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• 	 . BACKGROUND MATERIAL . 
SUBMITTED BY CONGR!:SSIONAL DEMOCRATS 

.House Dem~ Leader Dick Gephardt . Senator Pat Moynihan * 
• < 

Representative Sa~ Gibbons . '.Senator Ted Kennedy 
Representative Bill Clay': . Senator John Breaux * 
Representative Harold Ford < Senator Barbara Mikulski 

" A) Existing State Waivers, Effective January 20, <1995 

~ ;,B) JOBS Program Summary Data, FY93 

• . C) HHS Hypothettcall,mpact FY93, Block Grant Proposal 

, 	 .

OJ .Nutritio~ Program Facts 

E) CBO Baseline Data on Entitlement $pending. 

, 	 ." . 
*Senators Moynihan and Breaux have·also· submitted material individually. 

, '" " ... , . 
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Effective: January 20, , 995 

• Provisirul 


Q Time Limit Benefits co. CT: FL, lA, IN, SO, 'liT, 'WH7) 


o 	 Limit Benefits fot AR, GAIZ), IN, NJi WII3H7)(S) 
Add; .:onal Children 

o 	 Eligil lity for Pregnant, CA(3), NO 

Won ;n With No Other Children. 

in " s ~and 2nd Trimester 

0 	 InefE lIse Income Disregard 
lAm, ,untJDuration) ,(~, 

0 	 IncrE,lse Resource Limit 

0 'Disrqard Resources in 
Spe< al Accounts 

0 In,crt, ,se Vehicle Asset Limit 
, " 

0 	 Elim ,late 100 Hout Rule 

• 0 Elim ,Ilate Labor' Force 
Ana' ,hment Requirement ' 

'" ,',' 

c Wor ,'Requirement 

, 	 ' ' 

, CA(2). CO, CT. FL, lA, IL. MI. MO, MN, MS, NJ, ,OR(2), PA, 5C, 
SO, UT, VA(,2)' VT, WI(2)(3)(7) 

AL, CAi31. CO, CT. FL, lA, IL, IN, MI. MO, NYI2t, OR(2), PA, 
50. UT, VA(2), VT. WY 


CA(31. CT, lA, MS; NY(1)(2), 'OR(2). PA, VA(21, W1(5) 


'CA(3), CO. CT" FL,IA, MI. NY(Z). OH, PA, SC. SO. UT, VA(2). 
VT, W1i6) 

AL. CA(2). C:T; FL, lA, fL, IN. MI, MO, MS. NY(2)' PA, se, 

'liT. WI(3)17),', 


AL, CT, FL. I~, IL, MI, M5, OR!2l. PA,VT, W1(3) 

CT,FL. 	HI, IL. IN. MO, MS, OA(21, Set so. VT, Wl(7j, WY 

c ReQI ire Immur'lizations CO, FL, GAO). 'iN, MD. MI, MS. SC, 

c Cha',ge JOBS ExemPtions 

0 JOBi P~rti~ipation for, , ' 
Non::usto,dial Parents 

0 Cha' :geJOBS Sanction 

0 ExtEld Job Search 

0 Bent ,fits linked to School 
Ane'ldence/Performance 

0 , Cas: 1-out Food Stamps 

0 Exp; 'M Transitional' 
8en' :fits (Medicaid/TCe) 

,AL, AR, CA(3), CT. FL, lA, IL, IN, MI. MN, ND, NJ, OK, O£:l(1 )(2), 
SC, ,UT, VT" W1(3) (7). WY_ ::C",,_ ' 

AL. FL, 	IL, MI, MS, NJ. NY(2). OR121, SC,UT, WI(31. WY 
• r 	 • 

AL, CO, CT. GA(2), lA, IL, IN. MI, MN. MS, NJ. OK, OR(11(2). 
se, 50, ur. VT, WII3l(7). WY 	 , 

'CT" HI, \A, MI. MN, NY(2). OR(1), vr ' 

AR. CAtJl. CO,CT, FL. IL. IN. MO, NY(21. OH, OR, OK, PA,SC, 
VA(1), vr. WI(1H3), 'NY 	 , ' 

AL, CO, MN, MO, NY!'}. OR(2). PA, UT, WI(7)- . 	 .~. 

CO. CT, FL, lA, IL, MN, NY(2), PA, SC, UT, VA(21. W1(2)(71 

JOE~) Cap 	 'CA(31, HI, lA, UT, wlm 

End Notes:,• 
0 

State Code! followed by ( ) "" State has more than one waiver, demonstration approved, 
,~ 
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LEGEND: 

• 


• 

• 

AL = Alabaila -, , Avenu~s to Serf-SuHi~ienCy through Education and Training Services IASSITSl. 

• AR "" Arkal,sas - Reduction In AFDC Birth Rates Project . 

CA '" Califc' nia - , (1) Automated Finger Prim Image Reporting and Match (AFIRM); 

(2) Assistanc~ Payments Demo~stration Project (APDP): 

*(3) Work Pays Demonstration Project (WPDP). 

"CO =- Colo ~do  "Colorado Personal Responsibility and Education Program' (CPREP), 

"CT '=l ConI" 'lcticut  A Fair Chance. 

.. FL = Florid, - Family, Transition; Program (FTPI. 

(1) Preschool Immunization Project (PIPI; 

• (2) Personal Accountability and Responsibility ?roject (PAR}, 

"HI = Haw~ ii  , Creating Work Opportunities for JOBS Families, 

"'IA ::::; Iowa, low., i=amHy I~vestment Plan (lFIP), 

"IL == Illinoil Fresh Start Initiative. Ii ' 

India~a i'vtanpower Placement and Comprel}enSive Trai~jng Program {!MPA,CTL 

MD =Mar, and· 'Primary Prevenrionlnitiative (PPI}.. 

·MI= Mich Jan ~ TO Strengthen MiChigan Families (TSMFI.II 

MN = Minr ~sota  Minnesota Family Investment Plan (MFIP}. 

"'MS :;; Mis: issippi - Mississipppi New Direction. 

215t Century Comm.l,lnities. 

, :-JJ = Newlersey  Family Development Program (FDP). 

NY '" New york - (1) Child Assistance Program (CAP); 

• (21 JOBS First. 

• NO = Nor" Dakota Early Intervention Program ,(EIPj. 

OH = Ohic • Learning, Earning and Parenting ILEAP). 

"OK == .Okh "'loma· Oklahoma' oS Learnfare Project. 

111 JOBS Waiver Project; 
·,(2) Jobs Plus, . 

Pathways to Independence. 
-.• l-',' 

"SC ~ Sou h Carolina - South Carolina Self-Sufficiency and Parental Responsibility Program. 

, . 
.. Appro'!ld by Clinton Administration. , 

11, Major ,ompon'ems approved by Bush and:Clinton Administration's, 




TO 

•
·SD Sout/" Dakota - . Strengthening South Dakota Families Initiative.' 


'UT :; Utah - Single Parent Employment Der;nonstration Project :5 PED), 


VA = Virgin 1 

~VT == Venn,nt • 

.WI = Wiseo Isin • 

• WY = Wy< ~ning'-

11) Virginia Incentives to Advance Learning (VITALi: 
• (2) Welfare R~form Project. 

Family Inaependence Project (FIP). 

(') Learnfare Demonst~ation; 

(2) Modified Earned Income Disregard Project; 

(3) Parental and Family Responsibility Project; 

(41 Two-Tier ,Benefit Project: 

(5) Special Resource Ac'c:ount Project; 

(6) VehicleA~set limIt Project;. 


-(7) Work Not Welfare Demonstration (WNW); 


-(8) AFDC Benenfit Cap IABC). 


New Opponunities:New Responsibilities . 


... '" Approv. d by Clinton Administration . 

• 

"." , 

TOTAl P.04 
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• JOBS PROGRAM SUMMARY DATA: FY,1993 

(numbers represent monthly averages) " 

Total JOBS- Total JOBS % of Adult 

Adult Mandatory Active Participants ' Recipients 

AFDC Adult AFDC JOBS in Work, in Work 

Recipients Recipients Participants Activities Activities 

U.S. Total 	 4,604,138 ~,043,357 541,995 26,552 0.6% 

Alabama 39,638 11,129 8,402 8 0.0% 

Alaska ' 13,339 3,470 758 2 0.0% 

Arizona 62,485 13,734 2,803 172 0.3% 
, 

Arkansasl I' 20,898 4,941 /1 /1 /1 
California 757,973- 330,1.15 56,653 ,2,619 0.3% 
Colorado 40,543 29.,147 5,591 682 1.7% 
Connecticut 53,259 34,408 5,070 ' 1'11 ' 0.2% 

9,014 3,,718 , 1,102 20 0.2%• 	 Delaware 
DisL of Columbia 20,842 6,128 2,293 ' 81 0.4% 

Florida 217,408 51,81,3 19,082 83 ' 0.0% 

Georgia ' 121,973 43,878 , 12,454 496 0.4% 

Guam/l 1,618 357 II /1 .,' /1 
Hawaii:, ,.,,::r , "'N':;-;;-;"..." ... __• 18,679 6771 673 	 95 0.5%" , 

Idaho 7,073 1,720 885 " , 1 0.0% 


Illinois 216,440 127,664 17,957 306 0.1% 

Indiana ' 70,568 28,391 5,243 , . 330 ,0.5% 


, Iowa 34,922 12,351 6,382 , 14 '0.0% 


Kansas 28,867 16,259 5,698 354 ' 1.2% 


Kenrucky 80,180 45,391 3.643, 3'47 ' ,0.4% 

"Louisiana 74,211 '" 33,671 7,349 103 0.1% 

-Maine' ' 25,506 " :13,846 2,450 9 0.0% 

Maryland 71,514" ' 32,229 ,7,457 33 0.0% 
, 	 "-(" >. 

Massachusetts ,116,780 " 53,985 ' 18,010 34 0.0% 

Michigan" 238,218 ' "144,019 4'7,460 1,350 0.6% 

Minnesota 65,623 19,629 5,418 46 0.1 % 
47,597 23,160 3,581 ,378 .. 0.8%• 	 Mississippi 

, Missouri 	 90,161 33,481 5,158 230 0.3% 
Montana 12,Q4 7,041 2,548 28 0.2% 

.. 
~ 

II Data not reported according to ACF-108 sampling requirements 

http:757,973-330,1.15


..... _v_ V..J\J 

.' 

• 
 JOBS PROGRAM SUMMARY DATA: FY 1993 

(nwnbers represent monthly averages) 
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• SELECTED'MEASURES OF STATE PERFORMANCE' 

Percent of " Percent Percent of Percent of 

Percent of Adult AFDC of.AFDC AFDC Families IV·D Cases , AFDC, 

Adult AFDC Recipients Families With Child' With QUality 
Recipients ..in Work With Support ' Paternity Control 
" , 

in JOBS' , Activities ' Ewings Payments Established ErrotRate' 
State (1993) (1993) (1992} (1993) (1991) (i991} 

Alabama 21.2% 0.0% '3.1 % 36.3% 33.i% 6.3% 

Alaska ' 5.7% ' f 0.0% 16.9% .18.8% 21.4% 2.9% 

Arizona 4.5% 0.3% 7.0%' 3.9% 11.2%' 8.3% 

Arkansas 0.0% 0.0% 6.2% 29.5% 44.4% 3.8% 

California 7.~%, ' 0.3% 7.5% 11.5% 27~9% 3.5% 

Colorado 13.8% " 1.7% 8.6%, ' '20.7% 22.8% 2.1'% ' 

Connecticut 9.5% ' 0.2% 5.9% 20.3% ' 39.1 % 2.7% 

Delaware' 12.2% 0.2% 10.3% ' 22.3% 20.5% 6.7% 

Dist. ofColumbia . 11.0% 0.4% 1.5% 7.6% 49,9% 6.0% 

8.8% 0.0% 4.9% 15.3% 27.9% 9.7% ' ,.Florida , 
Georgia '10.2% 0.4% ' , 7.6% 19.2% 73.5% 3.4% 

Hawaii 3.6% 0.5% 14.0% 17.4% 32.2% 3.2% 

Idaho 12.5% 0.0% 12.8% 52.7% 53.0% 4.2% 

Illinois 8.3% 0.1% 5.3% 8.1%' 33.5% '5.0% 

Indiana 7,4% 0.5% 6.9% 34.6% 25.9% 5.8% 

Iowa 18.3% 0.0% 19.1 % 26.6% . 22.0% 5.2% 

Kansas 19.7% 1.2%, t." 11.5% 34.9% 35.7% 4.4% 

Kentucky 4.5% 0.4% 12.6% 17.0% 49.4% 3.1 % 

Louisiana 9.9% ' 0.1 % 3.5% , 9.3% " 40.1% 7.1% 

Maine 9.6% 0.0% ,18.0% 34.7% ' 3~.9% 3.3% 

Maryland 10.4% 0.0%, , 4.0%, 18.1 % 49~7% 6.9% 

Massachusetts 15.4% 0.0% ' 4.0% 11.5% 25.1% 4;0% 

Michigan 19.9% 0.6% .13.2% 27.1 % 68.3% 4.1% ' 

Minnesota ,,8.3,%, ' 0.1% ' 13.8% 35.1,% ,51.4% 2.8% 

Mississippi ' 7.5% 0.8%' 11.3% ,13.3% ' 65.2% 
)' 

7.5% 

Missouri 5.7% 0.3% 5.7% " 17.5% 92:6% 5.3% 

Montana 21.0% 0;2% 16.9% 18.1 % 23.4% ,~.4% 

• 

, . 

:t 



• 

Percent of 

Adult·AFDC 

Recip ients . 

in JOBS 

State {1993} 

Nebraska 49.5% 

Nevada 8.7% 

New Hampshire 12.6% 

New Jersey 8.7% 

New Mexico 16.5%' 

New York 9.8% 

North Carolina 8.0% 

Nonh Dakota '28.7% 

Ohio :42.0% 

Oklahoma 15.4%. 

.regon · 15.1 % 

Pennsylvania 13.8% 
Rhode Island 17.3% 
South Carolina 20.4% 

South Dakota' 24.3% 

Tennessee 5.1 % 
Texas . 10.1 % 
Utah '39.8% 

Vermont 18.9% 
. Virginia · 12.2%', 

Washington 18.4% 

West Virginia · 42.4% 

Wisconsin 14.5% 
Wyoming 15.3% 

U.S. Totals 11.8%, 

• 


SELECTED MEASURES OF STATE PERFORMANCE 


Percent of Percent Percent of Percent of 
Adult AFDC of AFDC AFDC Families lV-D Cases AFDC, 

Recipients Families With Child With . Quality 

in Work With Support Paternity Control 

Activities Earnings Payments Established Error Rate .. 

0993) (1992) (1993) (1991) (1991) 

15.9% 14.2% 29.2%. 2~.7%' 6.9% 

1.9% 4.1 % 33.3% 23.6% 4.0% 

0.1% 8.1 % 34.1 % 21.5% 3.7% 

0.2% . 2.7% 20.8% . 33.1% 4.7% 
. 0.6% 9.3% 9.9% 15.3% 4.9% 

0.4% 4.3% 11.7% 30:3% 6.7% 

0.3% 11.6% 19.0% 56.2% 3.7% 
1.4% . 16.. 2% 39.2% 47.9% 1.7% . 

3.7% 7.0% 15.0% 41.0% 8.4% 

1.6% 5.4% 9.7% 38.1% 3.9% 

0,2% ,12.2%, 25.8% 33.9% 3.7% 

0.3% 5.9% 26.2% 44.9% 4.9% .. 
0.2% 5.8% '12.7% 18.8% 3.5% 

0.0% 8.3% 25.3% 30.3% 6.6% 

2.3% 13.7% 26.5% 25.3% 1.2% 

0.0% ' 11.2.% 10.7% 42.9% 6.7% 

0.1% 5.6% . 6.7% 34.7% 8.0% 

1.2% 14.8% 25.9% 47.8% 3.6% 

2.8% 12.8% 40.1% 24.2% 2.0% 

0.1 % ,5.2% 23.9,% 58.9% 3.4% 

0.1% 9.1% ' 32.0% 43.3% 5.8% 

2.4% 3.2% 11.0.% 21.9% 8.2% 

0.8% 16.1 % 40.6% 70.9% 4.8% 

0.2% . 26.2% 24.3% 23.9% 4.3% 

0.6% 7.4% .16.8% 38.8% 5.0% 
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, , HypotheticaI'I.D:lPact in FY 1993 iran AFDC Block Grant Provision Similar to the Block Grant 

Optio~ in'the Personal'Responsibiliry Act ,Had Been Adopted in FY 1988 Using FY 1987 Funding Levels 
~ ... ,fI' • \ 

"". 

~, ; j (amounts in millions) 

State,' FY1993: Actual ,Block Grant: 103% DifferenCe Percentage 
,Federa~Pa ments , of FY 87 Level, , chaD e 

• 


• 


, Alabama, , '$79 ' 

Alaski " , .$60 
.. , 

.t\iizona $,200 , 
Artca.nSas '.'$50 

California, , '$3,205,' . . 

I, Colorado $102' 

ConnectiCut 5207 

Delaware " "1$23: 
Dist: of Columb'ia . '$67 
Florida,', ,5517 

Georgia , $297, 


Guani 58 

Hawaii 576 

Idaho '.,$24 


" Illinois $487 


Indiana $158 

, ,Iowa ... ;$~11 

<. Kans'~ .~: ,~ ,,'-c-:-:,,__ , 584 

$57, , 

$29 

$65 
, $42 

$2,157 
',:$70 

$124 
$15, 

' $52 

$202 
$189 

$3 
$38, 

$18 " 

.$487 
,$111 ' 

$110 
, ' 5~o 

Kentucky 5166, $~1O 
Lousiana: " ,.' $~41 .$129' 
Maine, 

t( $15 " $62,' 
Maryland ,$190 $147' 
Massachusetts " " $408 '$303 

Michigan '$751' $7TI 
Minnesota' $239 5198, 

Mississippi ' 575 $69 
Missouri $189 $146 
Montana 537 $30, 

($22) -28% 


"($31) -51% 


,"($135) -67% 


($8) '-~16% 


($1~94'8) -33% 

($32) , -31% 


($83) ,-10% 

,($8) -35% 
 . 

" ($15) -22% 

($315) -61% 
.. ~. 

($109) -37% 

($5) -63% 

($38) -50% 
($7) -28% 

$0 0% 
($47) -30% 
($1) -1% 

($28) -33% ' 

($56) , -340;0 

($12) -8% 

($14) -18% 

($44) -23% 

($106) \ -26% 
.'$26 ' 3% 

:($41) -17% 

($6) -8% 

($43) -23% 
" '($1) -19·% 

, NOTES:~·. 

The ,table estim3.tes. for FY 1993',ilie hypotli~tical impact of,a mandat~ry AFDCblpck grant provision 
similar to the block grantoptio[1 in the Personal Responsibility Act, ,assumi~g impl~mentation '" 

, of"the provision ip FY 1988.: The level of the block grant for each State is sec. at ,103 percent of 

FY 1987 Federal payments for AFDC benefits and administration. unadjustedJor inflation. . 
. .' I 

The Family Support Act was ~otin ~fre~( du~ing.FY 1987. Toavoid overstating' ',,' 
tne impact of a block grant, Federal payments for AFDC,work activities (WINIJOBS) and 
AFDC-related child care are no(included i~ either column. " ' 

http:du~ing.FY


• Hypothetical Impact in FY 1993 if an AFDC Block Grant Provjsion Similar to the Block Grant , 
Option in the Personal Responsibility ActHad BeenAdopted in FY 1988 Using FY ~987 Punding Levels, 

(amounts in millions) -

. 

• 
' 
' 

' 

IState FY 1993: Actual 
Federal Payments 

Block Gr~nt: 103 % 

of FY 87 Level 
Difference Percentage 

Change 
, , 

Nebraska $46 $41 

Nevada S28, SIO 

New Hampshire ~, S31 S12 

New Jersey " S341 , S298 , 

New Mexico $94 $45 
New York Sl,684 Sl,268 
North Carolina $263 $154 

North Dakota S22 S14 
Ohio '$626 ' S522 
Oldahoma S140 $84 
Oregon S146 S92 
Pennsylvania ,$561 $506 ' 
Puerto Rico ' 565 S59 
Rhode Island $75 $50 
South Carolina $92 ' . $86 
South Dakota $19 $17 
Tennessee $166 .. S95 
Texas S385 S207 
Utah . ' $67 $51 

- ~. ' 

Vennont $42 $31 
Virgin Islands S3 S2 
Virginia ~', . $1~8 S117 
Washington '. $365 $239 

West Virginia, S97 $87 
" 

Wisconsin $289 $348 
Wyoming $19 $11 ' 

U.S. TOTAL, $13,834 SlO,243 ' 

(S5) , -11% 
' (SI7) -63% 
(SI9) -61% 
(S43) '-13% 

($;49) -52% 
($416) ·-25% 
($109) -41% 

(S8) -38% 
(S105) ....17% 

(S55) -40% 
(S53) , ' -37% 
(S56) -10% 

(S6) ~10% 

(S25) -33% 
(S6) -6% 
($3) ,-14% 

'($71) , -43% 
(S178) , -46% 

' --',--- (SIS) ,-23% 

.' (Sll) -26% 

(Sl) -26% 

(S20) -15% 
; (Si26) -3~% 

(SI0) -10% 

$58 20% 
(S8) -43% 

(S3,591) -26% 

NOTES: 


The table estimates" for FY1993, the hypothetical impact of a mandatory AFDC block grant provision ,: 


similar to the block grant '0f'~iQn in the Personal Responsibility Act,' assuming implementation, 


• of the provision in FY 1988. The level of the block grant for each State is set at 103 percent of 
FY 1987 Federal payments for AFDC benefits and administration" unadjusted for inflation. 

The Family Support Act was not in effect>during. FY 1987. To avoid overstating 
the impact of a block grant, Federal payments for AFDC ~ork activities (WINIJOBS) and 
AFDC-related child care are not included, in either column. ' 
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• Nutrition program facts: 

School lunch: ' 
, . 

Serves 25 million children per day.' , " 

. Children whose parents earn less than 130% of poverty line get a free lunch 
(USDA provides a reimbursement to the school to pay for the lunch); between 
130% and 185% of poverty line do not have to 'spend more than 40 cents for 
lunch; the schools get money to improve the quality of meals for all children 
(less than 20 cents per lunch from USDA).' 

The American School Food Service Association estimates that 40,000 schools 
(out of 92,000 throughout the nation).and 10 million children would be forced' 
off the 'schoollunch program if the "Personal Responsibility Act" were enacted. 

The "Personal Responsibility Act" also eliminates all nutrition requirements for 
school. lunches; anything could be served to children. 

For. most states the Act would mean that about 45 percent' of the children are 
taken off the school lunch prograll) . 

SChool Breakfast: similar principles and rules apply to the 5.4 millionchildr~r on 
the ·school breakfast program. .' .. 

WIC: . ~ ..' . 

Provides nutritious. foods to low-income pregnant women, infants and children. 
GAO reports that each dollar spent on a pregnant woman saves up to $4 in 

. medical costs for inedical problems arising in the first 60 days after birth. , 

Average WIC ho~sehold income is $9,291 dollars. 
. . 

About 3/4 of WIC families have incomes at or below the poverty level. 

WIC serves one million pregnant women .. 

The. National Association of WIC Directors is very concerned that the 5 .percent 
cap on administration costs in the "Personal Responsibility Act" will greatly 
reduce WIC's ability.to do medical and nutrition tests, and provide needed 
health counseling.' 

• • I. • 

http:ability.to


• . Food Stamps: 27 million Americans are on the food stamp program. 

The food stamp ,program has job search and work requirements for all able
bodied adults (not senior citizens) not caring for infants or young children or 
for a disabled parent. Non-compliance with the work requirements makes the 
family ineligible. . 

Over 80 percent of food stamp benefits go to families with ch~ldren. 

97 percen~ of food stamp benefits' go to families below the poverty line, and 
about 60 percent of benefits go to . families below half of the poverty line. 

:fifteen percent of households have at least one elderly person. , 25 percent of 
households have either an elderly or disabled person. 

Half of ail food stamp households are off food stamps within six months: 

Average fo~ stamp benefit is 76 cents -per person, per meal. 

• 
Senior Meals Programs (including "Meals on Wheels"):, 

. , 

These programs -- that provide either hot meals to the elderly (in "congregate'.' 
eating settings) or delivered meals to the ~omebound elderly -:. would be 
terminated under the "Personal Responsibility Act. ", 

'-- , 

. .~, 

• 
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• 
DECEMBER 1994 BASELINE GROWTH 

(by program, in millions of.doHars) 
. ()9.Jan-95 

1995 1996 1997. ' 1998 1999 2000 

FOSTER CARE 8. ADOPTION ASST, 3,437 3,912. 4,265 4,661 5,040 5,466 


STUDENT LOANS 11 3,920 3.117 '2.737 2,826 2,965 3,131 


MEDICAID ',G~ 100,134 110,952 .123.072 ' 135,995 149,458 


MEDICARE, PART A (HI) .'. .i 112,.028 122.925 133,425" 143,929 155,969, . .167,5TT 


MEDiCARe, PART B , (8MI) 64,410 73,376 ·83,326 94,020 105.827 , 118,862 


RAlLROAD ReTIREMENT . -4.574' 4.686 4.781 . 4,860 '4,957 5,575 


CIVIL SERVICE ReTIREMENT 37,802 39,010 40,925 42,710 44,592 ~,S63 


MIUTARY RETIREMENT 27,878 28,965 30.5,60 32.329 34.978 36,866 


I.JNE.MPLOYM ENT 21,645 23,060 24;128 2$,571 27,012 28,191 


FOOOSTAMPS Gi,~v 25,950 27.370 26.820 30,280 31,110 


CHILD NUTRITION 7,569 8,078 8,638 9,232 9,653, 10.475 


SU?PLEMENTAl.. SECURITY INCOME 2J 24.270 24.280' 29.219 32.074 35.066' 39.998 


FAMILY SUPPORT PAYMI;NTS @) 17.520 17.892 16,333 18,849 19,425 


• 	 SOClAL. $E~UR,ITY 333:747 '351.592 37Q.515 390;323 411.102 ' 433.299 

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS 1,300 1.480 '.1.570 '1,650 1.710 : ',770 

VET. COMPo & PENSIONS 31 	 17,340 16,140 17.776 1e,163 18.823 20,698 

HOUSlNG ASSISTANCE 604 . 	 166 " 112 105 106 110 115 ., 

EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT 17,260 20.392 22,904 23,8$0 24,938 25,982 

. VqcATIONAl.. REHABILITATION 2,336 2,40' 2,481 2.560 2,646 2,736

'- 
TOTAL FOR ABOVE PROGRAMS 811.960 867,132 933,569 999.120 1.070.712 1.147,297 

6.7.9% 14.980,,(, 23.05% 31.87% 41.30% . ,
FARM PRICE SUPPORTS. 	 9.694 9,573 8,675 8,299 8,fi77 8,705 

other Mandatory PrOgrams 	 23,554 21.964 19,789 18.•.419 17,633 16,514 

, T9TAL:ALL CsOCA1EGORIES, 845,208,896,669 962,033 1.025.838 1.096.922 1.172,516 
, - , 

11 Student Joan li(juidating acct. in other mandatory c:ategcity 

21SSl: 11 payments in 1996: 13 in 2000. .., 

3/Vetemns: ~1 payments in 1996; 13 in 2000" ' 


.' 	
. .' 

. 
" 



JAN 10 95 IS, 53 FROM,CBO/SAO/HRCEU 10·202 226 2920 PAGE 3/7 

• -1995vs. 1996~ . 
GROWTH FREEZE' . 

09-Jan-95 Cf-W.JG:; . DUE TO .COLA CERTAIN RESIDUAL 
CASELOAO FREEZEPROGRAM GROWH-i 

CHANGE PARAMETERS 

FO,STERCARE 8. ADOPTION ASST. 

STUDENT LOANS 11 

'475 . 

(803) 

240 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

235 

(80S} 

'. 

MEDICAID 10.177 3.701 0 '0 6,476 

MEDICARE. PART A (HI) 10,897 1,664 O· 1,699 7,534 

MEDICARE. PART B (SMI) ;V: 8,968 1,013 0 2,349 5,606 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT . 112 (2:27) 1M) 0 199 

CMLSER~CERETIREMENT 

MILITARYRETIREMENT 

1,~OS 

1,087 

176 

501 

577 

73 

0 

0 

455 
, 

513 

UNEMPLOYMENT 1,415 670 0 0 745 

FOODSTAMPS 8'10 3&) 0 1,270 (810) 

CHiLD NUTRITION 509 . 250 190 0 69 

• 
SUPPlEMENTAL SECURllYlNCOME 21 

FAMILY SUPPORT PAYMENTS 

SOCIAL. SECURIlY 

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS . 

10 

339 

17,845 

180 

1,377 

. 100 

4,907 

130 

. 536 

0 

7.898 

40 

o· 

0 

0 

10 

(',903) 

239 

5.040 

0 

VET~ COMP_ & PENSIONS 31 

HOUSING ASSISTANCE 604 

(1.200) 

(54) 

(272) 

0 

495 

0 

0 

·:-..··-0 

(1.423) 

(54) 

EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT 3,'32 228 0 1,014 1,890 

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION '64 0 41' 8 15 

TOTAL FOR ABOVE PROGRAMS 

. FARM PRICE SUPPORTS 

55,172 

(121) 

14.808 
26.84% 

0 

'9,990 
18.11% 

0 

\ 6,350 
\ 11.51% 

0 

24,024 
43.54% 

(121) 

other Mandatory Programs (1,590) 

TOTAL: AJ..I. eso CATEGORIES 53;461 

11 Student loan rlquidating acct in other mandatory ea 
2lSSt 11 payments In 1996; 13 in 2000. 
3Neterans: 1.1 payments in 1900; 13 in 2000. 

'. 
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-1995 'IS. 1991....-* 
GRO\NTH FREEZE 

OS-Jan-95 . CHANGE . DUE TO COLA CERTAlN RESIOUAL 
CASE LOAD FREEZEPROGRAM 'GROWTH 

FOSTER CARE & ADOPTION ASST. 


STUOENT LOANS 11 


MEDICAJD 


MEDICARE. PART A (HI) 


MEDICARE, PART B (SMI) 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT 

CIVIL SERVICE ReTIREMENT ' 


MILITMY RETIREMENT 


UNEMPLOYPAEJ\IT 


• 
FOOD STAMPS 

CHILD NUTRmON 

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME 21 

FAMILY SUPPORT PAYMENTS 


SOCIAL SECURIlY 


READJUSTMENT BENEFITS ' 


VET. COMP. & PENSIONS 31 


HOUSING ASSISTANCE 604 


EARNED INCOME TM CREDIT 


VOCATIONAL REHASIUTATlON 


TOTAL FOR ABOVE PROGRAMS 


FARM PRICE SUPPORTS 


other Mandatory Prog'rams . 

TOTAl..: AlL CBO CATEGORIES 

11 Student Joan liquidating acct. in other mandatory ca 
2ISSI: 11 payments in 1996; 131n 2000. . 

• 3Neterans: 11 paJ.'l1l~nts In 1996; 13 in 2001?" 

CHANGE PARAMETERS 

828 480 o 0 348 

(1,183) o o 0 (1,183) 

, 20.995 1.502 o o. 1~493 

21:397 3,326 o 5,530 12.541 

18.916 1,909 o 4,840 12,167 

207 (683) 343 0 547 

3,123 '391 2.114' .0 612 

,2,682 	 1.002 1,001 0 679 

2,483 o 01,223 

2.230 140 o 2,440 (350) 

o 79 

4,949 2,922 1,594 o 433 

111 205 o o .506 

36,768 9.374 19.593· 0, 7.801 .. 

1.069 530 

........ 


270 80 30 o 

436 (548) 986 0' (2) 

(61), o o o (61) 

5.~ 497 o 2,424 2,723 

145 o 110 18 18 

121,609 '28,473 26,281 , 15,282 51,574 
23.41% 21.61% 12.57% 42.41% 

(1,019) o 0' '0 (1.019) 

(3,165) 
. ,;' 

" _1_ 

116.825 
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-1995 VS. 1998 ... · 
GRO\fVTH FREEzE 

09-Jao-95 CHANGE DUE TO " COLA CERTAIN RESIDlJA,L 
, " ',,' 

" CASELOAD' FREEZEPROGRAM GROWTH 
, CHANGE: " PARAMETERS 

~. .' 

:..-	 .,FOSTER CARE & ADOPTION ASST. 	 1;224 730 0 0 

STUDENT LOANS 11 	 , ,(1,;094), ~ 0 0 0 
" , -,

MEDICAID 
" 

33,115 10.920 0 '0 

'. MEDICARE. PART A (Hf) 31,901, 4,859 0 9,399 

,MEDICARE, PART B (SMt) 29,610 2,744' 0 6;785' 
': 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT 	 ,286 .(904) 553 0
"" ' , '; .. 

CMLSERVICE RETJREMENT ' '4,908 609 3.418 : 0 

'. 


MILITARY RETIREMENT 4',451 ' 1,S03 2,087 , 0 


UNEMPLOYMENT 3.926 ' 1,820 0 0 


FOOD STAMPS 3,680, (140) 0.: 3,670 


, CHILD NUTRmON 1.663 ~10 ' no 0, 


, ' SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY 
" 
INCOME 21 	 7.804 4,339, 2.726 0 

FAMILY SUPPORT PAYMENTS } ,152 312 0 0 


S,OCIAL SECURIlY '56 576 13.523 31.997 0
. " 

, ' 

, READJUSTMENT BENEFlTS 	 350 190 120 40 

, VET. COMP. & PENSIONS 31 ' 823 ' (820) 1,598 Q' 

HOUSING ASSISTANCE 604 (60) '. 0 0 .0, 

" EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT 6,620 799 0 3.912 
i ' 

, VOCATIONAl.. REHABJUTATION 	 224 0 183 28 

TOTAL FOR ABOVE PROGRAMS 187.159 	 '41.294 ' 43.4S2 23,834 
22.06% ',,23.22% 12:73% 

,. ".FARM PRICE SUPPORTS 	 (1,395) 0 0 0 

Other Mandatory Programs 	 (5,134) 
, , 

TOTAL: ALL eso CATEGORIES' 180,630 

1 ( student Joan liquidating acct. in'other mandatolY ca 

21SSI: 11 payments in '1996; 1.3 in 2:000. ,,,-

, ", 


'. 3Neterans: 11 paYments in 1996,; 13 in 2000., 

494 ' 

' (1,094) 

22,195 

17,643, 

20,081 

637 

881 

861 

'2,106 

150 

83 

139 

840 

1~~O56' 

0 

45 

,(89) 

1.909 

1,2 

78.579 

41.98% 

' (1.395) 


" • r 
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j' 

GROVVTH FREEZE 
" 09-Jan.95 CHANGE DUE TO COLA CERTAIN· RESIDUAL 

CASELOAD FREEZEPROGRAM . GROWTH 
CHANGE PARAMETERS 

FOSTER CARE & ADOPTION ASST. 1.603 985 0 o 618 


STUDENT LoANS 11 _ (955) . 0 0 o (955) 


MEDICAID. 46,038 14,878- 0 o .31.160 
, 

MEDICARE. PART A (HI) ... . 43.941"6.343 0 13.467 - 24.131 

MEDICARE, PART 8 (SM!) 	 41,417 ~ 3.588 0 8,135 29,694 

" RAILROAD RETIREMENT - -. 	 383 (1,125) 755 o 743 

• 

CML SERVICE RETIREMENT 6,190 84S -.4,753 0' 1,189 
, 

MILlTMY RETIREMENT 1.100 2,004 4,037 0.1,059 

UNEMPLOYMENT 5.367 2.340' 0 o 3,027 

.FOOD STAMPS 5,140 (500) o 5,020 620 

CHILD NUTRmON '"2,284 1,090 1,110. o 84 

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOM~2I 10.196 5,731 4.009 '0 1.050 

.	FAMILY SUPPORT PAYMENTS 1.668 421 0 o 1,241 

SOCIAL SECURITY n,355 17,661 44,744- o 14,950 

READJU~¥MOOBENEFITS . 410 180 170' 60 0 

VET. COMPo & PENSIONS 31 . 1,483 "" (1,027) 2,196 o 314 

HOUSING AsSISTANCE 604 	 (55) 0 0 o (56) 

EARNED INCoME TAX CREDrr 	 7.678 1,114 0 5.528 1.0~ 

VOCATIONAL. REHABILITATION 	 310 0260 39 ,1 

TOTAL FOR ABOVE PROGRAMS . 258,752 54.531 62,044 32.249, 109,922 
21.08% 23.98% 12.46% ' 42.48% 

FARM PRICE SUPPORTS (1.117) o o 0' (1,117) 

Other Mandatory Programs 	 (5.921) 
. 

TOTAL: All. cao CATEGORJES 251,714 

•
11 Student loan liquidating acct. In other mandatorY c:a 

2ISSI: 11 paym~nts in 1996; 13 in 2000 . 

3Neterans: 11 payments in 1996; 13 in 2000.. 
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• 
......_·1995 'Os. 2000

GROW7H FREEZE 
09-Jan-95 CHANGE ' DUE TO COLA CERTAIN: RESIDUAL 

CASELOAD FREEZEPROGRAM GROWTH 
CHANGE PARAMETERS 

FOSTER CARE & ADoPTION ASST. 2,029 1.240 0 0 789 

STUDENT LOANS 11 (789) 0 0 0 (Tas) 

MEDICAID 59.501 . 18,410 0 0 41,091 

MEDiCARE. PART A (HI) 55,549 7,862 0 17,7101 29,S77 
II;";: 

MEDICARE, PART 8 (SMI) 54,452 4,084 0 9.167: 41,201 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT . 1.001 . (1,125) ~o 0 1.146 

CML SERVICE RETIREMENT 8.761 1,062 6,119 0 1,580 

. MILITARY RETIREMENT 8,988 2,505 4.752 0 1,731 

UNEMPLOYMENT 6.546 2.420. 0 0 4.126 

FOOD STAMPS 5,970 (900) 0 6,490 : 380 

• 
·0,CHILD NUTRITION 2.906 1,350 1,490 66 

0 
' . 

1SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME 21 15,728 7.574 5,504 ' 2,650 

FAM[L Y SUPPORT PAYMENTS ., 2,244 542 0 0 1,702 

SOCIALSECURIlY 99,552 22.220 , 57;808 0 19,524

~STMENTBENEFrrS 470 190, ~ "190--- 70 20 

VET. corvtP. & PENSIONS 31 .3,358 (1.326) 2,841 0 1,643 

HOUSING ASSISTANCE 604 (51) 0 0 0 (51) 

EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT 8,722 1;443 0 7,170, 109 

VOCATIONAL REHABIUTATION 400 0 338 51 ! 11I .. 

TOTAL FOR ABOVE PROGRAMS 335,337 67.551' 80,022 4O,sSs' 147,106 
20.14% 23.86% 12.12% 43.8"/01f, 

FARM PRICE SUPPORTS (989) 0 0 (989) ,. . 0 

9the!' Mandatory Programs -(7.040) 

TOTAL: ALL CBOCATEGORIES 327,308· 

11 Student Joan IiquidatingaSCl In other mandatory ~ 

•

21SSI: 11 payments in 1996; 13 in 2000. 

3fVeterans: 11 payments in 1996; 13 in 2000 . 
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, CASH WELFARE' ·r . GOP reform: , 
'; , ,~ , I '. ' 	 . , • Noncitizen residents, are eliQible for

"PROG, 	 , ,",., . .. 'RAMS '(9) . . emergency selVlces. , ,.

0' -n'- "..:': ...':';;' CT' " ·1bta1 Cash weltare .ndin~: . " Genes'·ral Assistance (sta$5teprog. ram) 

bCT -,' '-::r (I') (I) _. . 	 Federal'. " , '. . ,: $52.6 b1ll'on' , 'tate:, ".2biTiion ,

-~ ti@.g 0 5' 5" , 	 ,.,i ,,' (estiillated)
!!!., .... I» (/) -'"'C::l '..... .,' ..', .: State: . , " ' $16.1bilUon .. P pi h lped' 'n/ffi, m!it 5' @ CD 0 !2!' 	 " eo e e:, a , 
0.1\i 0' 0:: 3 ~ ::l e. '. Totalspendirig: $6,9.3 billion . lodian ttealth services , .. 

· a@m6" ~ 0. ~ ....,' : *AId to Families WIth ~'."t. Children." Federal:-, ' . $1.4 billion
3 ao.c,s:8'3 ~ ". Federal: : .' .' $13:7bilhon .' People helped: , ,'1,100,000,I 

.(0 '3 0 ~I» 3 .(1). <.)',' 	State:. . $1 ~ .4 billion' . >*Mate 'I nd Child' Health Se ' , 
o - Co -'3 I» - .' '.' 	 Totafspending':' ,$25.1 billion' . rna a rVlces 
,~ .... g.~ s: c:: i .i-." 'p pi " 13 754 000h lped' ' " 	 Block Grant,11t1e V.' 
.... ~ (I) ,.,. (I)::l ' 	 .~ e e : ,,' .' .,;' . "Fed'eral·. . $664' ml'III'on
::l, I\) iii~iil e: i .... " GOP letona: " ' : 
.3 0rO !!! C5 m-I!t·· '! ,.Federalspendingis";"~(estimatedat ',:,State:'" '.$$41.2bi~II[lllo·inllion'~ :::!: mp.:'2: S' !. 8. '., 	 '1'i"'I"""', .. TOtal spending: ' ,

'" "" - (I), ....' . Ies$ than 5 percent annually).,.,', 1 ' , ,People, helped'..· . 5850:000·' 
~ 0 "'C ::l1:! =<' .• Wnwed parents 17 and younger become:',...' , 
5i.'=- a......', Cif~. ~ cSifg._ ','. ineligible for AFOC' . . *Communlty He.alth Centers ..•" S<D ~ .8-"~ .1Ii ; , ." :. Federal AFDC funds not ~~for;unwe(f Federal: . . $558 million 

· (I) ~ :3' . ;t ~ (0, ". . ,teen parents are given to states to create'non-.·· " P~ helped:" , ·5.860;0()0 . . . ~ 'w~;" ~ ~Q;-~ .. .. cash services to those parents·,,' Medical ASsIstance to Refugees and ' 
0. <0(/)., i ~ ,m .... ' \ • Unwed teen motherS 18 and older must live,.. CubanlH8ltlalientra~, '.:, ' " '. i 5-'? i7r '.(/)10' 3 ' . , at home.to reCeive AFDC: .. ", ',..' ..,' '" Federal: . $98 million ' 

, (") i.~ i $' i~'. Staternay ~efi~~ unwed mothers ages ~ 8" '. , PeoPle helped: ' , 43,500 
, 0'< CT • 0 (I) 0..".. ,19 and,20. as, .Inellglble.for A.FOC and. h,OUSlng .', *M'I' t Health Cent''''.· ".. '.", 

. ~ (1) ~ - 6' w . .' . , . ".. " , .' ".gran ' ers . . 
a:~. 'i,~, e. i.i;P:~ity~ust'be.estwli~h~ before any ,; ~.:. Fed~raI: ' ...' . $57,miilio,n .'
Zl- '. (I) 5U.'-::l'·AFDCis·paid .'. . .... , . i. .', i,'" People helped. " GOO,OQO .' 
o' . a !IIl"'C ;;. ..." • AFOC ben9titS. do not increase 'if,ac;lditional .Medlca~(povf!Irty populatlon'only)·~ , .~i'a. ' f8' \ ,.' '- children are bOl'n:' >....... '.;. ". '; Federal: " .'. $15,5 billion 

o ' • SubStance abusers must participate in '.. .. People helped: 391,664 
I» '. 'C' treatment!program to receive benefits, " " . ' .' 

CT_ "'Cc§ >-n{lj "'C;!J:t' "TI!2 ;!J!e"-"w '.. " ' '. Many' AFDC recipients are ~uired to WPrk . FOOD WELFARE· 	 " 
(1) ".. _ "" 35 hours a week. . ,..', . PROGRAMS (11)g cn prppJamilie~'frc>m" . . . ' . 

"1 ! 

o &.. Stat~ ~re, required ~ 
. . ' (....., '~ &3 O~, §:.(1) ~ ~ ••, , . AFDC after five years. '. " ......,.~,1:..a-1 food' ,we'.' Hare',spen'.~·.I·n··g· ~~ 
, "', >,' §~~~Krlg·g. 'IIII!.Statesmay.. drbpfamiliesfrom!,170~~fter :' ,u-;:'deral: ' . $34.3biilion' , .', 

",6)-'01\:1-6 ~ ,~. ~ ~ em' .' =~::~;n~y' r~~ allfederai AFOC funding', 'State:,' " $ 1.6 billionfC....

i 0 l a: d~ ,,s. ,,' . C!S a block grant. ",'. '.' .'. '.' .' Total Spending:, '$35.9billiQn ' 
,9: g. ~ 6' ~Lg " S . ~ .' ',*Supplemei'ital Security IncOme .,;' '··F~ Stamps 
!!l, S' ::l.,"Ti gr 0, &~. F.ederal:',.' ,,$22.6 billion. , ' Federal:' .$23.5 billiori ' , 

'g:,(I)·PI.~S~ . State:' ,; .' $3.3billion"" " State: . $ 1,6 billionI" 
S. :: ~:=:::E 8 8 . 	 Totalspenqirig: .' :$25.9 billion'. Total spending:' $25.1 billion 

.. ~ ~B mg a, .a,' .. ", 'People hfilped: ," : 4,875,000 (per.l110nth), . P~ple helped:. . ... 25,400,000 
6' g,~::E»!!!, . ffi'" m.' ,'GOP~reform:I' .. \' '.' . . · . SchOOl lunch Program .. ' 
!!l, g . ....: s: ~ 8. .~. ':'.. F~eralspending'is capped (estimated at " Federa!:,.,. . . ". $4.6 billion ..ft ::l8::l ~::::!. _.J[ .... ". '{ess·than'5 pereentanriuaUy), . .'. ,. . Peopletielped: '24,100,000; 
(I) ~ g. ::l _ " 

, { .. ' . {l:5 0......i!<.:.~. .' .... i General Assistance (state c8Sh.prpgrani) ,Special'Supplemental Food PrPgram for"1'
0(0 "" <. ,... Stat~:.$3.3 billion " .., .': Women,lntailts and Children" '. . 

, .' ,Q' ~ ~ l ~xi" , , PeOple helped; 1,205,000 (estimated) . ',Federal: '" ','$2,8 billion ' 
, 19: (I) 0..' _::l 0...!2 ,3:., " ., .' P,eop'Ie he.lped·. :'. . . '.' .,'5.4.12,3.03' .' .... I» Earriedlncome Tax CredH(refundable ",'

c5 a0; 9=!e "cg , " portion only) ' .. ". .... ,... ' . Emergency FQOd As!'istanceprogram. 
· 5:' ~ 5' a: 0 ~"': Federal: '. , ... $13.2 billion " , '.Federal:',> '. $163 million'. i' . 
, s: (/) c:: a~'.' ,.' " "(estili1C31ed)'· \' ;'.' .' . p,eople helped: 7,500;000 ' 

\' .,(1)-. S· ~:::l (i) '.. ' .. 'million ...... 	 ,Num.be.r of h.ousehOlds helped: 13.86 · fQ.cSo.,.utrltlonProgramfor ihe Elderly , ' 
· (I) (1) I, '*Fost.,.Care, 11tleW E : . , '.' '. . Federal:' " , .... $573 million 

. ,iii '.,Federal:, . . ',$2.5 billion, ..,,' State: ' .• '$ 65 million'.· . ,. *A··.: State:-.· : .. ,,' $1.7,biilioni .' . i . Total,spending: ." $638l"f1illion: 
. V, ,Total spending:;' $4.2 billion ." 'People helped: . ,3,349,000 .. 

...~1!Q"~ ~ ~'~"8 .People helped: I~' 222,000 (per.monih) .' School Bi'eakfast Program .' : . 
'" o.:;! s: § § O.!!l, ~ASsIst8nceto. Refugees" C.ubanlHaltian '. Federal: ,; " I' $866 million!..' · ~(I) g.~ ~ O::,~' 	 " 

· o'G') (I) c: c:: I» 0 entrants'. ' . . ,. " . People helpEld:' . .'4,500,1)00 . 
· ,~, OJ i 'i &.'~,:::§ 'Federal:.·,.· $65 million" ..".C..,...IiI-ld'-a..:..n....,d....,A-d.;.u-It-::Ca-re-.F-Ood~-p...;;rog...;.·-ra-m--.,......:..-
~ ,~a~~ 5'~. £. ; People help9d:.' 3'1.300 ',:(rneao~tested part only) ,:,... 

· ,~~,a"'C'2-5i'~~. .EmergencyASsisliincet~~y.Fam.,lIies ,". ,Federal:' ..., ", $1,2billion ;,
". <' 3 : e,I!{ S"@ g .with Children , ", . ".'," ,People he,lped:. ',1,019;000' . 

(I) I»::l 9!!R (0 (I) - .1, . 	 Federal: , '. $202 million : Summer Food' o--~Ice Program &.;.r· 
~. i o.,~ ~~~~ .,. "State: .' ,', "$202million .. , . ~Y" IU' 

,e s: ~ 6' ",S a i :Total speriding:. ,.$404 million '. . Children.. '.. ' . ,.' ' 
!II (I) ~'(I) - &~ \ . Peop.le help8d: ',' 52,900 (perinonth) Federal: .. ',,$210 milliOn 

(/) "'" G') 	 People helped:' , 1;919.000
(I) i:ii w . 3 ~ , " . Adoption Assistance ,: ' . , . . 	 ~,..,:-.,-----

, 	 I» 3 CD ~ (I) n ~ . (fOr parel1t$ of low-inc:ome:special n~s . Food Distribution Program on/Indian &.i a.'~ ~ ijf~ " . cI:lildren) . " , ' " . Reservations . . '. ' . i, . 
5!. ~' 0 ,0 s-cS S. . .' Federal: , . .. $273 million ' , , . Federal: .,' '.' . ;,$61 million' , ' . 

. i .a 0(0 (I), & . State:.' , '$155 million ' " . PeOple helped: .' .. ', 119.000
,;;"'. rr C:a.~·~.I~ ~ Total spending: ' ',$428 million,' ' CommOdity Supplemental FoOd PrOgram .' 
-::r '" -.. v. People helped' 66 200 	 F.ederal:" " $110 million . I , ,1»-.. 6 _. 3 2: c:: " ' ,

'. c5 . 5! c5 § ~ ~ . "General Assistance to Indians' . " , " People hel~: .345.500 . 
, rn . Q)'::l ~ ...; ai ' " Federal:' , $106 million " . '.' S~IaIMilk Progl'am (free segn1t;mt), 
'~,' 3-, ~.~.• m-,.. b1'. People helped: ':" 55,540, '. Federal: " ' $1.4,million 

-. (/) c: , " .. '. , , . '(Mr month) '. .' Peo.pie helped:, . 60,000.",~ -.: !e'(/)~ cD , ' ....., 
~, <~ CD ~ 6" '. \, MEDIC,ALWELFARE . GOP refuna: , ' , .' 
(I) 	 ~:,~6' "".' .'\ PROGRAMS'(S) '. • RepealsthesevenactsthataUtborizethese 

· ad."ca·I we'lfare spa'nd."ng•• ·. jjg~f:~~boo ~ista~ceBi'Ock G~a~, .•. ,
" ' . .Total m program, which will provide same services as '. , " 

,,Federal:" " "$93.9billion. . ,. repealed prpgrams. , " ' " . 
r . . '. " .' State:" . $·61.6 billion . • States will receive block grants according to 


-.', 'Total end" '~55 5blUr . ~verty population and other criteria: :' '. ., 

" . " .SP Ing: "'. on.,In~al funding for block grant will ~$35.6: , 

' " *Medicald .' .,'. billion; subsequent f~nding growth will be ':.' " 
... 	 .Federal: $ 75.7 billion ,restricted., '. ....'. .... 

~,, . ;, State:,$ 56,0 billion .: . , • NoncustOd.. ialpare.nts who receive, fo,00. . ":, 
,,: ,. TOtai'spending: '. ·'$131.7biilion~ beneftts must~rk eight hours a week. " 

, .People helped: :30,802,000 • Noncitizen residents are ine,ligible for food 
. " ' assistance;'.'," 

/., I': 

" ,:/ 
.-'.' . 

. ", 
'. ' 	 ',/ . , .. 

'. ~ 



...., /' 

~~~~~="'==~=---'!'"---.... , -:Head--:Sta-:::--r-t--:------'----'---'.-:.-,'-,-"':"'""7. , .second. year of reform. ,:." 
.' HOUSING WELFARE " 'Federal:. $2.7 billion .400,000 AFDC recipients l11ust ¥>,ork in 
, , PROGRAMS (15)' . . State: .' . $694 million: year of reform. '" . . v 

Total: . $3.4 billion .'600,000 AFPC recipients must work in 
-Total hpU$ing welfare spending' . " People helped: 621,000'.. . ;U:O:&fo ~F6~r:cipients mustwo~ in'fifth 

Federal: . . $20,6 billion, ,··TItIe I Grants, 'year of 'reform. '. " ..'. 
. Slate:' . \ ,$ 2.8 billion (ill.) , Federal:' $6.1 billion • 1.5 million recipients must work in sixth year 

.. .rotal spendl"g: $23.4 billion People helped: . n/a' . of refOrm.. .'. " 
'-Section 8 ..-ouslng Assistance· '. Supplemental educational OpportUrilt):'. • Federal spending is capped (estimated 5 

Federal:, . . '$13.2 billion 'Grants 'percent aflnual growth). ", . 
, .' 

. 1 __ 
, ,/Number of households helped: 835.076' Federal:. ,," $588 million . SOCIAL'SERVICES.WELFARE 

,-&.:.ow-rent Public Housing ': . ", ,.PeopIe'helped: 907,000 I '. . PROGRAMS (11) , . 
Federal: ." . $3J: billion " Chapter 1 Migrant Education ~r8m . : . __~.--.::..:-:-_''::"--T--'::-::-'~----'--'--
'Numberofhouseholds helped:. 1 ,409,000 . ,Federal: $302 mllhon 'f Total social.mceS welfm'e 

-Section 502 (rural housing loans) People helped: ' 417,000 . spending: .. ' .' , . I 

'.. Federal: 'J $1.8 billion . TRIO prOgrams (6) , . 'Federal:' $5.9 billionI 

Number of households helped: 25,700 \ Federal:.." $388 million' Stat" $2 2 b'II' ' 
.Section 236 (interest .....:..uctlo··n payments) 'People helped:. ' 649, 200 ' ' ,e: " . I Ion ,

''''' 	 .. Total spending: $8.1 billion.- .'Federal: .' ' $634 milhon' State Studentlncent~ Grants , 
Number of households helped: 510,~ , ',Federal:' , $ ,78million,-SoctaI Sehilces Block Grant TItle XX 

• St t '. $'78ml'III'on' ',,'F;;.-..,eral:,,·· $2.7billion., ' -SeCtion 515 (rural rental housing loans) . a e: .: ' , , "'" 
, I, Fedenil: ' ' ."., $573 million . , Total:. , .$156 million " State:" $2.2 billion 
" Number of house~olds helped: 15,000 People helped: ,q240,000. ' Total spending: , ' .. $4.9 billion ' 

. :(People helped:,' h/a ' ' 
"Section 521 (rural refltal assls~.nce), /,~~:;ShiPS ~r g~~at~/~l'CIfe~iOn~1 ' *COmmunlty ServiCes Bldek Grant .' .' 

Federal:', $393mtlhon 'Federal:' 'J $61 million ' "Federal: ,,$442million' 
" Number dt households helped.: 29,434 People helped: ~1 ,981 " People helped: '., .' n/a . 

-Section 235 (horne ownership assistance) ~ The Follow Through Program -~al services Corporation 
' Federal: ',' , . $62 million' . . ' Fed I ' . $8 '11' . ederal: .',' $360 million 
Number o,f ho.useho.lds helped: 98,000" era: ml Ion . 

People,helped:" n/a' , People helped: n/a" ~ 
*Section 101 (rent'supplements)' Even'Start' ~Eme:f:enCY Food'& Shelter Dr.vtram ". . \ 

Federal: $55 million 	 $ 28"7
Number of households helped: 20,000" ',Federal: ,'<$90 million ,F eral: .' 1 ml Ion'. 

, People helped: "n/a PeOple helped.: - ,n/a
' Indian Houslpg Improvement Gran,ts,: ,'" nd 

, Federal:' , , $19 million, . ' WORK-RELATED". , =~==:a,:::!ugees a 
, Number,ofpouseholds helped: 1,380 , 'WELFARE PROGRAMS.(,) Federal:" $68 million 

iOn 504 ..,. *c;eaFederaI" • (rural h,OUS$i~~ ~ro'~ loans) , Totil wOrk-re,',lated, we,Ifm'e, spend.,ing, .' - People helped: 33~,800 '. ' 

\ Public Health'Service Act TItle X
Numberqf household~ helped.: 5;300 Federal: $4.2 billion' , : (family planning) " . 

-Section 514 (farm labor housing loans) , State: ; " " '$510 million. 'Federal: ' " , $1'62 million' " \ 
'; Federal: ' ,.' $16 millio!,) , ,Totalspending:. $4.7billion ' . People h~lped:- 4,300,000 
" ,Number of house,l'!Plds helped: 574 -Job Training Partners~lp~ , Volunteers In ServiCe To America (3;966' 

*Se¢tion523 (rural housi,;g grants and ' Title II-A Oobtrainil')gand suppo~t) VISTA ~1i.Jnteei'S) , " 
loans)- . '" Federal:" '$1.1 billion - Federal: $43 million i 

Federal: ,$11 million People helped:" . 416.000 ' People helped: n/a 
Number of households helped; n/a -Jotnralnlng Partnership Act Older Americans Act Title III (supportive 

-Section 516 (farm 'labor housing grants) Title II-a (summer jObs) ." " . ' services for elderly)"·, ' ~. 
' Federal:" $15 million, , Federal:,' $849 inillion ,Federal:,', $296 million " , ' 

~ 'Number of,households helped: 600' ' People helped:. ,'625,000' Pooplehelped: ,n/a 

" *Sectlon 533 (rural h()uslng preservation' -Job lhtlning partnershlP.Act " , . . ~"At-rlsk"'Daycare,Asslstance Grants (for 
• grants) , . ," , .,' Title IV (Job Corps),. " • AFDC families) "',' _, /, . 

. :; , Federal:.. " \ " $23 ml.lhon 'Federal: '.' ,$949rilillion ' , Federal:-- ,.. $264 million (. 
Nu'niber of households helped: 4,000' . People helped: ' ,;. 40:000 , Number of households helped: 57,440 ' 

Public housing expenditures by _te*Older"Amerlcans Act" ~. GOP retorm: , " •. . ,.' 
government. ' " . ." .', ' Title V (work program for seniors) ,. Federal spending is capped (estimated 5 

, State:' , 	 $2.8 billion Federal:. ' $389 million piercent growth annually). ' \ 
. " ,'(estimated) State: 43 million -Child Care & Devetopment.Block\Grant 

Number of households helped: n/a ", Total spending: , $432 million Federal:: ' .$892 million ' 
GOP reform: " ,People helped: ,64,353 , People helped:' \. . 570,000 ' 

· • Federal spending :iscapped (estimated at. ," Job Opportunity aOO Basic SkI!I~ lhtining , *Chlld Care for Recipients , , 
" less than 5 percent anl.1uatly)." '..., Federal:. $736 milhon ' ' '( d Ex R i' nt f AFDC) 

• Stafe'has'the option to deny' fed,eral housing, "Sta-te··.· ' 456'ml'lrlon an. • ec Pie so. . ,
Federal:' '$595 million

'programs to older unwed teen parents. , Total spending:, , $1.1 billion . ' ' People helped: . 265,000 
" People helped: 510,000' , 

,ENERGY WELFARE." ~; Foster Grandparents Program, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT .' 
,P~~MS (2) , ,Federal: ,',' '$38 million' WELFAR,EPROGRAMS (5) . '. 

d• 'State: " ,8million, =--7-:,.---''--~,::---:--:----'-.....;;..-i--
Total energy welfare'spen ~ng, ' Total spending: .' , ,$46'million Total conunuility development ' 

Federal:' '" '$1.5 billion, Peopl~ helped: :18.120 .. welfare spending 
Slate: $92 million 'Senior Companion Program ' , ' Federal:' ! $4.7 billion
Tolalspending:' ,$1;5billion , Feaeral:, , '$Hmillion, 

, '; State:" , : 3 million . . Community Development BlOck Grant ' 
-Low:olncome tiome Energy ASsistance Total spending:. .,.$17 milliOn' Federal:, " ", $4.2 billion,
~1:~~i:' , "" '$1.3·bii;i~~ ,',Peoplehelped:' 7.790 ' .:'Numberof households helped: n/a 

State:. ' , " '$ 92 million . Migrant & SeasOnal Fal111Worker ProgramUrpGnDevelopmentAction Gr:ant ~ram 
'Total:" J , $2.2 billion ,Federal:' , '.$78 million" Federal:, ' $51 mllhon ' "." 
,Numbe , ouse'h Ids h I""""" 6200000'" ,p""""~e helped" , , ' "" Number of households helped: n/a '. ' r 0 f h' 0 e~:, " :.... 53 000 


· *Weatherlz8tlon,Asslstance .Native American Erl\ployme~ & lhtlnlng ,'~" Economic Development AdministratiOn I 


, ,Federal:' ',' ,$186 million', . Pr9gram " " " . " Federal:.,: $26 million _, . ,

--'<, ',NLfmoer of houSeholds nelped: 87,00.0 . 'Federal:, - '-,' : ,:: $671 rriill,on, ' ','Number ofhouSeholds heipect:'Na 


. . '" , ' " ,Peciple helperj:,:'2:1 ,900 'Appal~chlan Regional Development,
,EDUCAnON WEiSARE' " .. ,' : . GOP refomt· . ',' " " "Program ' , " 
,PROGRAM.S(10) , '. ',.Authorizes $9:9 billion to states to create ,',' " ,f!'ederai: "'. $144 (Tlilli~n ' 

and run work programs. '" . , ,,' ''" Number of. houSeholds helped: n/a 
Total eduCation weIta.. spending • AFDC recipients are, fE!Quir~ t? work 35 :' *State legalization Impact Asslstance" 

· Federal:" $16.3 billion, !iours1a w~ orenrol!ln Job tral~lng programs. " Grants .' . 
, " .... . state: ,'/ 	 $ n2 mlllio~' .• One parentin ~nt family 'must wor:k ' Federal: , ' ' $325 million' .' 


$'17 b'III' ' 32 hours a week, , ' '. ' 'People helped' 114,000
Tolal: ,IOn'.AFDC recipients can be in work program a ' ' , ,...." ,
=Pe-':I:-"G=-ra-nts:-----:,-~j---:---- 'maximum of tWo ears, . " ..•. . .-Pr!'Qrams that WIll be unavalla/:)Ie to nonoitlzen 

. i 

, , FD' Y ..'. ' , k" f' t· residents.' except elderly, lawfully admitted ' ,
Feder'al:, $6 billion' • 1oo,ooo,.A , , C rec;lplents must wor, tn Irs '. individuals Who have lived in the United States tor at 
People,helped: ,4,200,000 ' year of reform. , . ' .. ',',.<',' • least five years. Some programs lor which they.are , .' 

" , 
• 200,000 AFDC recipients, mlJ,st work tn- not.eligible are ,not on tnls fist. .. , , ' , 

. 	 ,,.' 

; 
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,Each year, the U.S. Census Bureau reports the number of Americans who are "living in pov-' 
erty." According to the Bureau, in 1992 there were 37 million poor Americans. But a close look at 
the actual material living standards of persons defined as "poor" demonstrates that the Census Bu
reau's official poverty report is highly misleading. For most Americans the word "poverty" means 
destitution, an inability to provide a family with nutritious food, clothing, and reasonable shelter. 
Only a small number of the 37 million persons classified as-"poor" by the. Census Bureau fit such a 
description. 

In fact, numerous government reports indicate that most "poor" Americans today are better 
housed, better fed, and own more personal property than average AmeriCans throughout most of the 
century. As Chart 1 shows, in 1991, the per capita expenditures of the lowest income one-fifth of 
the U.S. population exceeded the per capita income of the average American household in 1960, af
ter adjusting for inflation: 1 , " . 

Actual Living Standards . 
The following are facts about persons defined as "poor" by the Census Bureau. Data are taken 

from variousgoverninent reports: 

t/ In 1991 nearly 40 percent of all "poor" households actually owned their own homes. 
The average home owned by persons classified as "poor" by the Census Bureau is a 
three-bedroom'house with a garage and porch or pado.2 . ~,', ' 

, ~. 
, ' ' ~.. 

t/ Over three-quarters of a million "poor" persons own homes worth 6xer $100,000; 
;, 

, 3 ' .. 

71,000 "poor" persons own homes worth over $300,000. \~.;~< 


:PYllt6l93 

1 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Expenditures in 1991, Report 835, December 
1992, p. 4. U.S. Depiu1ment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics ofthe UnitedStates. 
Part I (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census), 1975, pp. 297 and 301. 

2 U.S. Departrrient of Housing and Urban Development, and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census, American Housing Survey for the United States in 1991, Current Housing Reports H150/91 
(Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, April' 1993), pp. 38, 90, 94, 102. 

3 Ibid., p. 120. 

Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation 
or as an attempt to aid or hinder the, passage of any bill before Congress. 



V 	Only 8 percent of "poor" h~useholds are overcrowded. Nearly 60 percent have more 
than two rooms per person. . , 

V 	As Chart 2'shows, the average "poor" American has twice as much li~ing space as 
the average Japanese and four times as much living space 'as the average Russian. 
(Note: These comparisons are to the average citizens in Russia and Japan, not to 
those classified as poor.)5. 

V 	Nearly 60 ,percentof "poor'! households have airconditioning.6 ·Bycontrast, just 
twenty years ago only 36J>ercent ofthe entire U.S. population enjoyed air condition
ing. 

V 	Sixty-four percent of "poor" households own a car; 14 percent own two ormore 
7 cars.. 

V 	 Fifty-six percent own microwave ovens.8 

V Close to a quarter have an automatic dishwasher;9 nearly one-third own a separate, 
stand-alone freezer in addition to their refrigerator. 10 

V 	Ninety-one percent have a color television. Twenty-nine percent own two or more 
color televisions. 11 . . . 

V 	"Poor" Americans live in larger houses or apartments, eat more meat, and are more . 
likely to own cars and dishwashers than is the general population in Western 
Europe. 12 . 

V 	The "poor" are far from being chronically hungry and malnourished. In fact'foor 
persons are more likely to be overweight than are the middle-class persons. 1 

. 

V 	Poor children actually c~nsume more meat than do higher-income children and have 
average protein intakes 100 percent above recommended levels.14 

4 'Only 7.5 percent of poor households have one room per person or less. Ibid., p. 42. 
5 Robert Rector, "How the Poor Really Live: Lessons for Welfare Reform" Heritage Foundation Backgrounder 

No. 875, January 31 1992, pp. 12, 13. 
6 American Housing Survey for the United States in 1991, p. 50. 
7 Ibid., p. 50. 
S U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration, Housing Characteristics 1990 (Washington, 

D.C., Department of Energy, May 1992). ibid., p. 112. 
9 .American Housing Survey, op. cit., p. 44. 
10 Housing Characteristics, op.cit., p. 114. 

·11 U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration, Housing Characteristics 1990 (Washington 
D.C., Department of-Energy, May 1992), p. lIS. . 

12 Robert Rector, Kate Walsh O'Beirne, Michael McLaughlin, "How Poor Are America's Poor?" Heritage 
Foundation Backgrounder No. 791, September 21, 1990. 

13 Robert Rector, "Food Fight: How Hungry Are America's Children?" Policy Review, Fall 1991. 
14 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Human Nutrition Information ServiCe, Nutrition Monitoring Division, Low 

income Women 19-50 Years and Their Children 1 -5 Years, 4 Days, Nationwide Food Consumption Survey of 
Food intakes by Individuals, NFCS CSFII Report No. 85-5 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.Department of Agriculture, 
March 1988), pp. 14,72-73. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Human Nutrition Information Service, Nutrition 
Monitoring Division, Women 19-50 Years and Their Children 1 -5 Years, 4 Days, Nationwide Food Consumption 
Survey of Food intakes by individuals, NFCS CSFII Report No. 85-4 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, August 1987), pp. 16,64-65. 
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II As Table 1 shows, the average consumption of pro- Table 1 

'. tein, vitamins, and minerals is virtually the same 
 Average Per.Capita Consumption' 
for poor and middle-class children, and in most of Nutriments as a Percentage of 
cases is well above recommended norms. IS Poor Recommended Dailv Allowances 

for Children Under Age 6 in 1985children today are in fact super-nourished, grow

ing up to be on average one inch taller' and ten 
 Family Income Family Income 

Below 75% Above 300%pounds heavier that the GIs who stormed the of Poverty of Poverty 
Threshold Thresholdbeaches of Normandyin World War II.I6 


Protein' 211 
 213 
.; 

Vitamin 8-12' 211 164Comparing Spending with Income 
Thiamin 192 152The Census Bureau counts as poor any household with a 
Vitamin A 186 230

cash income less than the official poverty threshold, which 
Vitamin C 179 164 

was $14,343 for a family of four in 1992. But the simple Riboflavin 181 182 
fact is that the Census Bureau dramatically undercounts Folacin 149 158 
the incomes of less affluent Americans. Other government Niacin 138 145 
surveys consistently show that spending by low-income Phosphorous 120 127 

Vitamin B-6 113 133 

claims these households have. 
U.S. households greatly 'exceeds the income which Census 

Vitamin E 113 102 

Magnesium 105 126 


As Chart 3 shows, in 1991 Census claimed that the low
 Calcium 94 99 
est income fifth (or quintile )of U.S. households had an av . Zinc 76 73 
erage "income" of $7,263. In the same year, the Consumer' 

Source: See footnote 15.
Expenditure Survey of the Department of Labor showed 
that the average household in the same lowest income quin
tile spent $13,464. The Labor Department and the Census Bureau data directly contradict each other. 
The Labor Department survey shows $1.85 in spending for every $1.00 of income Census claims 
these same households possess. This is no fluke; a similar wide gap between spending and alleged 
"income" occurred throughout the 1980s. 

But the picture is still incomplete. When counting household expenditures, the Labor Depart
ment's Consumer Expenditure Survey excludes public housing subsidies and health care subsidies 
provided through Medicaid, Medicare, and other government medical programs. If housing and 
medical subsidies are included, the total expenditures of the average household in the bottom in
come quintile rise to $17,804. 17 This means less-affluent households spend $2.45 for every $1.00 of 
"income" reported by Census. 

15 	 Low Income Women 19-50 Years and Their Children 1-5 Years, 4 Days, op.cit., pp. 72-73. Women 19-50 Years 
and Their Children 1-5 Years, 4 Days, op.cit., pp.64-65. 

16 	 Based on a comparison of males in their late teens. Bernard D. Karpinos, Height and Weight ofMilitary Youths 
(Medical Statistics Division, Office ofthe Surgeon General, Department ofthe Army, 1960), pp. 336-35l. 
Information on the current height and weight of youths provided by the National Center for Health Statistics of 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services based on the National Health and Nutrition Examination 
survey. 

17 	 This calculation assumes that the bottom income quintile received the following share of government outlays: 75 
percent of means-tested housing subsidies; 60 percent of means-tested medical subsidies to non-institutionalized 
persons, and 30 percent of Medicare outlays. The share of outlays going to the bottom quintile was estimated 
using data provided in the American Housing Survey, the Current Population Survey, and the Survey of Income 
and Program Participation. 
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Errors in the Census Bureau's Poverty Measurement 
" The above facts make it clear that something is radically wrong with the annual Census Bureau· 

poverty report. In reality, the Census report dramatically underestimates the economic resources 
available to less affluent American households and dramatically overstates the number of poor 
Americans. There are three sources of error in the annual Census poverty report. 

1) 	 The Census Bureau fails to count most welfare benefits as income. As noted, the Census Bu
reau counts as poor any household whose "income" falls below specified thresholds. However, 
in determining faniily's income, the Census Bureau deliberately ignores all non-cash welfare 
benefits receive a by the family:·For example, if a family received $4,000 in Food Stamps and 
$5,000 in housing aid over a year, these benefits would be treated as having zero income value 
by Census. 

In 1992, federal, state, and local governments spent $305 billion on welfare programs provid

ing cash, food, housing, medical aid and social services to low-income Americans. This was 

roughly three times the amount of money needed to raise the incomes of all poor Americans, as 

identified by the Census Bureau, above the poverty income thresholds. But the Census Bureau, 

in counting incomes, ignores most of this welfare aid. According to the official government fig

ures, Medicaid, Food Stamps, the Women, Infants and Children (WIC) food program, public 

housing, and most other welfare programs, have no effect on the living standards of the poor. 


In 1992, welfare benefits and services which were provided to low-income Americans, but 

not counted as income by the Census Bureau, equalled $183 billion, or 3.1 percent of the total 

U.S. economy. Overall, the missing or non-counted funds amounted to $11,470 for every 

"poor" household. While not every poor household received that level of non-cash aid, it clear 

that Census vastly undercounts the level of government assistance provided to most low income 

households. 


2) . The Census poverty report also undercounts household income because it fails to count the 
enormous "underground economy" in the U.S. The underground economy consists primarily 
of persons who perform legitimate work "o~f the books" in order to avoid government taxes and 
regulation. Most of the individuals with "off the books" earnings are low-income persons, par
ticularly those who are self-employed or work in small businesses. Estimates put the total value 
of the unreported earnings at around $300 billion or 5 percent of the gross national product.18 

While Americans do report more income to the Census Bureau than to the Internal Revenue 
Service, much of the informal economy is still not rej0rted to the Census Bureau and thus not 
included in the Census count of household income. 1 

3) 	The Census Bureau ignores household assets. In determining whether a household is "poor" 
the Census Bureau counts only the household's income in the current year. It ignores all assets 
accumulated in prior years. Thus a businessman, who has suffered losses and, as a result, has a 
zero or negative income for the current year, will be officially counted as "poor" even if he 
owns a home and has several million dollars in the bank. 

18 	 These figures include only unreported wages and self-employment earnings from lawful activities. U.S. 

Department of Labor, The Underground Economy in the United States, Occasional Paper No.2. September 

1992. p. 24. See also Carol S. Carson, "The Underground Economy: An Introduction," Survey of Gurrent 

Business. May 1984, pp. 21-37. 


19 	 U.S. Department of the Treasury. Internal Revenue Service. Estimates ofIncome Unreported on Individual 

Income Tax Returns. Publication 1104 (9·79), pp. 118·132. 
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War on Poverty Not a Success 
If poverty is defined as: an individual who lacks adequate nutritious food for his family, lacks 

clothing, lacks a reasonably warm, dry apartment to live in, or who needs a car to get to work and 
does not have one-then there are very few poor persons remaining in the U.S. Certainly, only a 
small fraction of the 37 million persons classified as "poor" by Census would be poor by the preced
ing criteria. 

But the low level of actual material poverty in the U.S. should not be regarded as victory for the 
War on Poverty..Studiesreveal that the biggest effect of current welfare spending is not to raise in
come, but merely tG replace self-sufficiency with dependence. A second consequence of welfare has 
been the destruction of families. In 1959,28 percent of poor families with children were headed by 
women. By 1991,61 percent of poor families with children were headed by single mothers. In the 
1960s when the War on Poverty was beginning, the black illegitimate birth rate was about 25 per
cent; today more than two out of three black children are born out of wedlock. Similar increases in 
illegitimacy are occurring among low-income whites; the illegitimate birth rate among white high 
school dropouts is now 48 percent. 

The Census Bureau poverty figures lack even a tenuous link to social and eccmomic realities in 
the U.S. Even worse, the Census Bureau, by creating a false picture of widespread chronic material 
poverty, distracts attention from the real problems crippling low-income communities: crime, pro
longed welfare dependence, illegitimacy and family breakup, eroded work ethic, and moribund, fail
ing public school systems. It thus makes solving these real problems all the more difficult. 
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Chart 1 

Living Standards of Low-Income Households Today 

Exceed Average Household in 1960 
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Chart 2 


Housing Space: Poor American HOlJseholds 

Have Twice the Area of All Japanese Households, 
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Housing Characteristics 1987; A.s. Zaychenko, "United States-USSR: Individual 
Consumption (Some Comparisons),"Worid Affairs, Summer 1990; "The Affluent 
Japanese Household," Business America, March 23, 1981. 
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Chart 3 

Low-Income Households in 1991: 

Spending Comp'ared to "Official Income" 
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Chart 4 

. Living Standards of "Poor" Households . . 
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Chart 5 
(\

• 
.. Living Standards of "Poor" Households 
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BEN WJU'fENBERG 


Adding up the latest 
.'Youth Indicator~' 
S


ecretary of Education Richard 

Riley, the prize of the Clinton 

. Cabinet, makes a simple 
point: "Our children are 20 

percent of our population, but 100 
percent of our future." And so,look
ing at American youngsters is a good 
way to look at America. 

Accordingly; I commend to your 
attention the new edition of "Youth 
Indicators;' published by the Na
tional Center for Educational Statis
tics. The results, as I divine them, 
are ambiguously clear. There is good 
news; there is medium news; there 
is real bad news. 

GOOD NEWS: In school, many of 
the things that nice people once 
wanted to happen, have happened. 
The high-school dropOut rate is now 
at about an all-time low, 13 percent. 
(The rate among blacks is 14 per
cent, down from 28 percent in 1970.) 
We spend much more money' per 
child on .education: up 38 percent 
from $3,992 in 1980 to $5,501 in 1992 
(constant dollars). Classrooms are 
less populated : The pupil-teacher ra
tio has fallen steadily from 27 chil
dren per teacher in 1955 to 17 chil
dren today. 

There's more. Follow the indica
tors. It's not what we heard during 
the election campaign, but family in
come went up by 8 percent during 
the 1980s (before wrinkling 'down 4 
percent in the recession; and now 
climbing again), Or consider hous
ing: 11 percent of young children 
lived in an "over-crowded" circum
stance in 1975; by 1989 the rate was 
7 percent. Youngsters are less likely 
to die; since 1960 the death rate for . 
ages 5-14 has declined by 48 percent, 
and declined by 7 percent for ages 
15-24, (Mostly due to fewer acci
dents, and less death from cancer:) 

MEDIUM NEWS: Scores for pro
ficiency in reading, mathematics 
and science have remained about 
flat from the 1970s. There has been 
a small decline in writing profi
ciency since 1984. At best, things 
haven't gotten worse. On the plus 
side, there has been an increase in 
reading proficiency among black 
and Hispanic 17-year-olds., 

But American youngsters are 
still at the bottom end of the iilterna
tional spectrum in math, and mildly 
lower than average in science. At the 
top of the mathtscience lists is South 

BenJ. Wattenberg,aseniorfellow 
at the American Enterprise Insti
tute, is a nationally syndicated col

. umnist. 

Scores/or 
proficiency in 
reading, matheriwtics 
and science have 
remained about 
flatfrom the 1970s. 
There'has been a 
small decline in 
writing proficiency 
since 1984. 

Korea; we trail Slovenia, but - hoo
ray! - we beat the Kingdom of Jor
dan, consistently. We are about aver
age in reading. (Riley's legislative 
campaign for national educational 
standards of excellence is the right 
way to go. Itcould break up the dum
bing down of American schools. We 
shall see early next year whether 
Congress is willing to do it with 
teeth, and whether the Clinton ad
ministration is willing to bite if they 
don't.) 

BAD NEWS: We are a nation at 
risk, socially. From 1960 to 1988 the 
rate of children born to unmarried 
women soared from 5 percent to 26 
percent. (The most recent rate for 
blacks. i$' 67 percent.) The divorce 

rate has more than doubled in a gen
eration. At any given moment about 
a quarter of our children are living 
in a single-parent family. 

In 1975, among married couples 
,with children, 41 percent of the 
mothers worked; in 1991 the figure 
was 64 percent. Youngsters with 
absent fathers and working mothers 
get less attention. They also commit 
more crime and are more likely to be 
victimized by crime. The arrest rate 
for teen-agers ages 14-17 in 1960 was 

·47 per thousand. In 1991 it was 132! 
The "victimization" rate of males 
ages 16-19 was an incredible 121 per 
thousand, up from 89 as recently as 
1988. Most of the victims suffered 
"assault." (I mostly blame govern
ments for this. We ought to stop giv
ing welfare to any new out-of
wedlock births to teen-agers. We 
ought to lock up violent young hood
lums, for a long time.) 

Is there hope? You bet there is. 
Something else comes through in 
the indicators. These are mostly 
good kids. A majority (58 percent) 
say that religion is "very important" 
or "pretty important" in their lives, 
a rate that hasn't changed. High
school seniors are much less likely 
to smoke cigarettes, drink alcoholic 
beverages, or use drugs. Huge ma
jorities (over 75 percent) still believe 
that success at work and marriage 
andfamily are "very important." 

Much more than before. a solid 
majority of both whites and blacks 
aspire to a college or post-graduate 

. degree; other millions seek to go be
yond high school to junior college or 
vocational school. Above all, these 
youngsters live in a very open and 
responsive society: America. We 
don't do everything right, but we 

. know how to change. There had bet
ter be hope. Those kids are 100 per: 
cent of our future .. 

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 2,.1993liJt llloolJington lillltO . 
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CAL THOMAS 

Clinton's 
press
'problem' 
E

very president, from 
George Washington to the 
CUrrent one, has been crit
ical of the press, which at 

some point always returns the senti
ment. Bill Clinton unburdened him
self abOut his feelings toWard t.~e 
press in a Nov. 2 interview with Roll
ing Stone (published in the Dec. 9 
issue). 

Mr. Clinton blames journalists for 
not giving him the credit he thinks 
he deserves (but quickly adds with 
false modesty he doesn't want). 

His approval ratings. remain 
locked below 50 percent "because of 
the way this administration has been 
covered;' not because of the policies 
it is pursuing. 

The press thinks Bill Clinton is 
the best communicator since Frank
lin D. Roosevelt. Still the president 
says, "I'm sorry if I'm not very good 
at communicating, but I haven't got
ten a hell of a lot of help since I've 
been here." 

In fact, Mr. Clinton has received 
so much help that the coverage tuls 
crossed the line into cheerleading 
and editorializing masked as report- . 
ing. . 
. Examples abound. 'Dlke Dan Rat
her's sugary conversation via satel
lite with the president during a CBS 
affiliates meeting on May 27. Speak
ing of his pairing with co-anchor 
Connie Chung, Mr. Rather was 
caught with his ideological pants 
down when he said: "If we could be 
one-hundredth as great as you and 
Hillary Rodham Clinton have been in 
the White House, we'd take it right 
now and walk away winners. . .. 
Thank you very much and tell Mrs. 
.Clinton we respect her and we're 
pulling for her." 

In the Rolling Stone interview, 
the president cited Time magazine 
as i>eing less friendly than other me
dia organs. Thu wouldn't know it 
from Lance Morrow's Man of the 
Year cover story on Jan. 4: "Clinton's 
campaign, conducted with dignity, 
with earnest attention to issues and 
with an impressive display of self
possession under fire, served to re
habilitate and restore the legitimacy 
of American politics and thus, pro
spectively, of government itself. He 
vindicated (at least for a while) the . 
honor of a system that has been sink
ing fast." 

How about this example of "neg
ative" Clinton reporting from the 
Dec. 14, 1992, edition of The Wash
ington Post; "Without running the 
risk of being considered 'touchy
feely,' Clinton is known as a hugger . 
of men and women. Simple hand
shakes aren't enough for this man 
whose theme song easily could be 
borrowed from the cotton industry's . 
'the touch, the feel, the fabric of our 
lives: ... " 

Writing in the Jan. 25 Newsweek, 
Howard Fineman said, "There's no 
doubting that the nation is about to 
be led by its first sensitive male 
chief executive. He's the first presi
dent to ha.ve attended both l.amaze 
classes and family therapy. ... He 
can speak in the rhythms of pop psy
chology and self-actualization. He 
can search for the inner self while 
seeking connectedness with the 
greater whole." 

ABC's Thm Foreman, following 
Mr. Clinton's appearance with chil
dren on the network on Feb. 20, ele
vated him to Hans Christian Ander
sen status: "As one parent put it: 
'There is no better way to make me 
change my opinion than to change . 
the world for my child.' With nothing 
more than a listening ear, that is 
what Bill Clinton did." 

NBC's Bryant Gumbel seems to 
be little more than a mouthpiece for 
the Clinton administration with his 
uncritical accolades of its policies. 
In a March 17 interview with Gerald 
Swanson, co-author of "Bankruptcy 
1995;' Mr. Gumbel posed this loaded 
question: "It's early yet, but for at . 
least trying to address the deficit in 
a more serious fashion than anybody 
in 12 years, what kind of early marks 
doyou give Bill Clinton?" 

Newsweek's Eleanor Clift has 
been conducting a journalistic love 
affair with both Cliritons and enjoy-

i 	 ing access to the president because 
of it. About Mr. Clinton's proposed 
tax increases and supposed spend
ing cuts, Miss Clift said on the Feb. 
12"McLaughlin Group": "It's one for 
one, and it's gutsier than any Repub
lican president has done in 12 years 
of feel-goodism. This is going to be 
politically courageous, and you're 
going to hear a lot of screaming." 

These are not isolated examples. 
They are representative of a press 
that, while fickle, largely supports 
President Clinton's programs, ide
ology and objectives. The president 
has no cause for complaining that he 
hasn't gotten any help from the 
press. He's gotten far more than he 
deserves. 

Cal Thomas is a nationally syndi
cated columnist. 
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Melanne Verveer 

Deputy Chief 6f staff' 

6ffice of the First 
The White House 
Washington, DC 2 

Dear 

with a number of important community development initiatives 
p~hding in the WhiteHouse National Economic Council, I thought you 
might be interested in how these 1nvestment oriented programs could 
reflect the recommendatio~s from our Arlington Hill meeting. As 
you might recall, the Arlington Hill meeting suggested that the 
definition of investment in infrastructure be broadened to include 
early childhood and famiiy supp6rt facilities. 

Access to quality child care and Head start facilities are 
essential to the bottom-up community development initiatives 
championed by the President and Mrs. Clinton. Reknitting the 
fabric of our rural and urban communities requires making care of 
children part of the administrations's approach.' to community 
economic development. 

The lack of appropriate child care facilities restricts the 
availability of quality child care services to millions of 
families. state and local governments lack the revenue to directly 
pay for new facilities. The current federal child care funding 
system pays for operating support but not for creating or upgrading 
facility space. 

By 1995, two-thirds of all prescho61 children and 80% of all 
school-age chila:Een will have ftiothers in the work force. The urBan 
Institute ·estimates t11CIt more than 12 million children under the 
age of six currently need care while their parent(s) work. B~t 
1990 census figures count only 80,000 child care centers with a 
total capacity of 4.2 million children, while home day care 
providers care for onli an additional 2 million children~ 

Arlington Hiil outcomes have direct implications for pending 
White House proposals on community' banking revisions to the 
Community Reinvestment Act and empowerment zone legisl'ation. The 
Center for Policy Alternatives has undertaken sUbstantial policy 
research examining how the Community Reinvestment Act can be ·used 

·to finance the nation's gap in child care facilities and other 
community-based service facilities. 

1875 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 710 
Washington, DC 20009 
(202) 387-6030· FAX (202) 986-2539 
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We ask yeu to. consider and advecate fer the fellowing feur 
,pelicy recemmendatiens that explicitly link child ·care facility 
develepment to. jeb creatien, ecenomic development, and cemmunity 
lending p·regrams. 

Cemmunity-Based Financial Lending Institutiens 

The RFP precess established fer the cemmunity banking grants 
and leans ceuld give additienal peints fer dhild care lending 
pregrams. Child care lean guarantee pregrams sheuld be an 
autherized use ef ·federal funds. Present financial 
intermediaries with large, child care financing pregrams 
include Ceastal Enterprisesef Maine, the center fer Self-Help 

.in Nerth Carelina, and a ntimber of micro. leanftinds. 

Recasting the Cemmunity Reinvestment Act 

·A quantitative evaluatien ef cemmunity-Iending which replaces 
the current 12 assessm·ent ·facter qualitative appreach to. bank 
rating shetild incerperate a categery fer child care lending. 
New Yerk Banking Cemmissiener Dick Cephus explicitly leeks at 
child care lending in his rating system. In 1991, the Federal 
Reserve Bank ef New Yerk identified child care lending as a 
categery it censiders when undertaking bank evaluatiens. 

Within the current regulatery framewerk, participatien in 
state child care lean guarantee pregrams, marketing SBA leans 
.threugh child care reseurce and referral netwerks,· and 
appeinting child care representatives to. CRA advisery beard 
CQuid beceme additienal ·evaluatien cl;"iteriain the rating 
system. 

Financing Infrastructure Develepment 

Expand the cencept ef infrastructure develepment beyend reads, 
sewers, ~nd bridges to. 'in6iude secial infrastructure that the 
natienneeds. fer the next century. Child care centers are a 
key cempenent. Building child care centers net enly creates 
censtructien and service jobs (with the previse that these 
jebs are linked to. new career ladders), but will also. allew 
single methers and families seeking dual incemes to. jein the 
werk force. Equity infrastructure grants reduce the cest ef 
debt financing fer facilities and increase the ability ef 
previders to. leverage private secter financing. 

Empewerment Zenes 

An ebvieus key to increasing werk ferce participatien in 
distressedcemmunities is the netwerk ef secial and family 
supports. Here. again child care centers preximate to. werk 
sites .are impertant ferempleying single methers. The 
ceerdinatien ef Child Care Bleck Grant centracts to. facilities 
in target empewerment zene areas weuld stabilize their leng 
term cash-flews, giving them access to. lender finance. 



, ' 

These policy recommendations are supported by the findings of 
our soon to be relea$ed national survey of the financial 
relationships between banks and 'child care providers. I have 
enclosed an early draft of that report. Also enclosed are more 
detailed papers describing how private sector lenders can design 
products for child care facility development. ' 

We have had 'a tremendous response from the child care 
community to this approach. NationsBank is a leader in this area 
and can provide details, of how to make SBA loan programs child care 
friendly. 

Richard Ferlauto, from my staff, would be happy to brief you 
with more details if you find this interesting. Pl~ase let me know 
how I can be helpful. 

&,c:&;tau-L0~ 
,Linda, Tarr-Whelan ' 
President 

Enclosures: 	 Draft of the "National Child Care Financing Survey" 
"Chi Id Care, Loan Guarantee Funds'" ' 
New York Times Article 
Investing in the Future 
Reinvesting in Child Care 

cc: Paul Diamond, Sarah Kovner, and Alexis Herman 
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COMPLEX 
DILEMMAS 

FOR POLICY· 
MAKERS 

/ 

After centuries of anonymity, un
wed fathers are emerging from 
the shadows into the harsh spot
light of public scrutiny. The dra
matic growth in nonma'rital 
births and the associated rise 
in poverty and welfare' BY ROBERT I. LERMAN AND THEODORA J. OOMScosts have forced issues 
involving unwed fathers on 0 the national agenda. Today PHOTOGRAPHS BY 01 VEERASARN 
more than one in four (about 1.2 million a year) births occur 
outside marriage. Since about two-thirds of unwed mothers 
are poor and three-guarters goon welfare, it should come as 
no surprise that the increase in never-married mothers a~
counted for over half of the recent jump in the welfare rolls 
from 3.7 million families in 1988 to over 4.8 million in 1992. 

The exclusive focus of policymakers on unwed mothers 
in the past was natu.ral since mothers are usually the custodi
ans of children and thus the recipients of government cash, 
food, housing, medical, and other benefits. Very little was 
known, in any case, about the fathers, and they were rarely 
brought into policy discussions. Only recently has their oblig
ation to provide financial support come into view. Federal 
and state governments have emphasized that welfare dollars 
can be saved by compelling unwed and other absent fathers 
to pay more child support. However, as they pay more sup
port, unwed fathers are beginning to demand greater say in 
their children's upbringing as well as access to the public ser
vices the mothers receive. The new attention to unwed fa
thers is igniting a powder keg of controversies about the defi
nition of fatherhood, the interests of children, and the rights 
and responsibilities of each parent. 
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To date, much of this attention has been 
fueled by sensational anecdotes portraying un
wed fathers as shiftless and irresponsible
deadbeat dads who provide neither financial 

. nor psychological support for their children. 
But evidence from large-scale surveys and 
small-scale ethnographic studies is beginning to 
challenge these characterizations and to 
demonstrate how diverse this population is. 

~l' ~ 1.; r ° Unwed Fathers: Changing 

7" 

hatare tile respOnStuuttzes Roles and Emerging Policies, 

.fun:'7IlVVJ fn-l:1. '"''""'.p Row a book we edited, brings to-O~ U!/{/UJut-ltI::, J gether this research as well 

realistic is itto exiledthem as analyses of the conser quences of unwed father-
to helf1 their ho~d and of the many contentious social, 

r moral, and legal issues surrounding it. Twenty-children? What one contributors representing diverse perspec- . 
"'vmbiona'''';on tives and disciplines contributed to this volume. 
t,.1 H Understanding more about unwed fathers 
.f/,nmvts and is especially important as the nation begins an-

O~ t,.u. other round of debate about welfare. policy. 

.sticks willhelf1 The Clinton administration is currently deeply 
r immersed in developing its proposals to "re

thelnfiu~1fi11 form welfare as we know it." Early indications 
are that the administration will place a strong 

theirparental emphasis on increasing paternity establishment 
(legal determinations of fatherhood), which isresponsibilities.p necessary in order to collect child support for 

•1..f out-of-wedlock children. How InUCtt 0 Should we do mon!? What are the respon
sibilities of unwed fathers? How realistic is it to ourresources expect them to help their children? What com
bination of carrots and sticks will help them shouldbe fulfill their paternal responsibilities? How 
much of our resources should be expended in expendedin trying to involve them? These are the questions 
. researchers and policymakers lire beginning totryingto 

. grapple with, and they are the primary focus of 
this article. 

But there is another, newer dimension to 
this story, and it will become increasingly im
portant in years to come. Although the num
bers are small, the fastest -growing group of un
wed mothers in the population is made up of 
single professional women whose decision to 
have a child may have little or no impact on the 
welfare system. Still, many issues involving the 
establishment of paternity may affect them and 
their children. Do the partners of "single moth
ers by choice" have any rights in the upbringing 
of their children? Do the children have a right 

involve them? 

to know who their father is or what their ge
~netic makeup is? Issues involving these moth
ersraise myriad questions for the legal system 
and society at large. 

'The Context 

Illegitimacy-as'it used to be called-is hardly 
a new phenomenon nor one confined to this 
country. The social meaning of unwed parent
hood, the rights of unmarried parents and their 
children, and even the language used to de
scribe them have differed significantly over 
time and across countries. Rates of illegitimacy 
and premarital conception in the West have 


. risen and fallen in cyclical patterns, reaching a 

peak of 30 percent in some areas in the nine

teenth century. Community disapproval of un , 
wed parents has varied in intensity, depending ·,1
largely on prevailing religious attitudes. Early 
New England Puritans responded to nonmari ,I 
tal births with moral outrage, for example, i 
while their Chesapeake Anglican contempo
raries were principally concerned about how 
the potential dependency of such children af
fected the community's purse. 

Whatever their attitudes, nearly all soci

eties have tried hard tolimit the community'S 

costs of raising children born outside marriage . 

In sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Eng

land, if parents were able to support the child 

born out of wedlock, the community gave little 

overt disapproval; but if the child became a 


Robert I. Lerman is professor ofeconomics at 

American University. Theodora J. Ooms is di

rector ofthe Family Impact Seminar of the 

American Association for Marriage and Family 

Therapy Research and Education Foundation. 

Robert I. Lerman and Theodora J. Ooms 

coedited Young Unwed Fathers: Changing 

Roles and Emerging Policies (Temple, 1993). 

Contributors to this volume are Mercer L. 
Sullivan, Elijah Anderson, Freya L. Sonenstein, 
 .' .. Joseph H. Pleck, Leighton C. Ku, Frank F 
Furstenberg, Jr., Kathleen Mullan Harris, 
Ruth-Arlene W. Howe, George W. Harris, 
Arthur B. Shostak, Linda M. Mellgren, 
Esther Wattenberg, Sandra K. Danziger, 
Carolyn K. Kastner, Terri J. Nickel, Maureen 
A. Pirog-Good, M. Laurie Leitch, Anne M. 

Gonzalez, and Joe/Ie Sander. 
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public charge, the parents were subjected to 
public scorn and punishment. Foreshadowing 
our own time, the purpose of many laws was to 
force fathers to pay support for their children. 

Throughout the centuries, most of the bur~ 
den of illegitimacy fell on the mothers and their 
children, not on the fathers. In the late eigh
teenth and early nineteenth centuries English 
society dealt ever more harshly with unwed 
mothers as attitudes toward out-of-wedlock 
childbearing hardened. Illegitimate children 
were regarded with shame and derision, and 
their parents, especially their mothers, were 
shunned and often punished by religious and 
civil au,thorities. 

By the early twentieth century, legal re
strictions that punished mothers and stigma
tized children had become less punitive in the 
United States and most European countries, 
but unwed mothers still faced considerable 
hardships. They received virtually no help from 
federal or state authorities and often found it 
nearly impossible to keep their families toe 
gether. If they worked they were often accused 
of abandoning their children. In the period im
mediately after World War 1,1, giving birth to a 
child outside marriage continued to carry a 
considerable stigma. In the United States, a 
white unmarried pregnant young woman often 
entered a maternity home until the birth of her 
baby and then gave her baby up for adoption. 
The social work literature of this period makes 
no mention of the baby's father. 

The Sexual Revolution 
\ 

Through the first half of the twentieth century, 
the illegitimacy ratios (the propoition of chil
dren born to unmarried mothers) declined in 
Western .countries, In 1960, out-of-wedlock 
births constituted about 4 to 6 percent of live 
births in Germany, France, Finland, Norway, 
the United Kingdom, Canada, andthe United 
States, The illegitimacy ratio was lower in Italy 
and the Netherlands. 

The 1960s brought the beginning of a 
sharp rise in sexual activity and soaring illegiti
macy ratios in the United States and other' 
countries. The proportion of births that took 
place outside marriage in the United States 
doubled between 1960 and 1970 and then more / 
than do~led again from 1970 to 1986. By the 

late 1980s, over one in five births was outside 
marriage in the United States, Austria, Den
mark, France, Norway, Sweden, and the 
United Kingdom. Not all of the growth in ille
gitimacy ratios was the result of a greater ten
dency of the unmarried to have children. These 
increases reflect other trends, including delays 
in the age of marriage and a falling birthrate 
among married women. Moreover, in several 
European countries the rise in Iionmarital 
births involved a shift from marriage to cohabi
tation rather than children living apart from 
their fathers. 

The increase in the U.S. proportion of out
of-wedlock births has taken place among blacks 
and whites, but the patterns and magnitudes 
differ considerably by race. Between 1960 and 
1989 the chances of a black child being born to 
an unmarried woman rose from about 22 to 64 /
percent; at the same time the white child's 
chances increased from about 2 to almost 19 
percent. New data released this summer by the 
Census Bureau show that the steepest rise (al
though the actual numbers are small) over the 
past decade in out-of-wedlock births has oc
curred among the most educated. For unmar
ried women with professional or managerial 
jobs, the percentage of those who gave birth 
rose from 3 percent in 1982 to 8 percent in 1992. 

Law and AHitudes Today 

With the rise in nonmarital births has come a 
profound shift in law and attitudes. The Uni
form Parentage Act of 1973 and other similar 
state laws have had the effect of giving the non
marital child complete legal equality with the 
legitimate child in matters such as inheritance, 
health and life insurance, and military benefits, 
as long as paternity is legally established. Most 
discrimination against children born outside 
marriage has been outlawed. 

Partly because of increasingly permissive 
attjtudes toward premarital sexual activity, un
wed motherhood no longer carries the stigma it 
once did. Nor do young people, their parents, 
or their communities view marriage as neces
sarily the best solution to an unwed pregnancy; 
sometimes it is actively discouraged. 

Public institutions in the United States are 
increasingly providing unwed mothers with fi
nancial help and services. Today about 75 per-
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cent of unwed mothers receive welfare bene
fits, primarily Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC). Their share of the welfare 

j 	 rolls has risen from 28 percent in the late 1960s 
to over 50 percent today. . 

Shifts in the availability of services for un
wed mothers are also significant. High schools 
used to suspend or expel pregnant students. 
Today many school districts offer alternative 

school programs, on-site Ie SUppott day care, and other special 
t:L ~~, • _It· services to unmarried mothmO,,ftt:1 S rtf!ll ers or pregnantstudents. In 

to decidehow much contaa- .the late 1970s, the federal 
government funded com

she wants to munity-based programs to provide comprehen
• sive services to pregnant teenagers and adoleshave wtth her 'cent mothers. Many private foundations also 

1.. ,It", l' ~L ~ help support programs for pregnant teens. But uavy s atlter, most private and public involvement has been 

d ,.L ~ ..n£ with the mothers, not the fathers. anliterl:jore More recently, federal and state legisla

hernO"htnotto tive efforts have taken a new direction. The 
t!::5 Family Support Act of 1988 (FSA) attempts to

nalnehim. Yet r~~uce we~fare depe~d~?cy through empha
• slZlng famIly responsIbIlIty as part of a new so

others belteve cial contract. Under this contract, the govern
• ment provides income and services to the cuspatenuty todial AFDC parent, usually the mother, who is 

,1. r .L required to enroll in an education, job-trainestaUttSttment ing and placement program when her child is 
. L I A 1.. three years old (or even earlier in someSttOUtlt ue states). In return she must cooperate in identi

enforced for fying the child's fath~r (wi~h a few.exemptions 
':}t Jt for good cause) and m settmg a chlld support 

evf'1"l! out-O'"- award. The noncu~todial parent must then 
VI J ..U - make the approprIate support payments. Cur-

wedlock child. rently, however, only about a third of out-of
wedlock children have their paternity legally 
established. In 1989, only about 24 percent of 
never-married mothers had child support 
awards in place. 

Competing Rights 
and Obligations 

Two chapters in Young Un wed Fathers review 
unwed fathers' legal and ethical status and 
point out that their obligations must be viewed 
within the context of their rights. In one of the 
chapters Ruth-Arlene Howe examines how the 
legal rights and obligations of unwed fathers 
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have evolved. Today most unwed fathers can 
expect to have financial obligations imposed on 
them independent of the circumstances that led 
to the pregnancy (for example, the woman 
falsely claimed she was using birth control). In 
contrast, their legal rights as parents may be 
. heavily circumscribed or completely thwarted 
by the actions of the mother of their children. 
Although state laws assign unwed fathers some 
due process rights in paternity proceedings, 
generally they have few legal rights. For exam-· 
pie, they have no right to notification of their 
partner's pregnancy or decision to abort. Some 
limited rights have been accorded unwed fa
thers by several Supreme Court decisions in 
cases of adoption, but these rights depend upon 
the father's demonstration of strong parental 
interest in his child, which in tum depends in 
part on the mother's behavior. 

Howe states, "There is thus a basic contra
diction between basing a father's financial 
obligations on an alleged biological tie with no 
assessment of parental interest but according 
him rights to seek custody or veto an adoption 
only upon demonstrated parental interest or 
relationship." 

Examining these issues from a moral 
philosopher~s perspective, George Harris raises. 
other difficult issues. For example, should an 
unwed father's obligation be based on his de
gree of culpability in the pregnancy? Upon his 
.age or his mental competence? Should he be 
expected to pay support for a child he has 
never seen or didn't even know existed or is 
not allowed to see, especially when less income 
will be available to support his children he is 
living with? Although Harris makes a strong 
case for according unwed fathers increased 
rights in a number of areas, he points out that 
their rights may often come into conflict with 
the rights of the unwed mother, the child, re
lated third parties such as grandparents, and 
unrelated parties such as the taxpaying public. 

Another author, Esther Wattenberg, ar
gues that the child's interest must be upper
most in paternity issues. Many believe children 
have a right to know about their parentage,· 
about their genetic and medical heritage, and 
to have the opportunity to develop a relation
ship with their father. Children not only have 
the right to the financial support of both par
ents, but if legal paternity is established, may 



be eligible to receive a number of benefits, in
cluding dependent benefits if the father is in 
the military, health benefits under his em
ployer's health insurance, death, disability, and 
life insurance beriefits. 

These potential confliCts between the 
rights and interests of unwed mothers, fathers, 
and their children result in difficult moral and 
policy dilemmas. These dilemmas are universal 
and apply not only to the welfare population 
but also to other unmarried parents, including 
single mothers by choice. For example, many 
people support the unwed mother's right to de
cide how much contact she wants to have with 
her baby's father, and therefore her right not to 

name him or seek legal paternity. Yet others I
believe paternity establishment should be en

. forced for every out-of-wedlock child, because / 
it is the child's fI&,ht, the father's right, and a 
necessary first step to collecting child support. 

When public programs are involved addi- . 
tional dilemmas arise, of course. Many unwed 
(athers are unemployed or erratically em
ployed and have neither the education nor 
skills to earn incomes sufficient to pay child 
support. If they are to be legally obligated to 
pay child support, should they not have the 
same access to job training and employment 
opportunity programs as their child's mother, 
who is on welfare? 

Policy Directions 

At present, slightly more than half of the young 
unwed fathers show some responsible behavior 
toward their children (see Lerman, page 32). But 
their contact is largely informal, the support they 
provide is often "under the table," and their in
terest often declines over time. Many reasons ex
plain why some unwed fathers are responsible 
and others are not. They seem to have as much 
to do with the young men's attitudes and inter
ests as their circumstances and resources. They 
.also have a good deal to do with the unwed 
mother's attitudes toward involving the father in 
her child's life and with her family's attitudes to
ward him. The primary challenge is to find ways 
to bring this large group of fathers who show in
terest into the formal system of legal awards and 
verified collections and to prevent their interest 
from waning. Fragile commitments between 
young parents often do not last. 

Social, medical, and educational institu- . 
tions, working together, may offer hope for 
change. Community-wide education and infor
mation activities about male parental responsi
bility, together with tightened enforcement of 
child support laws, are viewed by some as both 
a way to improve the current situation of chil
dren and a preventive strategy to diminish the 
currently high rates of out-of-wedlock preg
nancy.If young men, it is argued, understood 
the responsibilities that accompany fatherhood 
and were aware that society would enforce 
those responsibilities until their children were 
18 years old, they might be more reluctant to 
become fathers until they were prepared and 
able to support their children financially. 

The National Urban League and the Chil
dren's Defense Fund have taken the lead in this 
educational effort with aggressive national me
dia campaigns. Some school- and church-based 
pregnancy prevention and sex education pro
grams are being revised to introduce discus
sions of the roles and responsibilities of fa
thers-something not hitherto commonly done. 

Health care professionals in the public and 
private sector rarely make much effort to in~ 
volve male partners in prenatal care servicesor /discuss the issue of paternity or child support 
with pregnant women or !!Dwed~rs. This 
could change. Public clinics and private med
ical organizations could make young women 
more aware of the issues involving their child's 
paternity and, if possible, involve fathers in 
prenatal care. 

A vailabJe evidence indicates that present 
attempts to get unwed fathers to own up to 
their parenthood and to their financial responsi
bilities are largely ineffective because they 
come too late. A young father's emotional com
mitment to the family is likely to be strongest at 
the time of the birth of his child, when no offi
cial attempts are made to contact him. 

Most states have voluntary procedures to 
establish paternity. Usually the issue only 
arises when the unwed mother takes action or 
applies for welfare assistance. Typically an offi
cial paternity determination does not take 
place until a year or more after the birth, if at 
all. Many now believe the best time to seek pa
ternity is in the hospital, when both parents are 
most likely to cooperate. 

Continued on page 36 
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'c /~~~~'I~~i~~{;~~~:~;'~\~(~;" 
"\jYoungi:n~nages ..i~26-in'the " 

.' ,;;'·~NiSywet:e·married.:Aboui4Q· .' 
· c.. (~;,percent h!ld beComefath~fs:~~i:< 
·'<'~'by'age 26.MOstbfthese 
.',; ..young fathers were married ;, 
· .•. ';"anc! living with theirspollses,.' 

.·but asizal?le minority wasei~" i., 


~: ;.ther divorced, separated, or: :..' 

";·never married. ;0fall fathers ',': ': 


<,in the NLSY inI984, 31 per~ -::<;' 
··',,f.cent were not married .. 

'. '.' As these young men ;<" 
. '. 'aged, more 'became fathers,: 

;;and most ofthe new .fathers':, 
. were married. Of alUathers 

.{jin 1988, about 6percent 
. 'were never married at age ".: 

. ,: ::31, Divorced or'"sepat:ated :....' . 
.. :·... fathers increas~9 from 10.6··.·, 

. to 14.1 percent of young men ':', 
(s~e Tablet). .' 

Unmarried fatherhoOd . .. 
. ' :appears to be along-term 
~'proposition. Of the never,: . 
. married fathers in 1979,70 ... 
.. percent were not married as '.' 

'. " ..	,of 1984, and 60 percent still '." 
·had not married as of 1988. 

,Only about 12-,14 percent of 
never-married fathers be
came married fathers living 
with all their chiidren..By . '. 
'1988, about 20-25 percent of .' 

' .. ·the never-married fathers 
'. had started second families; . 

i;BY ROBERT I. LERMAN criminal activity like those of . .of unwed fathers with data. . . Racial differentials are· , 
their contemporaries? , . beginning in 1979. This re- . ,striking. As Table 2 reveals; : 

;:;Do young unwed fathers Until recently, these . search-the first national es fully 20 eercent of black 19-· 
; differ significantly from other questions were impossible to ,timate of its kind--can at · ·to26-yeat-olds were unwe9 . 
~ young men? Are they, as answer. Most studies in this '. least help to answer theques-' .. • fatherS in 1984. This ratewas 
'.they are often portrayed, area have dealt primarily .,tions above. · {OUt times the average rate :. 
:·likely to be high school with unwed mothers; data on .:,ofunwed fatherhood·a·nd . 
:'dropouts, unemployed, fa unwed fathers have been lim ;nearly four times as high as Unwed Father 
'thers of several children for ited to a few case studies. 'Figures .the.riext highest rate, 5.7 per~ 
'whom they bear little or no Fortunately the comprehen · . cent, among Hispanics. As . 

; emotional and financial re- sive National Longitudinal First marriages and father . young men age, large in- . 
~. sponsibility? Are their family Surveys of Labor Market Ex hood take place for most ; ·creases take place in the pro
~ . backgrounds and levels of perience, Youth Cohort young men when they are in .'portions of married fathers 

(NLSY) is available, and it has their 20s. In 1984, over half of and fathers who are.sepa
enabled us to draw a portrait orated and divorced. In 1988, 

: . .:: about one of three young . 
. ,men in most ethnic groups' 
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. FATHERHOOD 
MARITAL STATUS 

BY AGE, 
.1984 AND 1988 

. 'FATHERS 

./.~ DIvorced 
·or 

Married Separated 
In . NeYer 

';";·1984 Married 

19 51.1% 46.7% 2.2% 
'.20 '42,S 46.1 ,10.9 
.21 30.1 

';,22 29.6 
60.1'9.S 
55.6.... 14.S 

23 24,0 .62.2 13.S 
24. 17.2 73.1 9.7. .. 
25 12.5 76.0 11.5 

.26 13,4 79.0 7.6 

. Total N 748 2.545 390 
.·Percent 20.3 69.1 10.6 

. ,(weighted population in thousands) 

AgeIn1988 

23 31.5 .56.S 11.7 
" .• 24'. 25.1 66.7 : 8.2 

:<15 18.7 63.6 17.7 
':26 20.8 69.8 9.4 
:27 15.5 65.4 19.1 
28 14.1 70.5 15.1 

;29 8.0 77.1 14.9 
'30 9.0 77.7 13.3 
31 ·.5.8 . 81.0 ..13.2 

Total N 1.009 5.230 1;017 
'.·Percent 13.9 72.0 14.1 

.1Iote: Never-married fathers made up 4.4 per· 

NON
. '. FATHERS 

.'.,' 

46.9 
45.2' 
46,9 
62.0· 
56.5 
75.0 

. Background. 
anciBehavlor 

, .: ',':,.. ~': . ',Note: Men were ages 19-26 In 1984 and in 
. . " .., :Source: U"pubi~$hed tabulations by author from NLSY data, 

',. . . ~ w, ,,' ~. .( •.._ .', . ", .' 
,'{. ,.. : :,. ~ - ,,' , 

Is there a connection between:" ,charged in adult~ourt, hOw- .. 
'unwed fatherhood and edu ,'ever, was much higher among 
cation and unemployment?· . :,UIiwe~.fathers than. among., 
Comparing the employment _cother young men: Convic- : . 
.and eduCational situation of .' ·'.!ions and time served in .:<.,., 
18- to 21 "year-olds in1979 by ...prison reveal asiiniiarhigh " 

nation. BetWe~n 1982 and 
'1988 the nation's unemploy- , 

. ::mentrate fell from 9.5 to 5.2 
, ;,percent, arid the employed 
:;:~~share ofthe nation's adult 
:>;population increased from 

cent of all 19- to 2&year-olds in 1984, mar· ..," .fie<! fathers 15 percent. and divorced or sep
arated fathers 2.3 percent; 7B.3 percent of 
this age group were not fathers. In 1988, 
never-married fathers constituted 5.9 percent 

;,:' .of all 23- to 31.year-olds. married fathers 
., 30.6 percent, and dl\lorced or separated 

fathers 6.0 percent; 57.5 percent of this age 
. group were not fathers • 

.;'" Source: Unpubllshed tabulations by autnor 
. from NLSY data. 

',,"," 
~ ,. 
;. 'j 

their subsequent fatherhood .. ' :,pattern for unwed fathers .. 58.2.percent to 62,6 percen't. 
in 1984, we see that high " .; . ·Are job opportunities '. Among teenage males, un- . 
.school dropout rates and un- •. the critical determinants for ..·'employment dropped from 
. employment rates were sub-' , unwed fatherhood?Qne ',21.7 to 13.9 percent for 

'~ 'stantially higher among those 'reason for skepticism about whites and from 48.9 to 32.7 
who became unwed fathers ", the employment explanation ':percent for blacks; the pro
sometime between 1979 and' ' is the facttha:t marriage : :'" ,portion of black men hold

. 1984 than among those who . rates have declined as '"iQgjobs rose from 50.9 to 
did not.'· , ',rapidlyfor well-educated A;7.4percent. Despite thIS 

. Although the patterns ; and high-earning black men' . ,.markeo improvement in job 
varied widely by type of be-. as for less educated and less 'opportunities, unwed father
havior and race, unwed fa- .'employable ones.The em- .,' .. hood remained as high in the 

',thers did exhibit more drug ployment and fatherhood '. :Jate 1~80s as in the early 
'use and criminal behavior ,,·trends inthe 1980s also raise 1980s. For example, the per
than other young men.Virtu-questions about this'expla .' centage of black 24- to 25
ally no differences showed up . year-olds who were unwed 

. "between unwed fathers and Jatherswas about 26 percent 
other young men who 'had al ... ..IN: 

.:.: 'cohol-related, school, or 
work problems. The 'rate at . 
which young men were 
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~' in 1982 and in 1988. Further, 
, the flow into unwed father

,hood increased or stayed the 
~; .same between 1982 and 

1988, although job opportu
'nities expanded, 
. These national trends 
. do not take into account in

dividual and family factors' 
that might cause someone to 
.become an unwed father. 
Looking at young men ages 
15-19 in 1980 who were nei
·ther husbands nor fatherst .. 

. and then following them 
,over four time periods dur

ing the 19805 make it possi
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ble to draw some conelu
'sions about factors that 
. might influence unwed fa
thers. In this time span the 
probability of becOming an 
unwed father within a two
year period ranged from 1 
percent among nonpoor 
whites to 11 percentamong 
young blacks. The black . 
rates were more than double 
the rates among Hispanics 
and poor whites, 

A number of individual 
and family variables exerted 

. . ... ~,much larger impacts than 
employment conditions on 
flows into unwed fatherhOod 
and marriage (see Table 3). 

.. Armed forces active duty was 
a~sociated with.asubstantial 
reduction in the risk of un
wed fatherhood and a dou
bling of the flow into mar
riage. Having lived in a wel
Jare family-even controlling 

. for family income-raised 
the occurrence of unwed fa
therhO<Xl and reduced the 

:likelihoodof marriage. High 

. '"fruriilyinco~eloweted th~':<~:.' " . 
, "';;chances of unwed fatherhood ,..' 

and marriage.,Frequent reli-. 
, ' ~ :giousatt~nda'nce gaverysiqQ " .. ~. 
·,-~higher marriage rates ~na ,-'.".,' ' ~i 
··J,,~~~lower.rates of unwed father;",~; ~ ~" It 
'::hood. Overail these results : ':: 
, ,ipOiiit to large and systematic' ;,',' 

·¢Jifferences in the chances of, 

,"ayoung man becoming an 

, : \unwed father or entering" , 


rnarriage. Job opporturiities' 

:,showedlittle impact,:while ' 


, :."individual and familyfactors 
" ,:were important. Young men' ,:', ' 
,'':whowere capableor:engaged '. " 

in constructive activities . 

',tended to avoid unwed fa- : 

· "therhood as did young men ' " .. 

· 'from high-income families or, 


'..', ;families not on welfare. " ' . 


'Earnings PaHerns 
· . '. . 

· , 'tinw~d fathers certainly, ' 
· ;'eaI:Iled more as they aged but 


at a slower pace than their 

contemponiiies in other cate- , 

·gories. The most striking , 

comparisons are with single, . 


, childless men. In 1983, un- . 

wed fathers and single men 


,'without children worked 

about the same number of 

hours and earned about the ' 

same incomes'. 'But four years 


. later unwed fathers averaged 

',400fewer hours per year: . 


' .. Marriageapparently had 

, , an enormous effect' on moti


vating unwed fathers. The 21 

percent of 1984 unwed fa

therswhomarried by 1988 


'I boosted their earnings dra
matically (from about $7,400 
to'$17,700); those who.re

"".,' 

:~ -., . 

· '~.' . 
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,..' 

'~{~'... 

~niained unwed fathers,aver~ 
#~ged substantial, but much 
ilower earnings growth (from 
'!'S5,500 to $10,500). ' 
;: 
"<' 

The primary concern 
;~about increases in unwed fa
~tberhood is the potential neg
~ative impact on children. Evi
';dence is accumulating that 
" 

~;growing up in a one-parent 
~family damages children's 
::chances for success in school, 
Sin the job market, and in fam
•ily life. These problems might 
,be mitigated if fathers pro
'vided mothers and children 
· with an adequate incOme and 
· with significant help in child 
:rearing. While large-scale na
"'tional surveys cannot capture 
dthe quality of relationships, 
"between fathers and their 
'offspring, they can provide 
:information concerning how 
,active unwed fathers are in 
.their children's lives. 

In the NLSY data, about 
.~three-quarters of young fa
'thers who lived away from 
· their children at birth never 
subsequently lived in the 

. same household with them. 
But the proportion of fathers 

'who moved away each year 
after the child's birth was 

"only slightly higher than the 
,"proportion who returned in 
.,'those years. Of these unwed 
;fathers who remained away 
"from their own children, only 
a small proportion lived on 
,their own. As of 1984, about 
one in four lived with both 

:parents and about 30 percent 
lived with one. In fact, unwed 
fathers were more likely to 

: reside with a parent than 
young men who had never fa
thered a child. 

Many unwed fathers re
,mained in close contact with 

• •••••••••••·•••••••••••••••••••••••• i •• ~ •••• ~~ ••••••• • ~ ••• ~ ••••••• ~ ••••••••••'•••••• ; ••• ~ ••• ~ •••••••••• 
"TABLE S 

LIKELIHOOD OF BECOMING AN UNWED FATHER OR GEnlNG MARRIED 
,,(EXPERIENCE OF MEN. 14-:-18 IN .1979, FROM 1979 TO 19~8)., <". 

, The whites. blacks, and Hispanics here share certain characteristics including. bUt not limited to. their age. their family ~, -;,. 

, income. and their level of sexual activity. The table shows the likelihood of these three groups moving into unwed father ", 

hood or marriage during two-year interVals in the 1980s. For blacks, additional characteristics were considered. A black with 
military service. for example. was substantially less likely to become 'an unwed father (3.3 ';I. 5.2) and more likely to be mar
ried (11.2 v. 7.0) than blacks In the base group. .', ' , " " " '. _ ,',' 

: ~. ' 

. .':~ , Less Ukely «)/More 
Unwed Ukely ( .. ) Than All Blacks to 

','FathefhoodBacome an Unwed Father Marriage 

White '1.3% 17.9% 
'3.0 

Black 
Black. plus: 

"""Military 'Service 
Unemployment rate. 11% 

.r In Welfare Family 1979 

.,I' 	Religious Attendance. Once Per Week 
Reading Test, 25th Percentile 
Reading Test. 75th Percentile 
Eight Years of sexual Activity 
1979 Family Income. $20.000 

5.2 

' 3.3 
,,6.0 

6.5 
,3.9 
7.1 
3.7 

11.4 
4.4 

Age 192.8 

Age 26 ,6.4 


Source: Author tabulations. Detailed information available from the author, 
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their children, at least ac
cording to their own reports. 
In 1985, of the 20 percent 
who lived close by, nearly 80' 
percent visited every day or 
several times per week. Fa
thers who lived more than 
100 miles away from the,child 
accounted for 52 percent of 
the fathers that never visited. 

,Fathers apparently lose 
contact with their children as 
the children age. In 1986, the 
proportion who visited more " 
than once a week was 57,per
cent among fathers with a 

child 2 years or younger; it 


, was 22 percent for those 7.5 

years or older. 

Those unwed fathers 
who rarely or never visited 
their,children were also the 
ones least likely topay child 

,support. In 1985, when 37 
. percent of unwed fathers re
ported paying child support, 
only abOut 20 percent of 
those fathers who never vis
fted paid support. It is clear
that fathers do not substitute 
one form of support, finan
cial, for another form, help in 
,child rearing. Blacks were 
more likely to live close to 
their children and to visit 

'lthem than were white and 
Hispanic fathers. In this sur

, vey the black, fathers' appar
ently closer involvement with 
their children translated into 
a slightly higher frequency of 

•support payments. About 39 
percent of black and 34per
,cent of white unwed fathers 
reported making support 
,payments. 

Overall we see,two broad 
'patterns of fathering. Half or 
"more of unwed fathers live 

. 	 " ": , 

Less Ukely «)/More 
Ukely ( .. ) Than All Blacks 

to Get Marlted 

7.0 

11.2 
7:9 
6.1 
8,0 
7.7 
6.3 
9.2 
6,4 

,,1.6' 

12.1 

, .q" 

'j.' 
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<: 

::;; .. 
,< 

, .. ,> 

< 
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near their children, visit them, 
often, and make support pay
ments. Most of the rest visit 
rarely and usually make no 
payment whatsoever. ' 

Conclusion 

If present'trends continue, 
the incidence of unwed fa
therhood appears unlikely to 

, ,decline in the future. Unfor
tunately even improved em
:ployment conditions are 

, probably not going to reverse 
'these troubling patterns. It is 
hard'to know what will. Most 
likely we will require stronger 

, family, cultural, and peer 
pressure against unwed fa
,therhood as well as better op
portunities for young men to 
enter rewarding careers. 
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Continued from page' 3.1 

Washington State now requires physi
cians, midwives, and hospitals to provide par
ents with the opportunity to sign an affidavit 
of paternity at the time of birth and to give 
them information about the father's rights and 
responsibilities and the advantages for the 
child of legal paternity, Filed affidavits have 
doubled there since the law's enactment, 

Other states have launched towardunwed pilot programs based on 
this model. Jatlzersis beingpulledin . States and localities are 
experimenting with ways totwo oppositedireaions. simplify and expedite the 

,Both are likely 
to be resisted 

by those whose 
'Jrimary interest 

. is in tlte 
well-beingand 

autonomy 
ofthe mother. 

lengthy and complex process of establishing 
paternity, In Illinois and various counties, 
courts now have simple civil paternity consent 
procedures that include on-site, same-day ge
netic testing when this is necessary, To encour
age states to make more serious efforts, federal 
law now sets paternity rate performance stan
dards for states and reimburses them for 90 
percent of the cost of genetic paternity tests. 

.One reason young fathers do not acknowl· 
edge their paternity is that they consider. the 
welfare system's focus on collecting child sup· 
port to offset welfare costs as punitive. This dis
courages them from cooperating in establishing 
paternity. Unwed mothers often ignore the pa
ternity process as well; in 1989, about 20 per
cent of those without support awards said they 
did not want awards and another 21 percent 
did not pursue an award. 

Collecting child support from unwed fa
thers is not easy, even after the establishment 
of paternity. AFDC mothers have little immedi
ate incentive to cooperate because they keep 
only about $36 per month of the support pay
ments, with the rest going to offset welfare and 
food stamp benefits. Child support officials see 
few incentives to pursue these difficult cases, 
since they are time consuming and yield little 
short-term savings to the states. Courts often 
do not even set an award amount for young un
employed fathers. 

Some advocates urge courts to broaden 
the definition of support to include token 
awards or in-kind, nonmonetary support (for 
example, child care, boxes of diapers), which 
should be required of all fathers even when 
they have no income in order to establish a pat
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tern of support, and then to update these' 
.....awards periodically. 

Yet another reason unwed fathers fail to 
pay child support is that many are generally 
poorly educated, lack job skills, and earn little 
or no regular income, especially when their 
children are young. While their low observed 
earnings appears partly related to their motiva
tion, few of them have the credentials to earn 
good wages. In past decades employment and 
training programs did not specifically target 
noncustodial fathers. Today two national 
demonstration projects-one for noncustodial 
parents and the other for unwed fathers only
offer them employment and training services. 
In one, unemployed noncustodial fathers either 
volunteer to participate or are referred by the 
courts in lieu of jailor fines for nonpayment of 
support. These programs offer job training and 
employment services, fatherhood classes, me
diation services when disputes arise with their 
child's mother, and peer support groups. The 
program for unwed fathers puts special empha
sis on encouraging fathers to declare paternity 
and pay some child support . 

Conclusion 

Society is only beginning to cope with the real
ity that one of every four U.S. children is born 
out of wedlock. We do not know whether the 
phenomenon is an inevitable part of modern 
societies or whether improved education, the 
availability of jobs, and strict paternity and 
child support enforcement and welfare reform 
can do something to reverse the trend or at 
least slow its growth. 

More sophisticated research is needed if 
we are to gain a deeper understanding of unwed· 
parenthood. Instead of simply studying unwed 
mothers and unwed fathers independently of 
each other, researchers need to examine there
lationships between young men and women be
fore and after pregnancies and childbirths. They 
should also study those young parents who 
marry and stay married. We need to examine 
closely programs that seem to work in such ar
eas as paternity establishment and prevention. 
And of course it will be important to study fur
ther whether improved paternity establishment 
and child support lead to fewer nonmarital 
births and more contact between the unwed fa
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ther and his childreri, and what the outcomes of 
·any of these changes are for children. 

The problems arising out of paternal irre
. sponsibility will continue to attract the atten
tion of the public and policymakers. Initial 
plans for legislation drafted last year by former 
Congressman Thomas Downey and by Con

·.gressman Henry Hyde called for federalizing 
the child support system and setting up 
,demonstrations to test the concept of a mini
mum assured chiJdsupport benefit. Under this 
system, the custodial parent would receive 
some minimum payment in the event the gov
ernment was unable to collect support pay
ments from the noncustodial parent. The pro
posed bill also called for "establishing pater
nity at birth (with as few exceptions as possi
ble) for each child born in America, regardless 
of welfare status." Custodial parents would 
not qualify for the assured support payment 
without the establishment of paternity. Several 
of these ideas are likely to reappear in some 
version in the administration's forthcoming 
welfare-reform proposal. 

Although a number of legislative and pro
grammatic proposals exist, many important 
and practical policy questions remain. The list 
is long, but here are a few: 

• Should states require the establishment 
of paternity for all out-of-wedlock children? 
How in practice would this requirement be im
plemented? 

• To what extent should custodial moth
ers be required to identify their child's father? 
When is it in the best interest of the child not to 
do so? 

• In their eagerness to facilitate increased 
paternity adjudications, are states sufficiently 
careful to guard the due process rights of men 
who may have been unjustly named as the fa
ther by the unwed mother? 

• How can the current disincentives 
within the welfare and child support systems be 
restructured in order to encourage both par
ents' cooperation? 

.• When employment and training pro
grams specifically target unwed or noncusto
dial fathers, does this create perverse incen
tives that further weaken the institution of 
marriage? Will this take away resources that 
would otherwise go to assist the unwed moth
ers, and if so, is this justified? 

• Can the eligibility for the AFDe pro
gram be modified to provide benefits to young 
two-parent families who are living together, 
but who typically do not have a strong employ
ment record? 

What we do know is that policy toward un
wed fathers is being pulled in two opposite di
rections. One is to impose tough obligations 
and sanctions on all unwed fathers, rich and 
poor alike. But this strategy could make the 
current problem worse by driving fathers away 
from their children and from their financial re
sponsibilities for them. The other approach is 
to lend unwed fathers a hand in the hope of en
abling and encouraging them to be more re
sponsible. But this could be expensive, and by 
seeming to reward the behavior, could have the' 
effect of producing more out-of-wedlock 
births. Both strategies are likely to be resisted 
by those whose primary interest is in the well
being and autonomy of the mother, because 
helping unwed fathers may take resources 
away from mothers and deny her the opportu
nity to raise a child alone. Unwed mothers and 
fathers, their children, and taxpayers all have a 
large stake in how society answers these ques
tions and in what direction policy takes. 
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