from http://www.ihis.us

Sample knowledge questions: “AIDS can reduce the body’s natural protection against disease.”
“A pregnant woman who has the AIDS virus can give it to her baby.” “AIDS is an infectious disease
caused by a virus.”

Sample transmission questions: “How likely do you think it is that a person will get AIDS or the
AIDS virus from attending school with a child who has the AIDS virus?” “From eating in a restaurant
where the cook has the AIDS virus?” “From using public toilets?”

1987 N=13,188; 1995 N=16,943.

bAll Anova tests for total family income both years—p<.000; all t-tests for education both
years—p <.000.

“Knowledge index contains 12 questions in 1987 and 3 in 1995. Transmission index contains 9
questions in 1987 and 5 in 1995.





OEBPS/images/pg_895.jpg
Table 1 Household Annual Income by Religious Tradition/Group ol the Respondent,
2001

Under $25,000- $50,000- $75,000— $100,000 RE/ Total

Religious group $25,000 $49,999 $74999 $99999 and over DK (%)
Catholic 20.4 24.9 17.9 10.7 12.9 13.1 100
Mainline Christians 20.2 25.6 17.2 10.8 12.9 13.2 100
Methodist 232 26.3 15.8 103 10.6 13.9 100
Lutheran 20.0 243 18.9 12.0 12.7 12.2 100
Presbyterian 15.6 28.0 17.3 11.9 14.4 12.8 100
Episcopalian 17.0 23.2 18.3 10.8 18.0 12.7 100
United Church of 21.2 27.7 15.3 6.7 14.7 14.5 100
Christ
Baptist 31.8 27 .4 14.7 6.9 6.3 129 100
Christian generic 21.2 26.9 17.3 8.5 10.6 15.6 100
Christian unspecified ~ 21.1 27.5 17.2 8.5 10.7 15.1 100
Protestant unspecified ~ 22.6 23.1 16.2 8.5 10.0 19.6 100
Evangelical/Born 16.1 22.8 24.6 12.8 11.0 12.7 100
Again
Nondenominational 18.9 33.0 17.8 7.5 11.3 11.5 100
Pentecostal/ 34.1 28.5 14.2 6.6 3.6 129 100
Charismatic
Assemblies of God 239 203 17.1 6.1 8.2 154 100
Church of God 42.0 231 135 4.9 31 133 100
Pentecostal 33.5 29.7 14.6 0.5 3.3 12.5 100
unspecified
Protestant 30.8 27.0 13.2 7.9 6.2 149 100
denominations
Churches of Christ 294 254 135 9.4 5.8 16.6 100
Jehovah'’s Witnesses 37.9 27.2 12.8 6.9 2.7 12,5 100
Seventh Day 32.7 27.8 8.1 8.1 12.2 11.1 100
Adventist
Mormon 21.8 31.2 18.7 9.0 7.7 11.7 100
Jewish 10.6 18.1 13.0 8.9 29.6 19.6 100
Eastern religions 24.9 254 16.2 4.4 11.6 17.6 100
Buddhist 294 24.6 12.4 4.4 7.5 21.7 100
Hindu 17.4 255 22.1 4.6 183 12.0 100
Muslim 36.1 21.9 9.8 7.1 11.0 14.2 100
NRM & other religions 204 23.5 14.2 10.6 13.8 114 100
Unitarian-Universalist 18.4 21.0 15.4 12.1 21.4 11.5 100
No religion 232 251 16.6 8.8 13.2 13.1 100
TOTAL U.S. HHs 23.0 25.1 15.9 8.9 10.9 16.3 100

Source: B. Kosmin & A. Keysar. (2000). Religion in a free market. Ithaca, NY: Paramount Market
Publishing.
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Table 2 General Patient Characteristics, 2004-2007 (Means)

Representative Diabetes (no Diabetes Diabetes Diabetes
MEPS (U.S. hypertension (hypertension (obese but not (hypertensive

Population population) and not obese) only, not obese) hypertensive) and obese)
N 85,739 1,341 1,831 1,172 2,335
Age (in years)
At time of survey 45.7 66.7 57.9 53.6 60.2
Under 65 0.85 0.64 0.41 0.75 0.64
Education
No degree 0.168 0.270 0.228 0.230 0.251
High school 0.495 0.503 0.467 0.535 0.517
Bachelor’s 0.171 0.095 0.149 0.106 0.098
Graduate degree 0.162 0.123 0.150 0.126 0.127
Insurance
Private only 0.588 0.247 0.434 0.482 0.367
Public only 0.144 0.363 0.253 0.241 0.334
Public & private 0.125 0.341 0.231 0.177 0.235
Self-financed 0.144 0.048 0.082 0.099 0.064
Socioeconomic
Personal income $34,075 $26,191 $29,722 $29.275 $26,787

P value is analysis of variance among diabetes patient groups. Mean percentages expressed in decimals. E.g., 0.10=10%. Medical
Expenditure Panel Survey=MEPS.
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Table 3  Disparities in Health Care Expenditures by Race/Ethnicity and Condition:
Marginal Effects of Race/Condition Interactions in Dollars ($) by Quantile Relative to
White Diabetic Population

Quantiles

Model variable 20 40 50 60 80
African American Diabetics

Diabetes only -1,260 —2.344 -2,881 -3,363 -5,362

and Obese -931 -1,633 -2,436 —2,900 —7,882

and Hypertensive -160 -313 -396 -623 421

and Hypertensive and Obese —430 —247 —422 -406  -1,061
Hispanic Diabetics

Diabetes only -1,189 -2.254 —2,789 -3,391 —-6,000

and Obese -355 -1,360 -2.244 —-2,985 —6,687

and Hypertensive —232 —713 —-1,057 —1,087 —3,756

and Hypertensive and Obese -835 -1,122 —1,344 -1,385 —2,650
White Diabetics

and Obese 79 2901 701 1,429 2,212

and Hypertensive 280 481 675 1,159 886

and Hypertensive and Obese 878 1,060 1,380 2,129 2,207
R-Squared 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.10
N=7514

Marginal effects are derived from quantile regression with controls that include dummies for cohorts
18-24, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 65-74, 75-85, family size, marital status (married), gender (male),
race (other), whether the person lives in a metropolitan statistical area, region (Northeast, South, Mid-
west), education (no degree, high school graduate, graduate school education), Charlson index, and
income. The omitted or reference group includes respondents who are age 25-34, college educated,
not married, female, white, non-Hispanic, residents in a nonmetropolitan area, residents in the West
region, diabetes only. The regressions control for the fact that MEPS data have repeated observations
on the same individuals.





