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-~ We would:: apprecrate your g1v1ng this. report cons1derat10n before reachmg»
-a'decision onAB457. .

‘ Cordially, - :
. ‘ MARJORIE S. TURNER,
Chairman, Department of Economics.

- RayMmonD A. FLOREN, " Jr.
Research Assistant, Department of Eeonomics.

~ " The consumer bankruptcy problem, which in California accounts for about 90%
of all bankruptcy, is believed by most students to be closely ‘related to wage
attachment law and employer personnel practices.” While neither the law nor
employer practices are held to cause the problems 1ead1ng to bankruptey, Robert ~
. O, Herrmann concludes that-— - ,
~ = “The use of bankruptey to avmd wage garnishments, for example, could
“be reduced if: the financially distressed had less reason to fear wage garnish-
ment. This fear, at present is probably due more to threats of firing by un-
sympatlzlemc employers than to ‘eoncern over a temporamly reduced pay-
check.”
-Likewise, a California Assembly Inmemm Commltee Report cites as an argu-
~~ment for:increased debtor’s-exemptions theat “a*tftachment (of wages’ frequenbly
- leads to discharge of employment.” *

The study here reported was dire cted towand this specific questlon Do wage
attachments in| fact lead to discipline and d1scharge‘? Thus our survey solicited
both the estabhshed or informal . ,r‘acticesvo‘f employers who must ultimately
withhold the aﬂ;taohed wages. Union practices were also studied since presum-
ably a union hals an interest in the member who may be the target of attachments
or who may be d1sc1plmed or d1Scharged by the employer because of vvtage‘
attachments. = : )

Findings

The efmployer survey was a random sample of those employers, private and
public; listed in the San Diego Chamber of Commerce publication Manufacturers
and Major Employers of San Diego County, 1965. The analysis is made accord-
ing to public and private employer, size of firms, and industry. Appendix A gives
‘additional Lnformatlon on the nature of the sample, the number of returns, and,

_ the industrial c’odmg I
WTable 1 pres'enlts pmvabe employ%r Prietices: relatlng to. Wage atﬁanhmentq

TABLE I—PRIVATE EMPLOYER PRACTICES LOR REGULAR EMPLOYEES WHOSE WAGES ARE A’TTACHED

[W——warnmg, D—dlsclplmary action; F—f|red]

Lo g } : : Attachment e e
S .. Number: - No-dis-
‘Standard industry code - - report- 1st 2d 3d Ath 5th' - ciplinary
S i o inga - - action
policy W D F W D F W D F Fired Fired

o Contractconstructlon-%_-_.___;_;___'__L___ 202 1

1 | S L

Manufacturing. ... bommmiacaaon 20b21 Lo o191 10 8 L 12 -4 1 3
Transportation and communlcanon_ 5 .. . 4. 12 o2 il 1
Wholesale and retall__ér ___________ B 1515 ... 11 1 .3 "4 8 1 . 3
Finance, insurance, and real estate.______ 21 . 17 .4 -4 3 2 .. 2
Serwces ............ T 17117 .. .15 2.6 .. 9 3 il 3
Total o iialoal 7270 .. 157 212 24 _. 35 10 1 13

Seventy-one of the 72 firms with a policy, or 98.6% of firms reportmg on this
question; gave a warning on the first wage attachment. On the second attach-
ment, those willing to rely on.a warning dropped to 80.3%; and twelve firms or
boiit 17 % fired. the.employee. . For g.third.attachment, thirty-five-additional:firms

employees would fire an employee |with as many as three wage attachments In-

|

|

reported they would fire the emplovée, which means that cumulative. 24 of i



