
Unwed birthrate'declil1e 

may earn Districtbonus 

By Chervl Wetzstein, ~ Je~line Wl1IJams, director of 
l11EWASHINGTONTIJ.a;S 'the D.C. Department of Human 

Services, said D.C. officials were 
, .' The District is one of five fina· "real excited" by the news that 
lists that could share in a new $100 they were a finalist. . 
million bonus the federal govern· She credited ongoing educa­
ment is giving to states that reduce tiona! campaigns about pregnancy 
their unwed birthrates without in- '.. prevention, statutory' rape and 
c',-easing abortions. ,welfare reform for keeping the is-

California, Michigan, Alabania sue high profile. 
, and Massachusetts are the other 'Then-age girls, for instance, are 
finalists, according to the Depart- told that if they go on welfare, they 
ment' of Health. and Human Ser· still have to finish school and live 
vices. (IDiS), which is overseeing in a'supervised setting, "so a lot of 

_,_, the glamour associated with [wel-

the annual award created in the f!U'e] is out of it," said Mrs. Wit­
1996 welfare reform law. . . liams. ' , ' 

, The five finalists have until Sept. "W~'re really happy because 

1 to document their 1995-1997 I theres been a real effort on the 

ab.ortion rates, H~S spokesman part of a lot of different agencies, 

Michael.Kharfe~ SaId yes~erday. and a lot of different programs to" 

If their abOrti!>n rates ha~ not reduce unwed' pregnancy:' said 

gone up,.they will each recelv~ a Anna Ramirez, directorofthe,Of­

$20 Il1llbon bon~s around Il1ld· fice of Family Planning in Califor-

September, he SaId. . nia's health services department. 


.HHS figures show tha! the ~lS- For several years, she said, Cali­
trict and 11 state_~,_:- mcludmg I fo~a has mounted ,media cam­

" 

Maryland and Virginia _ reduced . PaIgns, stepped up prosecutions 
their proportion of unwed birth. for.statutory rape, promoted men­
rates between 1994 and 1997.' '. tormg, expanded access to repro-


California had the top unwed ductive health, clinics and given 

birthrate reduction of 5.7 percent. con,ununities $30 million to design 

The other top rate-reducers were theIr own pregnancy-prevention 

the District with 3.7 percent, programs. ,

Michigan witli 3.4 percent, Ala. ''Als~ the s~ial mores are really 

bams with 2 percent- and Massa-' changmg - It.S not that accepted 

chusetts with 1.5 percent, ,anymore for~kids to be having ba-


On the other end of the scale, bies," added Ms: Ramirez:, , 

North Dakota saw a 10 percent ih· 
 Massachusetts has led a "major crease in its proportion of unwed public health effort" focusing on births - the largest in the nation. . preventing unwed :,pregnancy and 

responsible fatherhood, said David' 
Ball, spokesman for the state's Ex­
ecutive Office of Health and Hu­
man Services. 

Michigan Department of Com­
munity Health spokeswoman Ger- , 
alyn Lasher' said they have fn­
vested in many initiatives to re­
duce teen pregnancies. 

f'ederallaw al'lows the bonuses 
to be ,used for anything. but several 

'officials said that significant 
amounts of the bonus money would 

. likely go to continue unwed preg~ 
nancy-prevention efforts. 
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Republicans back right 
~to take HMOs to court . 

p/:Y 
By Audrev Hudson 
THE WASHINGTON TIMES ' 

House Republicans yesterday 
signaled a new course of action in 
HMO reform by including new 
rights to sue managed care compa­
nies. 

It's also the first time a Republi­
can congressional leader, in this 
case ·SpeakerJ.- Dennis Hastert, . 
has. backed an expanded right to 
sue - something Democrats have 
been insisting on since the man­
'aged care debate began more than 
'a year ago. . 
·;i"HMOs can be taken to court 
·and held accountable when pa­
. tients are harmed:' Mr. Hastert 

sald mdescribing the liability pro­


. vision. He has scheduled the bill 

for a floor vote next month. 

A House leiiu1ershlp alae 
stressed that the final version of a 
Republican bill would still have an' 
internal and external appeals pro­
cess before lawsuits could be filed. : 

"We're going to approach the li-: 
ability section in a much more re­
sponsible fashion than create a: 
greedy trial lawyer bonanza which 
other bills do," he said. . ' 

As news of· the deal spread, 
President Clinton immediately: 
embraced the bill while lobbyists; 
for insurance companies and busi-. 
nesses. mobilized against it. 

"This legislation is built on. the 
erroneous premise that trial law­

yers are the sole guardians of­

. medical care:' saidKaren Ignagni,' . 


"HMOs can be taken 

The measure will include the to COurt and held 

right to take dispute.s to an jl.lde- "'''''0'un....J.le when '. 
pendent panel, the nghtto choose "",,,,,,,UV . • '., 
doctors. outside a network an~ to 
get easier access to gynecolOgiSts, 
obstetricians and pediatricians. 

The change came after some 20 
Republicans, led by Rep. Charlie 
Norwood,. Georgia Republican, 
signed' on with' minority Demo­
crats to back HMO legislation. 
GOP leaders Jor weeks had been 
trying to come up wi~ a, bill that 
could pass the House; 

At 1:45 a.m. yesterday, Mr. Has­
tert and fellow bleary-eyed House 
leaders agreed to the alternative 
bill developed by GOP Reps. 'Ibm 
Coburn of Oklahoma, and John 
Shad egg of Arizona. 

"I've got a. commitment signed 
in blood from the entire leadership 
at 1:45 in the morning," Mr. 
Coburn said.' . 

Both the Norwood and Coburn 
camps are predicting victory; al­
though sources on both sides pri­
vately acknowledge it could be a 
very close vote. . 

"What's significant is the leader­
ship of the House has for the first 
time recognized that the will of the 
. majority supports giving ,people 
the right to suetheir·HMO," said 
John Hart, a spokesman for Mr. 
Coburn. 

But few details were available; 
aides said they needed the upcom­
ing August recess to work the.m 
out -" 

The bipartisan bill formally in­
troduced yesterday would estab~ 
lish an outside review process for 
patients who believe they unfairly 
were denied care. Companies 
obeYing an independent panel's 

. ruling still could be sued in state 
courts, but would not be liable for 
punitive damages. . 

. The bill. includes. a variety of 
provisions tQ ease access for the 
insured to: medical care in emer~ 
gency rooms, as well as from spe~ 
cialists in clinical trials and else­
where. 

"Many Americans are dissatis­
fied with the health maintenance 
organizations, while other amer­
icans do not have access to quality 
health. care," Mr. Hastert said. 
"One of the most important issues 
facing the Congress this year in­
volv~s the health Care delivery sys-. 
tem.. . '. 

patients are harmed."· .,' 
. " . . . 

. -Speaker 1. DennIS Hasten. 

--------....-­
president of the American Associ­
ation of Health Plans, an HMO' 
trade group. . '. 

The House aide said he ex­
pected it would be a tight vote be­
cause of the slim majority Repub­
licans hold in the House, but that 
Mr. Shadegg and Mr. Coburn 
would be tough lobbyists. 

"Between now and when we 
have a vote on health care reform, 
many members are gOing to find 
themselves getting a dose of 
Cobu~n-Sh~degg in stereo:' he 
said.: 

Last year, the House bill died 
when the Senate failed to act. This 

year, the Senate has passed a pa~ 

tients' bill of rights, but it had no 


. Democratic support and President 


. 

. 

Clinton has threatened a veto, say-' 
ing it covers too few people and. 
gives them too little protection. . 

'The Senate bill covers one seg­
ment of the population who have a 
sPecific. type of health plan, about 
48 million people. The main House . 
proposals this year and last cover. 
all Americans with private health 
insurance, about 161 million peo- .. 

. pie. 
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Teen.'birthrates· decline,:'data.·show 
Abortion is not seen as a factor Bv Chervl Wetistein '. 	. . . Ratioof illegltirnateIJirths levels 6ft

· Tl1il WASHINGTC»! TIMES in the decline because its rates 
, ' .' .' .,' . . ". ,have also dropped steadily - from 

. A flve-~ear declIne ,In teen Foundation.. . ..... , The'l1,in 1995 arid' again in 1996 43,5 abortions per 1,000 teens aged 

birthrates IS a welc;:ome trend JO '." "Now is. the time to make'Tapid-,--' during the height of the dehate 15;19,in 1988 to 32.2.abortions per 

policy-ma~~rs who ,":ant to see progress" iri reducing teen and un- on welfare reform and illegitimacy' 1,000 teens in 1994. .' 

fewer famlhes led by ,smgle. young wed pregnancy, she said. "We need - the illegitimacy ratio leveled off. U f' d' ': . ': ." d' 

females 	 't . hi h' C" I' . h' d' se.o con oms has Increase ,'1'\.,." . '., . . . . . ? see 'W., cprograms are e tec- .' ~v capita Ize on t IS tren. ,SOCI- which ·reflects efforts of com re-

There .IS also a se,cond bright tlve" on' a large scale. ety, should promote marrlageaif h .', d .' P . 	 .' 'd th I' I' '.' . ..' ' .... . . . enslve sex-e ucation prorgams · not~ 10 rec;:ent ata -'. e. eve 109 American society must revive well as,programs that help couples '.' '. '. . 
off 10 t~e percent of births out of the institution of marriage, said build and retain healthy relation- J\lso,thenumber.ofs~ally~­

· wedlock.,. ". ',' '. .' Heritage Foundation analyst Rob- ,ships and be good parentS, said Mr.·pe~lenced teens· lia~ .dlpped ­
. Researehers In a panel dlscus- ert Rector. . . Rector..' .' which could be ·explamed as a re- . 


sion yest~rdaY' said it. i~ ,~rticia~ to. : .Thti. falling teen birthrates. . The overall decline in' teen . ~ponseto abstinence mes~ages.,,': 

figureo~t what works 10 reduc!ng.· aren't asirilportant as the leveling. birthrates is or keeniriterest to .Th,~re has also been an mcre~se, 

teen pregnancy and unwed chlld- off of the "illegitimacy.ratio," or most researchers. . . especially among black teen gIrls. 

·bearing. . . ' percent of births that occur out of . :. Overall, teen birthrates have in the use of"hormonal'~birth con-


Th~. c~ildren of'the 76 "!illion . wedlock each y~r, he said. . . . dropped 12 percent from 1991 to tro! prpducts, suc~as Norplaht and 

baby ooomers, known as the baby: ,.For three decades, the 'percent,"1996"anddroppedan encouraging .' De,po Provera, said Mrs. Ventura. 

boo~er: echo; geri~rationf" are .of bir~s. born to. women c:mtside . 2.1 p~i-cent among black teen~, ~a- .~ho ad~ed that final bi~ data for 


· comlf!g ofage ,and . b~tween now >wedlock' has grown "remorse- . tiona I Center for Health StatisticS' 1996 wI,1l be released next week. 
and, 2005; "there wiU:be a milli~n' ,.Iessly,'~ charting ,the "co.llapse of researcher Stephanie'j~ Ventura.·· American,:sOciety sent a "nQr:' A.number of EUro~earl co~n­
more girls aged.14 to 1:' :'Kris~m ,tlieAmeriean family:' h~ said. '. told the panel. " '. . mative message" during. the wel­ , ·tries send Iii strong message that 
A. Jy1ool'e, president of ChIld>., ,':Women aged 18 to '2.5 .stillhadThe decline'inthese births has fare debate that it is better to have "teen' cJilldbearing is not done," 
Trends Inc. research group, told the most babies," he said. -"They not ,been definitively explained, children in, marriage .> than not, and as a result, they·have.1o~ teen 

· the gathering ,at th~ H~ritage. just didn't marrY:;. - 'though. she said. Mrs. Moore·said. . ' . l>irth rates, she said. 
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Ex-Army medicrebuts CNN,says teargas, not-sarin used;;:: 1 
• , • " w ., .' • '-.,. '. • -. • • " '.' ,- ;j'~!I' 

By Row(1h Scarborough '-,--' "on the'Ho Chi Minh.1rail in La6s., ,ther ~ould have diedifit had beeri. charges J~ne 7 on the pre~i~~ of ',jail in 't~e early 1970s.,H~ said the, '~his countradicts CNN:'(IP1~'s' 

THE WASHINGTON TIMES Capt. Rose spoke at a forum sarm. . " , "NewsStand;" a Sunday 'nIght 'memQrlescamebackdurmghours 'Claim that the company~s:mlssJ(jn 

~-'--'--~""'---:-~-"-----'-~"~,-- "sponsored by Soldier,of Fortune "Nopersondi~dfromanyofthi~ newsmagazine. of interviews~wifhCNN-Time's . from the start was toinvad/':'the 


The , me~ic on "Opera!ion' magazine. He told of the Septein-stuff dropped on tis by the Air Defense Secretary William S. Miss OUver.,CNN"Time didn~t re- camp and kill defectors.' ''':'' , ' 
./Ti,ilwiild"'said yesterday itw,is ber day he and 1~ other wounded ,Foree:' he said. ".They would never Cohen has assembled a team to in- port 'these were "recovered", "Capt. Rose said yeliterday"'l\e ,. 

definitely tear gas, not, deadly ,commandos scurried aboard Ma- 'have harmed us.... The allegation vestigate the war-crimes charges memories.. , saw neither civilians norCauta~ 
sarin, 'that Air Force planes drol ,-_ ' rine helicopters under North Viet- ' the U.S. military used any, kind ,of, , and wants a report.by July fl. A number of Thilwind part~ei- sians in the jungle-shrouded m1l'i - ' 
ped over La9s in 1970 to heJp him<" namese fire.. , He was the ~mly toxic poisonous agent in Southest "NewsStand" presented no con- pants have come forward to protest tary base. _" ,~':'.~_~ . 

, and fellow commandos escape ii', medic assigned to' CompanyB of ' Asia is· unfounded· and; not' 'clusiveevidence that the Air Force 'the charges by/'NewsStand.". ' The'eitAtiedicsaid the SOG team 
firefight with enemy troops,: ,'the secret 'Studies arid Observa- .' believeable," " ' " used sarin. One ofits principal wit-, " , The pilotS who ,flew the A·ls that ',woffld have taken"photographS'it I 

Retire.d <::apt. Mi~e ,Rose was the " : tions Gr~up ,(SOG),ins~rted into ',~apt.Rose saidhe t9ld a CNN nesses, r<!rmer"'.AI~mY L~..R9~ert,'day say they ~ropped tear gas, an they had run across the bod~e,!3 ''Of 
latest Thllwmd participant to chal- Laos to disrupt North Vietnamese producer on at least three occa- Van Buskirk, said m an InterVlew 'approved tacpc tQ,suppress the en- any suspected defectors.,' ' 
lenge aCNN-Time report that U.S: ,forces. '.,' : _ sians the Air Force used non-lethal with' The. Washington Times :he -emy withQut wounding or killing ,Mr, Cohen'S' special commitf~e. 
planes released sarin, a nerve gas "It burned like CS [tear gas] in, tear gas to suppress theenemy.. ' ,doesn't know whattYpe of gas was, 'nearby ArrieriC~l[is. ," whichmet'yesterday with ex-SOG 
banned hy President Nixon at the' the eyes;' he said, describing'how Soldier of Fortune invite~ CNN ' used, but guesses'it wasa'''cock- "The men wh()plaiined and led ,members, who planned and"~jC-
time. Capt. Rose, 50; now an"in-, Air Force A-l.8kyraiders swooped correspondent Peter. Arnett and tail" of different chemicals.' Thilwind say the SOG unit'was in-' ecuted Thilwind, is about halfWay 
structional systems designer, alslI_ low,to release the, CBU-19 canis-lead producer April Oliyer to at-, , Mr, Van. Buskirk, a platoon: serted into Laos' a~ the CIA's qe- through its' probe. _' ;;:..;;:.., 
rehutted CNN·Time's contention "teri;, "My throat felt like CS,:.; tend yesterday's forum at the Na-' "leader in Company B, :$aid he had' hest. -The North Vietnamese were Pentagon spokesman Kenneth' 
t~at a u.s., .Special Forces te~lh Once yo~'reexpo~e~ to it, there's' ,tional Press Club. ~either at- suppr~sse~memories' of killing - gettin!J the best Qf .c:IA~backed Bacon said: "S? f~r, we. have':~?t , 
kllled,Amerlcan defectors and Ill· no question what It IS." --tended., but CNN did send a twa. Amen,can defectors at. theguerrdlal!and tbeagettcy wanted uncoyered any mformatlon wlilch 
noce~t w<!men and chi!~ren inside, . Some members oCCompany B. ,:teporter a!1d cam,era cr~w. ',' camp'afterhe saw ~n~tnage of Je- ',.' a SOG"Hatchet ':learn" to distract suggests ,that sarin~erve;ga~~s 'l ' 
a North Vietnamese mlhtarycamp mhaled:enough gas, he said, that, CNN·Tlme' first aired. the 'sus on the cross whllem a German, the, enemy. used durmg Operation 'I!l:ilwmd~!. 
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Table~:~fTects of Family Struetu,re, on High School Dropout Rates and Teen Births 

HS dropout risk Teen birth (daughters)
(%) , , (%) 

TwO biological parents 

'Single parent due :to:' 
,Divorc~ , 
Death,l 

., .;. 1 

l-fon-marital birth, , 

Step parent 

13 11. 

31 ' 33 
13 21 
37 37 

.30 33 " 

Results 'control for: race, region, m.Jmber ofsiblings and education of parents. 
Sourc,e: Sar~ S. McLanahan (1994), National Survey ofFamilies an4 Households. 

1 " ., , 

" , I, 

Table 2: EfTeds of non-marital first birth :(versus marital first birth) 
, ' I'~ > '• 

" " 

:Difference: Non-marital - Marital First Birth 

Raw Sister 
Difference Difference 

,Years of schooling cO,mpleted 1990 -0.8* -0.1 
Family income (1988-90 ayg.) -42%* -14% 

In poverty 1989 . ' 28%* ,9%* 

Married 1990 -50%* -27%* 


"Early childhood outcomes (percentile scor~s): 

" Behavior Problems Index 0,3 -5.2 
,Math score -6.3* 5.7 
Reading score -2.2 0.2 

I . 
, " ," I ' 

CQntrols:agez pf mother; age and sex' of child; year of ass~ssment. 
. Source:' CEA calculations,.National Longitudirial Smyey of Youth, 1979~1991 ' 

, *Statistically ,significant difference.! " " • 'I " 

'. I ­
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SPECIAL ANALYSIS 

New Studies Question Effects 'of Teen Childbearing' 

Teen childbearing is thought to. contribute to a variety of disadvantages for both the 
teen mother and her children. However, teen mothers tend to come from very 
disadvantaged backgrounds. They (and their children) would face many of the same 
problems had they delayed childbearing to a later age. The chlillenge for researchers 
and policy analysts is to determine the contribution of a teen birth per se to adverse 
health, developmental, and economic outcomes-beyond those expected from the 
disadvantaged circumstances in which the teen mother grew up. 

; 

I 
Caus~ or symptom? Evidence continues to mount that teenage childbearing may I 

I' be more a symptom of disadvantage than a cause. For example, a new study 
I compares women who became pregnant as teenagers (before age 18) but had a 

miscarriage with those who had a child .. 'The women who had miscarriages as 
teenagers did no .better with re~pect to a variety of adult socioeconomic outcomes 
than those who bore children as teenagers. The authors conclude that many of the 
negative consequences of teen births are smaller than estimated elsewhere in the 
literature and are short-lived. Moreover, and surprisingly, those who had children as 

I teenagers accumulated more work experience by their late 20s and had somewhat 
I higher wage rates than those \yho had miscarriages as teeriagers. As a result they 

earned more-about $7,QOO per year. The study also fmds that teenage childbearing I does not increase the use of public aid over a woman's lifetime but simply shifts it , ! 
to younger ages. i 

, 

What about the'children? Earlier studies gauged the impact on children of having 
a'teen mother by comparing outcomes between the children of pairs of sisters, one 
of whom had a birth as a teenager, the other of whom did not. In early childhood, 
children of teen mothers did! no worse. on tests of cognitive and emotional 
development than their first cO)Jsins whose mothers h,~.d delayed childbearing into 
their 20s. (Outcomes in later childhood were not available at the time the research 

I was conducted.) Neither did these comparisons of sisters reveal evidence of adverse 
.1 infant health effe~ts (suph as loY( birth weight). Teen mothers were more likely than 

their sisters to delay initiation ofprenatal care, but less likely to drink alcohol during 
pregnancy. For whites, but not blacks, teen mothers were..IDQ.fe likely than their 

. sisters to smoke during pregnancy. Interestingly, children of teenage mothers did 
better than their,fIrst cousins on several tests of cognitive development. 

. " 

Conclusion. Teen mothers and their children suffer economically and 
developmentally. However, new studies raise a flag of caution about attributing their 
adverse socioeconomic and health outcomes to the teen birth rather than to their 
mother's disadvantaged circumstances. Very similar women who delay childbearing 

. do not appear to do better than teen moms. Nor do their children. For some 
outcomes, such as work experience and child development, they may do worse. 

I I 

Weekly Economic Briefing , I 3 July 4,1997 
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WILLiAM BUCKLEY JR. 
.. ..~'

'en. ,Daniel PatdckMoyni';;} C'al 'ul tin'' ' .. th "t 
" 'han,seeksto,m,akeo"nepoint;~ " C" a g' 'e 'ee""n' and ,ends trying to make two. 'q, ,', 

, ,The, first'is enormously" : , ","'"S 
'~~~~~~:,~~eu~~ot~:~,~ii:,' ':. "p,~e,gn".. a',n"'c"Y' e'qua' '·0"·n:" , ' " thata decliile In the number of teen- . :I. I ',' 

:ti' 

1] 
llge pregn.lilnd~sis not the same as " IJ' 

fT] ,a;declin.e ihthe rati.o of iIlerotimate ;'~ 
(j) ,', teen~age pregnll.ncIes. " ':,# 

.. ',',;, Consider. In 1940,.there were'S4::;~:
IJ : pregnancies for every thousand;';:, , 

'}> 
< : ,teen~~gerS. That figUre tliinb~ to:,:, .­
-I 89 m1960. It really hasn't ()s~illat~~~'

, ,. ed all that much since then (1970::{:, o " ,~; 1'980: 53;'1993: 59). But becau~e~;
z 
, "In199Sthefiguredropped by ahru.r,;"",. 


1] .. : fropi the'pre;:eding year:(from58;9~ 

I,to SJ).9).the politicallet's-pl:!Xty, set,,\i;'

S, .. ,decided a jamboree was in order:'i: 

o Donna Shalala. secretary of ~eaJth~,;:
()" ',,' ,and human services, trumpeted the~ "I\4r 
~ imp~oveme~t; .as ,did, of cou~e~ir 
-< Presloept Clinton. , '. " . '., ?-~, 

, 'Mr. Moynihari's point is 'thaUi~; 
: redti~on Jntbe :pel"-thou~~!1d~~~~;t~: 

,~ ~s tells us nothing about the, ratto.~4i· 
'of illegitimate te,en-age prejpum;t' 
cles.<rhat "~connnue~, to soar. If~~t 
reached 7S~9 perc:ent In 1994; 'I't!atl~i 

, ·surely should be a ceiling; and ye(}l. 
the ratio has reached 96.8 percent~~;!

--inth D' '. fC I' b' ,II ",,",:,, "e, lStrict,o a urn la... ' ,:,~~:'

"':1 
,:'i

'''lr.ll;
"~'.'-::-- . 
~§; 

, ~~;;" 
'-.'-~;:" 

,:~ '\ 

~~(~~1 

. 'f~l 
':;" ..:-' 

" , ':" ," , 
" , 

" 

" 
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\ 

People te,nd to round offfigures 
for conyenience. Exercising that 
conventIOn; one would notbe far off 
by saying, that "100 percent" of 
teen-agers \Yho bear children in 
D.C; are unmarried. " 

But Mr, Moynihan proceeds to' 
relate the ,bad statistics to the .wel­
fare bill. No, he is neit saying that 
last June's welfare bill caused the 
incrementallqvers in Washin~on; 
D.C., to scrap their application for 
a w~ddinglicense.He is suggesting 

, that the situation will get worse as' 
the result ofa bill that ends the pro-
gi'~thatprovidedaid to families' 
with depel1dent childre.n. , ' 

The'difference in competing 
focuses :here throws interesting 

, light on, c()nservative' and ,liberal 
approaghes to. soCial problems~ , 
Mt,MoYIlihan is saying: ~ook;:the 
['atio'of illegitimate births is soar· " 
ing; and continues to soar. What', ,waS 24:8. By 1993, it had increasedung of the last two generations. But 

, ' ,must therefore be 'done is·tacon- to 45.3. ., .. ': ,under the welfare bill of June, they, 
:tinue to,proyidde(,teral benefits Jo _ I,n the District of"Columbia we " will have a chance-toreconsider the 
-:;c,the'one-parent family and- above-:'-' haveonly~ the-~relia <that--iii ,tne_, :-options,pritnary:among'themthat 

all to 8ive.mor~ and better SCh,0,01- n!lttire of, ,things it can't re,ally',ge~ ~t WO,Uld, b,e b~tter t? ~ed':lce illegit-/ ,~, 
tng to'thelr children. The,planted h!gher./1t 100 percent, you lme~t l!DacY,t,hantosubs~dlze It.-, , "! 

axiom is that the illegitimacy ~atio absolute statistical resistance: -It ,',', '" " . Y, 

, 'will continue high' anil th~refore' can't get worse. ' , " . " ' ,'" " 
" wemusi: cope with it, even as, with' " 'The .caSe is' made by ~e Cato, WiUiam;F Buckley Jr.-is a nahon 

the aITi~al ()f winter, oneneeds to Institute that the . dole is also 'ally syndiccU,ed columnist. , 

~ 
"\; 

'C\ ' ", 
,,--... . 
3' 
~' 

, , 

cope with the cold. ' 
But ofco,:!rse there i15 ~nother 

approach, Itls that, pre-enunently, 
of Charles Murray. In his book 
"Losing Ground," he made a' case 
fur d~scouraging the birth of ille­
gitimate childrenby depriving the 
mother of guaranteed income. 

The·June welfare act does not" 
repeal ai(Ho dependent children; it 
assignsincreasingrespolJ.sibility, 
fortfie amount of such aid and the. 
conditions under which iUs dis-, 
bursed fo the states. If Mr. M,urray 
is cOrrect, and he is persuasive, the 

"factor ()f finanCial aid has direct 
bearing,on the, incidence of illegit-retary in 29 states, and outpaying 
imate childbirth.' ' teachers ,in nine states arid como' 

consider the figures:T-he illegit- puter programmerS in six states. In 
imacyratein1940was 7. fper ,1,000 "46~tates, welfare reCipients get the 
pirths to unmarr~ed"fen:tales; 1~.1 in equivalent of$7 .16 an hout or more. 
1950. When effUsivf;! welfarebeglUl ' The states, then; are nof out of 
in 1~65, it, was at 23.5. In' 1975, it step with the welfare Weltanschau- ' 

\, 

\ 

responsible for the abandontl. " 
by bU!liness?ft~e inner,cities,oi:-:-""~"1 
cause ,of whlco IS the difficulty In I 

finding,men arid women who will 
take such jobs as' are offered. A 
Cato study notes that under present 
law,a welfare mother in Hawaii 
with two children could receive as 
much as $36,400 a year in assis­
tance, which is· th~ equivalent of ' , 
$17.50 an hour; more than three 
tim~s the.minimum wage" ' 

" The studyi~veals that welfare 
exceeds 150 percent of the poverty 

" level in 21 states, paying more than 
the national average salary ofa sec­

http:w~ddinglicense.He


nlo \lea , 'ItO HilI' 

~ 
~ 
~ 
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·TEEN BIRTH MAlE-DOWN AGATN' 

The H)9S PRliminuy teen birth rate Gropped. 3 pez-CaLt to ~6.Y births p4!!f 1,000 women 
aaed 15-15» yecarl. " 

TIIIIn birth rate 

0 
 TAi. it the fourth 


'CODSCGUtiVO yeu of 

1<Il0ldc,Uno mthe teem rate, 

whi;hlw raucSOA. •* 1GOajncc·1991 (62.1). T008 

pI'ClJlIIl'Y rates &1'C also I 
10da;J.inina. ' 	 I.. 

I 
00Althou;h chere iii ~ul1 a
" ,considerable disparity I 


in the rates tor white .. 

teens (50.3) an.cl black 

teenl (95.5), the sap 

continued to JlRfTOW in 1995. 


o 	 The rate fat white teens dropped JUSt 2% percent while the rate for bla,k teens fell 
9%. The rate for black tUIU has dropped 17 percent since 1991. 

o 	 T•• ratos cIo;lmcc:l up to 3ev.. for Amerioan iftdiftn, A"i,," nr 1>aciftc Islander. and 
Hispanic teens. 

o 	 Despite the drop in the teen birth rate. the 1995 rate is 5tUlltigher than its most 
recent low point, .50.2 in 1986. 

How lure lire we1 

o 	 We are sure thlt Lhc dc,line is real. 

o 	 We knnw that the 199~ decline continues lllitc:ady trend bcrun in 1991-92. 
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MORE MOTHERS BECINNING PRENATAL CA.RE IN FIRSt TRIMESTERI 
I 

Th, J,JJ'cwuluary ptO'PortioD of mothers besinnins prenatal c:are in the fiI1t trimester rose 
to a rccoret 81.2% ill 1995, . ' 

o 	 Timely rcccjpt o( 

1".U';&lotal ~Il'~ 


iJnprovedl percent 
!rum 1"4 (80.Z%). 

o 	 Thii InASure 111.5 

shown improvement J 

for 6 CODIc,uuve 

year,. riling 1l:om 

7~.~% in 19.9, 


v.MI ' 

.~--------~~---

'0' 

.tII_ 

o After nearly a 
. decade of ellttttiAlly no chRnge. timely receipt of prenatal "lIe has iuercucd 

17-18% for bhu::lc lind HiRI'an!e women and 6% for white wo~n .uu;c 1989. 

o There i, .till a di'parity in tim.e.ly r~eipt. of Jlrenlltal care between white InUlli.cJ'S 
lUla black and Hilpanie mothers, but the sap has narrowed. The 199$ proportian~ 
of whit. mpthers (83.5%), black znothers (7U.3%). anc{ HillpUlic mothers (10.4%) 
rc:c:ciYin. Gato in the firat trimester were 1 to 3 percent hisher tban the proportions 
for 1994. 

Huw aur. are we? 

o We IU'C SW'C thallhc fwaJ dati will show essentially the ,we numbers. 
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CESAREAN DEL1V.&ltY RAIT.-DOWN AGAIN 

The fate of cesarean' delivery declined 2% in 1995. to 20,1% of III htnhs. 

o 	 Cesarcan d.clivery rates have Clear.," •• C1lon r.ta 
mopped fo{ 6 QOUJcwutivc: YCIn. The 
199' prcJ.imWuy rate ia 9% 10wC't 
lIwllha 198' rat; (%%.8%). 

. 0 	 llItls tell for while (20.8%) WOlDen 

and Hiapa.n1e (20.1%) womcn. The 
ra.f.e far black women (21.1'10) WI6 
un.cha1\sed, 

Bow lur. l1'e we'! 

o 	 We mow that the flte based Oft data 
reported OD the birth certificate hal 
dropped steadily BAd cDIltinuoasly 
smoa 19191

• 

»~-----------------------; 

J '1' 

10 DRAFT

• 

o 	 The cesarclUl delivery rate b.aed on daia tram the National Cenrer for Health 
Statistics' National Hospital Di.cluU'ge Survey (NHDS) hAS A,l!;n drnpped ste'acUly 
during these years, ~Y R%. 

ITho birth ,0...iRcaco "eaan to report on type of' tie.livilry in 1989. 
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IIOMICIDE-RATES DECLINE.D 

Between 1994 llul199S, preliminary age-adjusted homicide rate81 showed the lArgest 
dec:line amonl1he lCIlWnf, caUl'. of cl,ath. The clcolino followa • "naller c!eclin.e hetween 
1993 and 1994. During !he same period. monality £ram fircarma declined as well. 

o 	 The ran" nf homi~ic!e as aleadU,g ~ausc oC death declined from 11th to 12th 

between 1994 and 199'. 


0 	 The large dispRritie5 in 

homi~icle mona);ty hetween 
 .....qus.... dNV\ ,.... Iv, Ho.lIlIIII. 

blacks and whites and hetWun 

males an~ females penisted in .. 

1995. Ase-adjusted death rates 

from homicide Cor the black 

population iD. 1995 were over 
 I " six times (6.1) thase of the Jwhite populAtion; QZul fAtes for 

males over three times'(3.6) 
 • 

those of females. 
1 

Estimated agc·.djusted death 
rite::. ii'uJIl homicide in 1995 wer~ almost 20 percent below those of 1991, a recent 
peak year. (8.8 deaths per lOO,OQO population in 1995 115 eompared with 10;3 in 
1991.) 

How lure are we? 

o 	 We are sure thRT homicide mortality decreased ~Ub!Lalltillly between 1994 and 

1995. 


. Q Proliminary numben and c!eath rate. from homicide can be expected to be rc'Vbcu 
somewhat upward when final figures are availAble, but the general fmdinis uf this 
report will remain the same. R.eports at'deaths from hnmieide, Slcddenrs. ud 
sui~idc, •• usulllly subject to medico-legal u",estisation •• are sornerime~ delayed 
as compared with other OIlUseS of death. 

u. 	 The dc"linc in homicide mortality in this report is consistent with trends in other 
SOWwCI in~rcasing our GOn1idcA"~ in these findings. 

IAae-adjuS!ed. death rates trw hatter than crude death raw for ma.kir1i comparilun,s or relatlYC 
mortality ri_1eI hetween aTOUpS and aver lime. They are net ~a~ b)' cWfcrcllccl in the: 88' compoaitioft 
of thO ~oups belnl GQmpllrGIJ. "'~l:I"iII1j"'5tcd rAlc. IthOllld be ,,;cwcd u iadaull ratNr than •• direct 
1II0as,,uCl or risk. 1'hc aa",adjus," rutot WOrt computed ulana the U.S. sllNbrd rnillin" J\<\"uJation. 
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mv INFECTION (AIDS)-STABILIZED 

For the first time. HIV/AIDS death rates did not increase from the previou. year, 
I1ccording to the preliminary figures for 1995'compared. to the (meal.fiFes for 195'-'1. The 
l&c·a4iustcd death rate1 from Inv infe;tioll was 1!.4 deatlu per 100,000 population in 
1995. the IlIme J'1I.c U ill 1994. 

o 	 Despite the pla1eau in qcwidjUllCCl 

death fllel betwecn I"" 1tUl19,.5, I.bc 

ftumber afdeatlu from this cause rose 

fi.om 4l, I 14 to 1ft eaUmawd 42.'00, the .~------~----------~ 
hipest Dl1mber ever recarded.. 

o 	 In 1995, HlV ·infection WAS the eiaht'h 
leadms cause of death II in the . II 

prcMOUJ yeU'. However it 'Wu the -	 ­.------------------~.. 	 ..leadina cause of d.eath amons perco", 

qed 2S·44 years. 


o 	 In 19!>5. the highelt death rates &om this cause was among blaek male., foUowr.d 
by bla;k (emlles. white males, and white females. 

\) 	 HIV/A.lI)S'wBI flfst uniquely c;lassificd in monll.lity cmd morbidity statistics aCme 
U.S. bc:gilming 1987, so routine data serics do not exist before that point even 
Ihouah tlie disease was first identified in the early 1980s. 

Hnw iure are we? 

o 	 We are sure that The m~JC\r increases or the past,did not occur bc:Lweeu 1994 Iud 

1995. The final data may be lliibtly different. 


o 	 Several citiec U". reporti.zls declines to us inercl1.sins OUT cnnfidence that these 
trends are real. 

o 	 We arc sure about the twing ofthe rates among the race and sex groups~ that is, 
that bl"k males have the highest rates and white femalei the 10weEt. We are also . 
,cnain that the rates ofincrease in ~orta1ity Among the race-sex group, are not the 
SSUlIC. 	 . 

,AI&-adjustcd doath rates arc !)eacr Ulan crude death rate! for ma.kin.I ~UlpatisoWJ oflcla'livc 
monaUcy risks between "cup. and over 'dmc. 1111101), IfC 1I0t a~ by cIi£l'OrcnCOI iA thG aF compoaiuoft 
of u" 5r\,lllP:il bCia11 IOOmpiUlill.1. A~juNd IU;t ahould be 'Yiowcd Q3 indo... rather dsan at dir.cl 
mca.tur", of risk. Tho ~S.·adjLII'CN rae.. were complIed usinS the U.S. atanNM million J'Opullllion. 
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INFANT MORTAL1n'-RECORD LOW 

The prcli.milw'Y want mortality in 1995 reasched a re~ord low of 7.S infant deaths per 
1.000 live bi.l1h$. 8 6 percent reduction from the preVioua year. Declines occurred amnng 
neonatal (infmu wldcr 28 days old) as well as postneonatal wantl (21 days thtCl1lgh 11 
months). DeeUnes occWTCd Iluonl both white and blaok infants. 

o 	 Since 1980. rhe trend in 

infant monality has bg;n 

dO\llJ'lward for both whi~ and 

bJac.k iDflAtt cftnrinuin. the 

lonaer tam decline (0' hnth 
 1:-"'-=:====:==-..........·=:}
rlc,sroups. 

a 	 Black iDfant mortality t I.l~-·"-----Wlt==.__--..__....._J
Gonlmlles to be over twice I , ,..:: ...
(2.4) that ofwhite infant ,..".
mortality, hut the raee sap did 
not GOl1tmu. to wieOD 
~etwccA 1994 and ,U~g5 as it had during the 1980s: 

o 	 The foW' lead.ins causes ofinflmtmortali1y. which accounted tOr aboht hllfof Rll 
infmt death$, remained the: same in 1995 as in the previous year: congenital 
IIIlolnalles, disorders related to immaturity (short Siltation anel unspecified law 
binhwei",bt). sms, aud respiratory distress Iyndrome. 

a 	 Low binhweight, I m.ajur ~ollta'ibutor to infant death, did not chaqe between 19904 
and 199', 

How lure are wc7 

o 	 We are ,ure that the infAnt mortality rate declined substiUltially between 1994 and 
1995. 

o 	 We expect the final 1995 wint mortality rite to be Knmewhat hilher than the 
preliminruy rate. \ 

o 	 We arc sUle thGt the want mortalicy rate in 1995 reached a record law. 
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LU'E EXPECTA.N(;~-.MF.CORD HIGH 


Esrim_LcA Uic CXPClrtaAcy' izl199S matched the record high of75.1 yeats anained in 1992 
IDd W88 &lightly above tbe fiFe of'$.7 years reported tar the previoUl yeu. Since 1980 
Ufe cxpef;l&ll'Y in the U,S, Jw incrcuoo by over 2 years, continued the lnng-term upward 
trend. in 1~ oflite. 

o 	 Females outlived •• by III eltimatcd 
6.3 ~m iD 1"". alliAIlI uno-iDa of 
the lIP in Ufe expectaDgy wm ille 

previftw; year IDd COl1tinuin.: the a_----­
narrowiJ1a trend. observed .iDee 1979. 


---...;............ 

o 	 The estimated 7yeu difference in life 

expt~taDcy beeweea.the whitelnd hlack • 
.............,.......-.-.,-..,...~--.-.. ., -.-.- ­populatiol1 famaiD.cclllDdwtged between .. - ... 

1994 and 1995. 

o 	 Reoord life expectancies were reached in 1995 for wbite and bIaclc males 
(estimAted at 73.4 years and 65.4 yean, respectively) lind fnr black females (74.0). 
For white females, life expectancy in 1995 remaiD!d the same u in 1994 (79.6 
years) and sliptly below the record high of 79.1 years reached in 1992. 

o . 	 TIle: upwanl trend. in lite c,...pecaancy rC3umecl in 1989 after a period of .tapation 
in the early"1980s. From 1984.89, life expectAn0Y actually declined for 'bl~lc 
males. but thlt &rCDd has 1l0W rc-versed. 

Nnw lur. are we? 

o 	 We Ate sure thAt the U.S. trend 1n life expec'Wl~ coDJinucdupwUQ in 199' 
. compared with the pre,,;ous year and is at I record or ncar-recoru higll. 

o 	 We are sure about the ranking of Iife expectancies between men and ~omc::o.. 1.u.11 . 
the black and. white populations. 

o 	 Life cXPc;tlUlQies maybe sliptly modified in the tinal data as eompflfed with the 
prc1i1nirlaly datA. 

'The upectllriOft oI1ire at hinh Oira exp=tlncy) rc:pre.acnu tile IVCI"le nwabcr atyciul lbat alPWP or . 
I.nDiJItl wautd Uve it_were co IIJ:p11'lencc duvlliJl.\lUlUtc dlC a,c..pcQtt, dc.&1h I'OfOJ prevolllftl ill !:bit cumnr 

. 1CII.' 



I 

I 
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OTHER FlNllfNGS 

. 0 	 Pl'cliwinary data show in;re4ses in mortality for .eve.rallf-Ading causes of death 
b,tw=n 1994 and 199.5. 

o 	 Alzhcimcr'J Ui~ca5C D.1ortality i,ngrcaSOG ,,,bstanti:Uly, but this may n:flect chlln,cs 
iu diap.ostic prau:Liec. 

o 	 Diabetes monallty increased continuing the UPW81d. trend. ainoe the mid-l9ao,. 

o 	 Septicemia (blood polsonini) morwlil)' lllcrcascd between 1994 arul199S. The 

rate for this cause has fluctWltc\l trOllt year to year lin'~ the latc-19805 after 

.ustai.r&ed inereues fot several cie;alics. 


o 	 The incidence of low binhweight was unchanaed and remained at 7.1% in 1995. 
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Births and Deaths: United States, 1995 
by Harry M. Rosenberg. Ph.D.; Stephanie J. Ventura. A.M.; Jeffrey O. Maurer, M.S.; 
Robert L Heuser, M.A.; and MaryAnne Freedman, M.A.. DivisiOn of Vital Statistics 

Abstract 'ntroductlon 
ObjectiVtS'-This repon presents prclimiaary 1995 data OD binbs and deaths in 1'his issue introduc:e.s a new statisti­

Ibe United States from a new statistic:.al series from. the National Ceatedar Health cal series, based OD a new approach to 
Statisrics. U.S. data on births are ShOWD by age, race, and Hispanic origin of mother. collect and proc:css vital Statistics data 

, National and State datil on mmlsl lltaftlS. prmatal care, ~te2n cif!livet')'. and low and a Dew publicalioD plan tClr she 
binbweight 'are also presenled. Mortalily d.ata presented include life expectaney. National Vital Slatistics System. The new 
leading causes of death, and want mortality. approach for vital statistics expedites thc 

Met1uul.f-Dar.a in Utis repon arc based on 8O-9()..pcrccm samples of 1995 bil"lh$ flow of data from the Stat" to the: 
and dcalhs. The recClrds are weighted to independent cOntrol counts of bitths, infant National Center for Health Statistics 
deaths, and tolal deaths registered ill Srarc vital Slatistic:s offices duriDg 1995. Final (NCHS) and makes it possible 10 publish 
data for 1995 may durcr from the prelim.in.aty estimates. . more detailed findings Oil 8 faster 

Rtsulls-Preliminary data show that births aDd birth and fettiUty rates generally schedule . 
. dcelined in 1995.cspeciolly forteecagers (3 perc:eat); the teen nte was 56.9 bittJu per With this puhlic.atinn. NCHS begins 
1,000 womCD aged 15-19 years. The num.ber, rale, ad ratio of·birfha· to unmarried a Dew statistical series: PfClimioary vital 

I . mochers aU declined•.the lirst time all mcasum have dropped simultaneously since statistics data based· 00 a substantial 
. 1940. for the sixtb a)Osccutive year, !be cc:san:an deUvery rate dec1iaed and Ibe race ample: ot ~nb;, iadudiAg detallod tabu'; 

for prcl1atal care utilization improved. The ovcrall loW' biEthweigbt rate. was unchanged lations from the natality as weU as mor· 
at 7.3 percent. talily files. IDltially. NCHS will publish 

.Tbe 1995 preUmiaary infant mortality race reached a rcmrd low of 7.5 iDfaDt these pmimjnary data sca:UlDDually; how-
deaths per 1.000 live births. with record lows achicwcd for the wbire and black ever, lr:s aoaI is to publish the data quar­

i populatioQS. 1Jt'e; e:xpoc:tADcy matebGd the record IUp of 75.8 yean .ttaiocd ... 1992- tuly. 1'1Us issue shows preliminary birth 
The latgcst declines in agc-adjUlfcd death rates amaag the leading causes of death ud death dara for c:a,leadat ycar 1995 as 

I • were tor homicide. Ouollic liver disease and cirrhosis, and accidents. Mortality also weU as previously published final data for 
dc~ased for firearm. injuries, drug·induced deaths. and alcobol-induced deatbs. De 1994 (1.2). 1be neD MolfIhIy 'KIDI StatU­
age4djusted death rare for diabetes increased. For the first time. the age-adjusted tiel Report (MVSR) supplc:meDI in this 
death rale for Human ImmuMdefic:iency virus iDfec:lioa did not im:n:ase. aeries wiIl8how preliminaty dara for July 

Keywords: Binba • Deaths • Viral statistics 
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. 1995-1unc 1996 compa.tcd with data for 1995 births and deaths thaI wae processed 
July 1994-Junc 1995. Tbe publicatioo of by April 30, 1996. for live births these 
lbese prel.imillary viw Statistics Is made f'XXJrds Rpl'QlCll' Il.Jou.t 90 pc.rc:.cac of lbe 
possible by more expeditious elcctroDic· births thaI oc::curred in tne United States 
traIISmittal of daea fiom the States to during 1995. For deaths two files, demo-
NatS and by more rapid data processing graphic and medical (cause of death). 
at NCHS. These chauSes will also upc- were created. The demographic file 
dice prOduction of Gna! birth and death IJCCOWited {or about 90 percent of aU 

statistic:s.· dealhs .and the medical file. about 80 
In the past NCHS has released vital percent. , 

statistic:s data io two basic forms. Monthly To produce me preUmJrwy Q1.iwalci 

provisionl dati based OD COUllts of birth. shoW'D iD this "POrt. the records were 
mDniase. divorce. and death recotds weighted usiag iadept:ndellt control COUllts 

received in State vital regiSh'ltion offices of births, iolaDt deaths, and tow deaths 
bave beeD published in the MVSR. Also, registered ill the Stale vital statistics 
estimaces ot deaths and deatb ratc5 by oBicc;s from JU\lUY tbtough December 
seleered charaereristics, based 011 a 1995. MOSS tables there are some incon­
lo-percent sample of death certificates sisteDcies ia the Gumbers of rota! deaths 
(the "Cum::nt Mortality Sample"). were and deaths by certain demograpbic ebar· 
publisbed in the MVSR. Almual provi~ acteristics be.cause r.bc separate demo· 
sional data, which su.mmari?,e the rnanlhly graphic and medical files have dUferent 
COUQts aad the CumDt Mortality Sample, sets of weights (sec "Technical notcs"). 
have been published in AIIIWIiII SIUtUf'IIU'j Also. these preliminary estimares are sub­
ot Births, Marrillge.s, Dil/DreeS, 11M j"' 10 sampling "Ianalioau weU ;.s 

DeatJu, au MVSR supplement. random variatioa. 
Fmalbirth and death dara have heell The preliminary QUSCH)f-deatb sta· 

published in MVSR supplemellts endded tistics bave DOl been adjusted for tbe bias 
AtilltlMt Report of FiNd NQtlJllty StlJtis· that oc:cur.s because causc'of death is 
tiu and AI#vQItCt! Rtlpt»'I ofFiMl MD1'1al- sometimes not available in the State 
iIy Skltbti.a, respectively. These reports 00ic:es when the preliminary data are sent 
have been published 18-24 mOllths after to NCHS but is available larcr WhCD 

the close of Ibe data year. Unit IU1)rd copiQ at Ibe tiDal dc:.a.1h c;crti.6catca ~ 
data have bccll released 00 public use proa::sse4. As a ~lt estimalrs based 011 
data tapes around the time that the filial the preliminary mortality file' may difer 
data MVSR supplement was publisbt4, from &tadstics thai will alme from final 
More detailed tabulatioDl have beca pub- counts. NCHS is exploring proc:cdurcs to 
Ushcd later ill Vit.cll SIIiItittU:# of1M VniuIJ comet 1m biases ia the .uufther of deaths 
SillIeS. (see"Tedmic:aJ DOCes"). 

'the DCW aeries of preliaWwy data 10 additioa. to IadoGai and Stare estj. 
reports will replaee the AJWUJI SIImnuIry mateao! caral binlls and blnh mcs. tbis 

ofprowioaal da&a., and iDtime, the "Cur- report includes prelimiQary statistics aD 
real Mortality Sample. .. whicb is included birtbs by age,. ]jvc.f>irtb order, marital 
in die MVSR. NCHS will col1tinue to Dtus, race aad Hispanic origin. aDd 
publish monthly, cumuladve year·to-datc, selected matenW and infant hc:alth char­
and 12-mol1dl movwS average m::oJd actcristic:s. ,sueb u receipt of preoatal 
couots ia the MVSR. Final data will also care, ccsa.re&D delivery,' aDd Jow birth· 
be released in MVSR supplemeDts; the weight. Mortality dati in this .report are, 
publication Ilames will be ~Dgcd. to also more detailed lhao ill tile provisional 
Report of Fi.luJl NtlltJllry StdtistiCS and data reports, with more dClailed informa­
Report ofFi""l MDnalilyStatistics. N'CRS tinn on life expectaney. infant mortality. 
also plans to expand its release of vital and causes of death.. , 
stadstics'dnta in electronic form. State-specwe preliminary daca are 

"bown only for those States and areas for 
Sources and methods which al lea."it 60 percent of tbte records 

for the 12-monch period bave beeD pro· 
Preliminary data arc based OD those cessed. In this repon all areas except 

In adc:Utioa. 00 data arc. shown for & 

particular characteristic if reporting for 
&hat icem is less than SO-percent COm­

plete~ &cause reportiog for each item in 
this RpoR was at least 80 percent, DO data 
items were suppressed. DcWled Informa· 
lion OD the nature, sources. and quali6ca. 
lions of tbe: preliminary data are givea in 

l1the "U.ec,tshni,caJ notes. ''''R~F . U TRes 

Natality pattems 

For lbe fifth cousccutive year, bi.rtb.s 
declined ill the United States in 1995, to , 
aa estimated 3.900.0R9. 1 perceDt fewer 
than the final 1994 total. 3,952,767. The 
1995 preliminary alUDt is 6 perceat lower 
thaD thai Cor 1990 (4,1.58,212), the most 
receot bigh point The crude birtb rate 
feU 3 percent between 1994 and 1995. 
from 15.2 to 14.8 births per 1.000 lOW 

population.. reaching its lowest level in 
D~a.rly two decades (14.6 ia 1976). The 
fertility rate, which relates births to 
WODlCn in the c:hildbearing ages, decliDCd 
2 percent. from 66.7 10 6S.6 births per 
1,000 women aged 15-44 yem. The . 
1995 rate is lower than that for any year 
since 1986 (65.4). (Sec tables A and 1-3.) 

Penility rates iP 1995 for white (64.5), 

Americm lDdiaa (70.0). AEial1 or Paci.fic 

Islander (65.6), ud Hispanic women 

(103.7) were 110 2 percent lower than the 
fertility rates ill 1994.111e 1995 rate !or 
while WOIIl.CO matched the previous lew 
observed in 19~ Races for American 
Iodian and Asiau or Pacific Islander 
womco were the IOWC$l ever recorded.. 
Tbe race tor Hispwc womea WI\S aE its 
lowest level si.lK:c national data on His­
panic fertility became available. The rate· 
for black womeD feU 7 percent to 71.1, aa 
historie low 'level. . 

1"be bi..nh rate for tHns aeed 15-19 
years dropped 3 percent between 1994 
and 1995, frOID 58.9 10 56.9 births per 
1,000 womeQ. nus is tbc fUUltb consccu­
tive year of decline ic the teen ate. which 
has fallen 8 percent since 1991 (62.1). 
Teen birth rates fell 3 percenf or less for 
whice. American lcdian. Asian or Pacmc 
Islander. and Hispanic tccnl'l. The ('.Ace for 
black teens fell substantially. Crom 104.5 
births per 1,000 women in 1994 to 95.S 
binhs per 1.!XXl womcn ill 1995; thi~ rate 

records rec:cived and processed by NCHSGuam providedsutficienl records to be dropped 17 percent fronl 1991 to 1995. 
. '. " 

http:WOIIl.CO
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proportiOD of aU births oecurring to 
women under .20 years of age increased 
sligblly to 13.2 percellt (table A). This is 
a reSection of the rec:cot increases in the 
Iccnage pop,dation (3). The proportions 
of births to teenagers under 20 yean of 
age by Slare are shown itt table 4. 

Birth ""~ declined 1 percent belWeen 
1994 and 1995 for womeD 10 their twea­
ties. The rates for women aged 20-24 
years (110.0 birth)$ per 1,000 wowen) and 
25-29 years (112.4· binhs per 1.000 
women) were each 6 pet"CCnt lower than 
Lbeir recent high point in 1990. 

Binh rates for _omea aged 30-34 
,ears and 35-39 ,ears rose 1 peroent 
each from 1994 to. 1995 to 82.S and 34.1 
per 1,000 womea: respectively, Tbe rate 
for women 3~39 years bas risen sleadiJy 
and substantially since 1978; the rate for 
women aged 30-34 years bas increased 
100 but at a slower pace in receot years: 

The toral tenUity ra~n estimate 
of lifetime childbellring-.·.·dropped 1 per­
cent from 1994 (2.036.0 births per 1,000 
women) to 1995 (2,020.0). This hypotheti­
cal measure sbows the potential impact of 
current fertility levels 00 completed fam­

. iIy size. The rate for wh.ite women was 
essentiaUy uncbanged at 1,992.5 births 
per 1.000 women, wh.ile the rate for black 
womeD dropped 6 perceDe to 2,158.5. 
RaCes for Amenc:an Iadi&ll (2.061.5 birtbs 
per 1.000 womeD), Asian or Pacific 
Isluder (1.904.5), and Hispanic 'womell 
(2,983.5) each dropped by 1, to 2 pen:enL 

Tbe lim birth rate. a measure of 
family formation, was 27.3 binbs per 
1,000 women aged 15-44 years ia 1995, 
about 1 penzat bc:low the 1994 nile (27oS). 

The prelimmll')' Dumber of DGn­
marical births declined 3 percent 10 
1,248.028. The proportiOIl of all birth~ 
to UDlII8I1'ied mothers declined 2 per­
cent to 32.0 perceDt (from 32.6 perc:cnt in 
1994) (fable A). The proportions tor while 
(25.3 percent) and black births (69.5 pcr­
cent) were about 1 percent lower than 
those for 1994, while !he proportion [or 

. Hispanic WOOleD, 40.8 percen~ wa.'i 5 per­
cent lower than for 1994. The bir1b nace 
Cor uamanied WGalea dropped 4 per­
cen~ from 46.9 to 44.9 pcr 1,000 unmat­
ned women aged 15-44 years, the titst 

.decline in the I'Ilte in Dearly two decades. 
About MJ! of the decline i~ due to changes 
in reporting proc:cdurcs in California; the 
marital status ot lfispanic mothers was 
more precisely determined in 1995 than 
iIi. 1994. (See "Tedulical nOlCS. ") None­
rhelcss, eveD if data for California are 
excluded, Iloomarital childbearing 
declined in 1995. This is the first time 
thaI all measures bve dropped since 1940. 
when national data were first compiled. 
During the S·year period 1989-94, the 
rate of increase in me.uun:s ot Donmarilal 
childbearing bad slowed considerably 
compared with trends in the early to 
mid-1980's. Tbe percents of births .to 
Wlmarried mothers by Sla.lc are shown in 
tAble5Jorl994 and 1995. 

The mddeace of low birthweight 
(birthweight of less th3.ll2"SOO grams or 5 
powsds 8 ou.a.a:s) was unchanged for 
1995, at 7.3 percent. The percent low 
binhweigbt had riscD from 6.8 percent in 
1986 to 7.3 pera:nt, iD 1994. Levels of 
low binhweight increased for white births 
(from 6.1 &0 6.2 perccDt) and for Hispa.a.ic 

birtbs (6.2 to 6.3 percent), wbile the rate ' 
.	for black births feU from 13.2 co 13.0 per- ' 
c:enr (tahle A), Perccncsof low birth­
weight births by State for 1994 and 1995 . 
are shown in table 6. 

The rate or ~C::iian:.a. dcliYcry 
declined in 1995, from 21.2 to 20, 8 per­

. cent. Rates fell for white (20.8 percent) 
and Hispanic (20.1) women; the rate for 
black women was unchanged (21.8 per­
cent) (table A). 'Ibis is tho sixth consecu· . 
live year of decline:; the 1995 rate was 
9 percent below lhe 1989.rale (22.8 per­
ceat). Cesarean delivery rates by State for 
1994 a.od 1995 arc shown in table 7. 

The proportion of mothers beaiD­

niDg preaacal care ia lJIe lint trimester 

coDtiDUed .torise in 1995 to 81.2 percent 

wmpaied with 80.2 perccnt i.o 1994. This 

measure bas shown improvement for 6 

consecutive years, rising· from 15.S per­

ceot in 1989. The proportions of white 

(83.5 perceQ(). black (703 pc:rCCDt). and 

Hispanic (70.4) mochers .re('..eivine early 

care were 1 to 3 percent higher in 1995 

than the comparable proportions in 1994 

(cable A). Tbc perceDts ol mothcno rc:c:;ciy· 

ing prenatal care in the first trimester by 

State for 1994 and 1995 are shown in 

table 8. 
 D.
If? JI ",. 
Mortality panems . ~rr 

Ia 1995 aD estimated 2,312.180 
deams' occurred III the Uaited SLll'~ 
33.186 more tbaD the previous high 
recorded in 1994. Tbe:: CI'1Ide dead! rate 
of 880.0 per 100,000 population was 
slightly higher thaD the rar.c of 87S.4 for 
tbc pC8vious year. The age-acijus&ed death 

Tab'e It.. Tct:eI blithe and "....,. ", blttha wtth ..~ lIfemoaraphle and health charaderiatlca, by race and HlIpenlc orlaln of RioOur. 
United Stat,.. tInI11984 4nd prellml,..,. 1895 

. ,. 19951995 	 J995 

Bir1hll. • • • • • • • ... • • • • ; • • : • •• 

fllt1hi to mathenI under 
20 year.i •••••• ,., ••••••••• , 

i Drib ID UllmaniOCS fI\01/'IOr&. • • • • • • 
. \..oIIt~ld•••••••••.•.. , 
i QiI1t1s !lallwe/lllClby casatean . , . . • . 
p~ CIII'O beginnitlg 
In fitst rrimootar. • • . • . • • • . • • • • 

' 3.aoo.089 

13.2 
~2.0 

7.3 
20.8 

81.2 

UQ,7G7 

13.1 
:1206 ,... 
21.% 

eo.2 

3,105.316 

11.5 
25.3 
6.2 

20.8 

83.5 

11.3 
25.4 

8.1 
21.2 

a2.8 

23.2 
69.£ 
13.0 
Z1.I1 

70.3 

638.391 

232 
'0.4 
1::1.2 
:0:1 •• 

68.3 

671,&49 

18.0 17.8 
4O.B 63.1 
6.3 6.2 

ZO.I 2e.~ 

70.4 66.9 

. 	 i '''''114". - _1IIIIn """,,,0 aria blIck. 
I Ip_IJfH~Ql'lg/tlmoY1:lOIJfVlf'" 

:...... - ~.~- _<l~ ______ .. ~_ - ., ...._"'"" tit.... ~.~. 
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rare, which eliminates the distorting effedS uncbaDgcd from the previous year, and lcadiDg causes of death was for bolJ1i. 
of the aging of the population, was 503.7 stighdy below the record high (79.8 ye~) cid~ which decreased sharply by about 
per 100,000 U.S. statld8ld au'Uion popu.. reached ill 1992. lS perc:ZDl ABe-adjusted rates for Clu'Q~ 
lation. a record low for the United States. The leadJag causes of deatb in 1995 liver disease aad cinilosis declined by 
The mmparable rate for 1994 was 507.4 were Diseases of hcarc (he:tlt disease); about 5 percent, cootiouing a 2Q-year 
per 100,000 U.S. sti:odard m.ilIion pe,pu- MaUgnaol neoplasms, including neo- doWnward ueod. Mon.al.iry due co aea­
latioo.,(See tables B and 9-17 for mottal- plasms of Iym.phatic and hematopoietic deats declined by about 4 percent, mn­
iCy data.) tissues (canc:er); Cerebrovascular diseases tinuiog a general dOWDward trend since 

The decline between 1994 and 1995 (s«rou); Chronic obstructi....e pulmonary the early 1980's. Reductions in age­
in the US. age-adjusted death rate con- disease and allied conditions (COPO); adjusted death rates from accidents were 
tinucd the long-tcnn downward IICnd in Accidents Uld adverse cffcCl$j heumo· sbared by the two compODeilU 
mOrtality. This trend was intemapted most nia and inftuenza; Diabetes mellitus (dia- categories-:-motor vehicle accidents and 
recently in 1993 by the higb mona)jty beles): Human immurlodeficieacy virus other types of accidents.. Age-adjusted 
associated with the influenza epidemics infection (HlV); Suicide; Chronic: liver death rates tor Suicide dccrcased by about 
in 1992-93. The 1994-95 decline refJects . disease &Dd Cirrhosis; Nephritis,nephrotic 2 percent. 
reduced mort.:'llity (or white D131~$. black syndmme. and nephrosis (kidney dis- Age-adjusted d"th rates increased 
IIlales and females, IS well as Hispanic ease); Homicide and legal irllcrvention fodour leading causes of death- Alf.be­
males (table 9). The monaliry of white (bomicide); Septicemia (blood poison- imer's disease, Septicesma, kidaey dis­
temales and H.Ispanlc: females did not log); Alzheimer's di!ic:8SCj lLDd AlhcrlAClc- usc, and diabetes. The largest inCrc.l.sc 
change significantly between the 2 yeal$. rosis. Homicide dropped from a rank of (8 percent). which was for Alzheimer', 

By age the overall reductions in mor· 11th in 1994 to 12th in 1995, while disease, may reflect changes in diagnostic 
tality berween 1994 and 1995 were the kidney disease moved from 12th in 1994 praaicc:s rather tban teal increases in 
result of decliRes for most age groups to 11th in 1995. mortality from this cause. Diabetes mar­
uQder 85 years of age. Among persoas 85 Amoog (he leadirag causes of death, (BUry hftl; been increA~in8 for ahout the 
yearS old and over. mortalhy increased reductions "between 1994 and 1995 past lOycars. . 
between the 2 years after decliaing occurred ill the monaliry of tbe two lead· \VhiJe the number of deaths due 10 
between 1993 and 1994. Larse fluaua- iDg causes of deatb-bean: dlsease and HIV lofection mctcascd !rum 42.114 in 
tions in mortality for persons as years ea.oc:er. For botb causes of death, which 1994 to aD estimated 42,.S06 hi 1995, the 
and over are marc likely to be statistical ' combined aceouoted for a lotal of over largest Dumber reponed in a single year, 
artifacts than tnJe cbanges in mortality 1.3 milliOD deaths in 1995, the declines in the age-adjusted death rate from this cause 

, risk. 	 . age-adjusted death rates were over 1per- did Dot change between the 2 years. This 
Esti.cuced lif. expect:aaqr' ill 1995 ceDI (lable 10). While monality ill beatt marks the first time that the age-lldju.o;!ed 

malched the rcmtd high of 75.8 years disease has followed a downward a'ead death rate for HIV infection bas beld 
attained in 1992 and was slightly above sioce 1950, the tRnd in canc:er tamed steady bc",,"a 2 years since 1987, when 
Ihc figure ot' 7S.7 years for 1994 (table B). doWDWUd only since 1990. 'Ille 1994-95 tb.is cause of deadl was .us, UDiquely 
Record higb lite e:x:pectaocies were dc:c1iDe in ea.oc:cr modality follows a simi~ classified ira the morbidity and mortality 
reached for white aad black males (73.4 lar reductioo during 1991-94. statistics of the United Stale$. 
yean and 65.4 years, respectively) aDd AccordiDg to p~limitwy data, the Betweel11994 and 1995 the prcUmi.. 
black females (74.0 yem). For wbite larp:$t dcc:l.iJlc bctwcea 1994&Dd 1995 iD D4tY age-adjusted death rates decreased 

.. &malcs life c~i:y(19.6 years) wu tbe: agc-adj\L$te4 dc:ach ratc::s among the appreciably for 8re~iaJuri. (11 

1>ble B. DeaIhI, "-,- _ ...... '"" rrtw _nev.."""" "'.............. I..... ......"IY ...... by .....'R-4 ""7

Unl'lecf S'IBt.., final 1814 and prellmlJ'I8IY 1185 	 r 

Nnr..,' WltiCl Black 

IIftatJuIv IJItd ser 

All (fIIa:tI\S. • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • 

~lI3tecl doall'! rata2 ••• : .... 
Male •••••••••••..••••••• 
Fer\'IIJe ••..••..••.•••••.. 

LJlS ezpocllltlCY mllum" ....••••• 
Mate ••••.•..•••••••••••• 
Female •...•..•..•..••... 

A1111'1t.:ln1t1A:1IN1.", •• ",., •. , 
Infatll ITIOItaIiI\I raI8' •••••••••• 

1995 

3,312,180 

60:3.7 
MS.8 
386•.2 

75.8 
72.6 
78.9 

29.338 
7.6 

1994 

2.278.994 

60".~ 
654.6 
3115.2 

7::1.7 
72.4 
19.0 

31.110 
8.0 

J9S5 

1.990.na 
~n.6 

611.2 
366.6 

70.5 
73." 
79.6 

19.455 
6.l 

'994 

1.96S.8'75 
~79.8 
817.9 
364.9 

78.5 
73,3 
79.6 

2I:I.S04 
6,6 

1995 

263.748 
768.6 

1.006.9 
666.2 

G5.G 
65.4 
74.0 

8.914 
14.9 

'994 

282,'379 

772.1 
1.029.9 

572.0 

os.G 
64.9 
73.9 

10.012 
16.8 

\~ _ dhor..." -..Me _lilaC&. 
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percenr). drq-laducecl causes (14per- 15. WorldHeaJth OrpDiZatiOD. Muual Of 

c:enr). and alcoboJ~iDduced C31lSf.S (6 per­ the latcmatioD&l SIIIisticaI aassmc:a· DRAFTcene). In addition. a marked decline 	 rica of Diseases, IDjurics, aAd Cause.i of 
Death, baied ou the recommcadarions ofoa:urred in the Dumber of deaths &om. 

iqjuria sustalaed at work. 
Awoug Ibe; major .4" "oops, the:; 

lowest mortality was reported fot Asian 
or Paci.6c: Islanden. The age-adjusted 
death tate for this group was 39 perceDt 
below that of whiles. In c:ontnst, che tate 
for blacks was 59 percent higher tbaG the 
age-adjusted death rate for whiles. 
Berween whiles and blac:k:s. abe sap in 
monality na.rrowed slightly berwCCQ 1994 
and 1995. 

The preliminary infaat mortality 
rate of 7.s illiant deatbs per 1,000 live 
births in 1995 is a 6-perc;.cDf reductioD 
ftoCll dse previous year (table 13). Declines 
oa:urred among ueonares (uU'ant deaths 
under -28 days ot age) as weU as -among 
posmeonates (aged 28 <lay&-11 months). 
Between 1994 and 1995 the white infant 
mortaliry rate decliued 5 pcrc:ent (from 
6.6 per 1.000 live births Co 6.3), while the 
black nte dccliacd 6 pcrceal (from IS.8 
to 14.9). The fiDal 1995 iafaDt mortality 
rate is expcc:ted to be somewhat bisber 
thaD the prelimiDary figure. although 
below the 1994 tate of 8.0. 
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Tabla 1. Uve birth. by age of rnCllhet. IlV'l'4:lItUt arGtr.1ftCI race ..... HIIPMlc att(lln at mQther. Unlc.d 8 ..10..preliminary ,_ 

'ro-.,..~ on • oonint.IoulI tie of 1WD'd1l ~ fmIII rho Stat.. FIgurIIIII_ basa:I on ~ daI& raunc:ted 10 .. 
AlNlt'8st Indl\lldclal, 10 auegorfn may no! add 10 falalsJ 

\ 
7 

I.ItifI.6ItIIt Olderand 
f1IOItf4/sfMll'lie origin 

Dfmorllot 
All 

agtI$ 
t.Htdlir15 

""'" 
'S-'9 yom 

2041 
)8III'J 

AgIJ tJllfttJtIItJf 

Z5-Z9 ~ 3549 
,." ytJBIS ytJBIS . 

4().+f 
,.." 

~ 
t'Nfli 

, 

i 

All races ..__.._........m. 
, Finst chIld .'__..__._,. 

Second dllkI ............... 
'nllrd child _••­ .._ .....-. 
FoI.ttth cntld and OW( •• 

Nat IUIISd ........Hm_".. 

'While ........ "................. 

FilS!. cfliid .................... 
'Soc:QI'IcIdlild _ ..... _ .... 
T11ln:l cn/Id ..__ h ....... _ .. 

FourtI dlild and fIYO( .. 

NCII_red ................... 

Black ....._~___.._. 

F"ttSt eNid "_""""_..... , 
Sooond d'Illd ....... _...... 
ThIrd child .-................ 
FOUlth dIIld and over .. 
N.:II etonoc:t _ ............... 

Amoric:an I.1 _. 

F'Im d1ild ._...._......... 
SeccI'Id cfIIId - ........._ 
Third Cltlld _.." .. _'" .... ~ 
Foutd1 child and CMJ!' _ 
NOIIDSlOII ""__."_. 

AeIan or PadIIc 
Islander __...~"_.. 

Flnft child .._ ....._.....
Second child ,,__..__ 
'I'lIkd c:hIld ._...._ ... 
Fourtl c:tIIld and OWl' ..NalIlaSed ____• 

HI:saInIc: 2 __... 

first eNid ____..___ 
Sacand mild • _____ 

1Wfd ehIId ................... 
Fourtl child and OWl' _ 
Nat IIZafGd ..._.__.". 

3.900.089 

1,609.925 
, .246.a9Q 

61'.664 
398,61& 
28•• 

3.105.316 

1.289.660 
1,012,841 

402.27'9 
288.141 

2?.f.lM 

698,558 

235.830 
170,681 
88.9Q5 
88,&63 
4.57.1 

37.189 

13.844 
10.07'9 
6.275 
7.401,. 

168.447 

70,800 
61.990 
2O,,2C15 
14.011 
1.142 

871.848 

258,302 
197.802 
117.'08 
81,97'9 
8,866 

12.3111 

11.901 
ZIt' 

6 
2 

118 

5.'11 

5.709 
124 

3 
2 

7:3 

6,910 

6.7U; 
141 

3 

"'" 
2QG 

a04, 

289 

2i'3 

" 
1 

3.2Q9 

3,Q55 
87 
2 
2 

IS4 

600.744 967,591 

3110.237 ",880 
88,322 321.<SO 
16.6UI 125.916 
2.626 52,s04 
3.943 6.455 

360•• 746,822 

281•• 311.128 
57,190 2$1,625 
8.309 89.163 
1.014 28,933 
2.99& 4.913 

132,846 182,644 

95.8811 89.186 
28.122 . 58.283 
ei,ts 32.104 
1.4S:S 21;721 

867 ,,aso 

7.830 12,1(12 

. 6,027 "."7
1.483 4.0IiI9 

241 2,126 
32 1.21. 
a? 48 

8.• 27,023 

7,030 15.348 
1,IiUi ·7.428 

351 UZ3 
127 U38' 
45 187 

117,807 2Cl8.430 

88.807· 8O,sa 
Z2.S31 7,.:J02 

4./!W.O 30.187- 12,1', 
',783 2.188 

1.0&4,984 

401,370 
:101•• 
182.145 
106,00&2 

7.G 

878,074 

339,255 
310.715 
147.560 
72.680 
5M5 

132,389 

36.143 
4',944 
27.6DII 
25,547 

1,147 

8,714 

1,883 
2.542 
1,981 
2,251 

47 

"7,806 

24,080 
'4,787

",­UI4., 
17UEii:1! 

47,358 
58,431 
4O..:JG 
27.182 
1,545 

104.143 

241,581 
:s2fJ.42: 
191.640 
130.742 

6.752 

7&5.955 

210.208 
277.368 
162.234 
100.568 

5.576 

9S.OS9 

2O.4<II.i 
29.031 
21.311 
23.455 

816 

5.820 

800 
1.416 
1.316 
2.356 

,25 

47.210 

17.12.­
18.607 
8.m 
4,:163 

336 

113._ 

20.&19 
32.185 
29.608 . 
29.&44 

"0 

381.45.5 

12,709 
U,OQ,IJfO 
88,6'32 
86.067 
3.137 

314,962 

69,643 
100,783 
13.896 
67,858 
2.682 

41.&41 

6.901 
11.418 
9.5&5 

13,586 
391 

2.486 

2SO 
~ 

SIS 
1.246 

la 

22.D66 

5.716 
I.las 
4,636 
~71 

163 

45.8117 

6,65i 
10.102 
11.078 
17,137 

3104 

66,195 

13.688 
11.460 
13.317 
21,104 

6Z7 

63.447 

11,540 
14,3S4 
10,802 
18,.2.21 

S2S 

7.530 

1.'25 
1.626 
1.630 
3.188 

62 

4&4 

43 
80 
83 

296 
:z 

4.724 

880 
1.41t 

892 
1..... 

38 

9.004 

1.181 
U20 
U10 
4as 

7G 

2.660 

653 
562 
393 

1,127 
25 

2,'41 

475 
480 
313 
&S9 
19 

240 

26· 
48 
.ca 

114 
4 

14 

2 
2 
:I 
7 

2SO 

49 
32 
29 

140 
2 

36S 

46 
35 
48 

231 
3 

.~ 
~ 

,/~ 

·Qullerln.
I ft:UIeI .... " ......_~. 
Z ~ at H~Grigln!lllly" at""t-. 
NOTE: DIllIn at. III ~ fIrI1Iot IInIIOI\l ~ For IIIbmIIII:IIlllh ....1IYt1llltlClatd _(IfN ..nllInW 
dle4la1lllan, _ Ta::fInI;aI noIoOI.' 
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TaOIe Z. BIr1h nrte. by Ige of moaaer.lI~nn _er. and race and Hlspar"c Ot1gln af mother. Unltiod 6C1rLoa. 

preliminary 1995 


lD-.,. based Oft • -.._ tie ((Sf I'8I!OIds ftIaIII.tad frDrn 1M Suda. ...,.. _ 1.000 'WOIMI'Iin epedfied age and f8Ci~ glOUPl

.01mot/'tlIf 
LJvH/dIt «fWIJIfd 
~q., 15-44 '0-14 115.,1S »M zs.zs »:;III ~ 4I>-H <r49 ,...... ......, ytWIQfrttOfher ')'IIII'S )'IIIW )'&IIt$ . ytWI )'Ba/'$J"BIIr.II ' 

All races .._._......•_ ... 65.<1 ,.:. fiG.. "0.0 ,,:1,4 ~.s :1.4.1 6.1\ 0.3 

FinIt dIlJ<j .~..._H".."~ 27.3 t.3 ".7 52.1 47 ' 2'2•• 7.5 1.4 0.1 

Second cfliid ....__....... 21.1 0.0 '0.1 3B.8 38.3 30.0 lQ.9 1.7 0. 1 , 

TtIin:I c::I'IIId ~___.. _ ... 10.0 • .8 ,..... ,a." f7.6 8.0 1.:1 0.0 
FGurIIl d'lild and <MIl' _ ' 6.8 • G.3 11.1 ,2.0 7.8 2.1 0.1I.' 

WtIIta ~"__.~_•. ___• 
 SeA 0.8 60-' 108.8 1162 84.7 34.3 4!.3 0.3 {:J'
FII'II child •• _ ...._...... 27.0 0.8 ~7 53•• 4U 23.7 7.7 ,... 0.1,,,, ~ ~c::ttIJd.t...·......"." 21.2 0.0 U, 3S.2 "'.1 31-' 1.7 0.1 
TlIiftI c:hlld __._._ ...... _ 12.8 19.5 18.3 8.1 0.01.2 1.310-3 • 

7Jj 1.11 0.' , . ~~>,..Foul1h cfIIld IIId fNff( • U • 0.1 ..2 9.6 11.4 

Bl8c:k ........... _ ........ __ • 81$.6 87.7 63.4 28.3 5.9 0.2
71-7 ".2 '36.8 

.FIrst d'IllCl ...... _ ........... 28.5 4.1 68.2 62.5 26.8 13.7 4.1 0.9 Cl.O 

••H.H.Si!IccInd child ....W 20.8 0.1 20.3 C3.i 31.2 '9Jj 7.8 1.3 0.0 


ThIrd mild ~-""__"'_' ,1.9 24.2 20.6 14..3 6.6 1.2 0.0
.. ".Ii1=out1h dliid am _ .. 10.7 • 16.0 18.0 15.8 9.3 2.5 0.11.' 
..AmariCllllndlan : .ri.... 70.0 1.S 78.7 1$l.0 100.0 83.7 27.7 62 

f'Ito:IC Ghild ._'''N''_~h'''' ~S.8 UI 60.8 51.' ' 2f.8 R.S 2.8 0.5 ..
Second dIIId ............_. 1as • 16.1 4U 29..3 15.3 5..2 0.7 

Thftd ciIV.tcJ ..........._ .........u 11.7 • 1.4 Zl.B 2U , .. ..2 ti.8 1..2 .. 

FouI1h dliid and eMIl" .. 13.8 • 0-3 IU 26.0 25.5 13.& 3.7 • 
AllIn Of f'adfII: ..,~ ...........-- 0.8 27.0 72.'- 112.0 10,4.8 51.2 11.G 0.8 

Ann CfIIICJ _..____._ 

28.• 0.7 21.0 ..,... 6O.t 38.8 13.4 2.5' 0..2 
Second eNid •__......__ ..21.7 ".Ii 20.0 S4.8 41.6 11M 3.6 0.'
ThIrd chiIcI ....... _ ...._ 8.4 • 1.0 e.e 11.1 15.2 10.8 2.3 0.1 

Fauntl dlild and fNff( _ 6.1 .. 0..4 4.1 8.4 9.8 7.9 3.5 0.5 


HIapanIe 3 ••• ___...,_ ..,.9103.7 %.7 106.2 U18.9 161.8 94..2 10.5 0.5 

Ann cf\lld ._.~__.... _ <to.3 UI 81.1 82.& 41.2 17.& 6.4 1.... 0.1 
8ec:cnd eNId ....._ •••_ 3O.S 0.1 21.0 65.3 11.7 27.0 8.7 US 0.1I ThIrd dIIld __••__

I 18.3 • a.7 27.8 36.2 24.9 10.7 2.D 0.1 
FouttI cMd and fNet _ 1011..S • . o.s n., 21.7 24..8 17.1 ,-' OA 

• AQ!ft _,...... IIIItIdIrlfI ..~ _ &n::IIDn. r.CII.IIrIIIr 1IICII't .........,_...G.QS. ' 

e RIIIIII CD'IIIII*II/'f' .....1DIIII1Iift........,.fII ftIIlIIIW. III ......,''''''''''' 

....,........IIH1M1IN1-. 

~ ,.... til HlICIIIiD ~fP*I.fII""'" ' 

NOTE: O'_....... _.......,IfIII,Car......---. Far~CII.......~_of...dIIIlllld ..... 

~_T.......__ " 
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T.atl4t 4. ~ af Itve blnha to "'others under 20 yeanI of age by... and HltpftlC origin Of IftOU'Mtr. untwcS s.... ~ 
seate. Puerto Rico, "''''n Islands. and Guam ...",11894 and ".Ilmlnary 1995 

!BY pIaaI of rwklvnl;;g. 0.111 anll:.IIIIed GO • ~ tlte of.1'IIOCII'CI:a ~ fIwn ... $'I:IISos1 

1995 

'3.2 13.1 11.5 11.3 23.2 Z:J.2 18.0 11.8 

Alaba/'l'la ..___........... . 
Alasica __··••__...H ....... 

18.S 
11.2 

,U' 
11.5 

14.3 
&1 

'4.0 
9.1 

27.3 
18.5 

27.7 
18.4 

15.4 
'3.0 

15.0 
12.4 

ArizOM ..M ...._ ....._H... 

AttIttsaI ~-.._................
C8/I1I:JrtIIa -....__..__.._ 
CoIcMado _-...__•. 

. CcN. ICS...."._......._ •• 

15.2 
19.6 
12.4 
12.2 
8.6 

15..3 
20.1 
12.3 
12.3 
81i 

14.7 
16.3 
12,6,,"
7.2 

'4.8 
16.8 
12.5 
',..8 
7.0 

21.9 
;:n.0 
19.4 
19.9 
18.7 

23.2 
.n.7 
18.5 
21.1 
19.3 

·21.4 
,e.G 
16.8 
23.1 
23.3 

21.6 
1iu 
16.5 
23.1 
24.' 

Delaware ..................:••• 
Dlstric.t 01 Columbia _ .. 
FIoridII ~.....-_•.___•.•.••• 

13.2 
,11.2 
12.7 

13,2 
.. 16A 
_ 13.7 

8.6 
5.7 

It.l 

8.1 
3.0 

'0.9 

25.6 
'9.7 
23.0 

27.:1 
19..3 
ZU 

21.1 
12.. 
13.3 

2:3.0 

~u 
Goorgl.a ----..__......... 
Hawilll ......__............... 
ldaPlo ......___............ . 
"'blOb ..... _ .. __............ . 
indiana .....; ....... _ .......
Iowa .. _ ... ________ .. . 

16.3 
10.1 
14.1 
1:.8 
14.6 
n.o 

18.2 
. 10.5 

13.1 
':1.0 
14.5 
10.9 

12. .. 
5.4 

, • .0 
9.8 

13,,2 
10.5 . 

12.1 
8.3 

13.0 
•.7 

13.0 
10.4 

24.2 
11.0

• 
26. 1 
26.7 
30.2 

24.0 
8.6 -26.0 

21.6 . 
29.0 

16.1 
17.5 
21..8 
18,9 
1111.7 
19..3 

. f4~~ 
19.6 

~ ............................
l<IIrAudl, ...... ___..._ 

l.DI/iSlana ·m·_...~••••__ 
MaIne .." ........ u ............ 

13.3
'''.1 
19.2 
'0.6 

12.9 
17.2 
19.:1! 
10.:!! 

12.2 
1e..:! 
13A 
10.5 

lUI 
UI.2 
13.1 
10.1 

26.8 
~9 
27.7

• 

2•.7 
26.0 
2'1.7 .. 

19.1 
11.1 
1~.O 
22..3 

19.9 
13.9 
14.7 

Maty\IncI • ..;-......-~.... 
~ ..-~....­ 10.3 

1.S 
lo.a 
1.8 

6.8 
e.e' 

G.t! 
7.0 

18.4 
14.8 

'8.0 
'5.8 

10.9 
21.9 

11.4 
23.1 

Uk:ttiri1an .. __................ 12." 12.' 8.9 8.8 24.1 2 • .3 20.9 20.7 
MI/IIItII.IDIII ................. .. 
Mlalaippi _.....__.... . 
MIIIOI.III ~"_.___..... ... 
Montana _.__.~"__.: 
NebtasIIa _ ...___ 
N8VIICIa .......__......._. 
NIM Hamp.""' _...... 

8.4 
Z2~ 

' ••4 
12.6 
10.0 
13.7 
7.8 

8.6 
22.1 
14.7 
12.1 . 
11.0 
13.3 
7.0 

7.0 
lG.;t 
12-. 
10.9 

9.Q 
1:1..0 
7.6 

7.1 
'11.2 
'2.4 
10.8 
8.8 

12.6 
7.0 

24.0 
1)0.1 
26.4.. 
24.5 
23,5.. 

24.5 
29.A 
26.8.. 
26.6 
21.0.. 

19.1 
12.4 
17.:!! 
21.9 
18.3 
17.. .. 

20.3 
16.• 
17.1 
1T.2 
H)'% 
17.7 
1fJ.8 

NIM Jersey __..__.. . 
NIM Mu:Ico __..._._. 

.NIMYoric ._......__•• 

e.G 
18.4 
8.3 

8.2
le.o 
8.5 

6.0 
18.3 
8.0 

5.7 
17.8 
8.0 

18.7 
at.O 
15.4 

'8.4 
22.15 
16.1 

16.1 
13.7 
111.7 

. 15.3 
:::1..7 
16.2 

Nor!h CarolIna .........."' 
NOItfI DUaI& • ___••• 
01'110 •__._..___.n. 
Oldahoma ___...._ 

15.:1! 
1.6 

13.7 
17.0 

• 11.5 
fA 

13.7 
17.1 

11.7 
U 

11.1 
15.2 

1U1 
8.1 

11.6 
16.3 

24.6 .. 
25.4 
au. 

24.5
• 

~7 

25.8 

17.0 
17.1 
23.. 
20.8 

lG.8.. 
22.7 
19.6 

Oro;on ..-_.•_ ...... 1~.O 12.8 12..8 1U 27.2 27.7 20.0 2Q.O 
~--.........
Rhado IIIIIItId .-.__• 

10.8 
8., 

10.8 
,o.e 8.7 

8.8 
a.e 
U 

23.9 
20.7 

23.4 
23.4 

25.7 
lBJj 

25.0 
'ZQ.l 

SouIII CIuoIIna __•• 17.3 
SoUifI.....-:-_"'.~':==- _..•-1·W)"·- ••• _ 
TtIIIMIIIIe .... _.____ 18.8 
Tau _.___~__ 1&6 
Utah dH_"_•.•__• 10.8 
V.m:ll1l ___H"_ 8.1 

11.0·· .. -­ ..' ••.-;;~.--. -'-. -'lU­ -
.••.;'t.A 8..7 8.3 

17.4 . 14.3 14.8 
16.6 15.9 15.7 
10.7 10.5 10.8 
G.6 8.1 U 

25..2 .. 
28.6 
24.0 
19.3.. 

28.0.. 
27.t1 
2•.0
11.'.. 

1&.6 
26.5 
16.3 
20•• 
20.0 .. 

14.1 
22.8 
18.1 
20.3 
19.4.. 

Vlrglftla ____••_. 11.4 11.3 8.S U 2Q.8 19.9 11.8 12.3 
Wuhl~ ......._.... 
WGIII'IItglnIa __.;.""" 
WIaconIIn _ ...,•."__- ••_ 
~ .-:------_ 

11.6 
17.:!! 
'0.' 
15.2 

11.1 
17.4 
1U 
14.5 

11.1 
18.8 
L2 

14..8 

1o.t 
17.2 
7JJ 

14.4 

19.8 
26.3 
29.0.. 

19.2 
247 
28.0 

it 

19.4 . .. 
21.9 
25;0 

18.8.­
21.9 

. 2S.7 

Puetl:o J:Uco ................. 
. 'IIIrgin l:IIIIrII2s _..__.... _ 

! GI.IIIm __....;....._....... _ 

2O.S 
15.8 

19.9 
llMI 
'4.0 

19.1 
1G.e 

6..8 

21.8 
15.5 

19.8 . 
16.8.. 20.0 2U!.. 

•RvIn dole IIOI"*" IIIINIItOJ of ~Md p!'ICia/On. 
- Gall_ ....1I4CIe. . 
1 1IIduIIaI_OINt tI'I8I\...m...., bIac:II. 
: P.-.aGf HlIp&nlC erigln _y lie l1li attr­

- ........""'- ruao. \110;'" ,..... ..., Gt4M, 

NOTE: DSllIII'II·1Ul/8CI1I -pII"'Il tIIffS/OI' 1'1I/ldOtII~. For ~ on f'IO ~ IiEIIIIdII.rII ~ dille dIIIII w tU/ftIt GiaaAIlion: _ Tocnnil:al_. 
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Table L PetCItnt of live blrtha to unman1ed mothItI Dr racllncII HISpanic origin of mcnheI: Unlt_ State.. each Stale, 
Put,lta RICo. VI"I" Islanda. and Guam, final 1_and preliminary 199$ 

&11 

(By pIQce Gf ­ ......: Data .,. based on aOltlllftr.itel fila '" I'IICIIIds nJCIIiwIcI frCIm die $UIlOlS) 

AIlnJalS 1 .write ~ HilJPllldc 2 

AIfJII 1995 '994 1S95 ,B9f fS95 191).1 1995 19!W 

UIIIr.od Slates 3 "'''Uft" ' 

Alabama ..m .._ ••••__~.. 

.A1aIJca _.__••u~."'n."...... 
Attrona ................._..... 
~ ...--..--........
CaIlfomIa _._..___.... 

CoIGfado ..... _ ...... - .... _ 

~ .....H".._ .... 
Del8wII'&_................... 
OhIIrfcI 01 Columbia ..... 
FklriCla ............~._...... 

Georgia ....- ••- ___....... 

Hawaii .............._"....._ 

IdaIIO ......__ _ .......
.... .. d 

IIlInoll: ................. _ .. _. 
kldlana .....__............... 
Iowa ................_ ..._. 

J<ansaa _...___............. 

I<'onIuck)- ...............--" 

Lculsiltll _.................. 

Maino ........._•.._._..... 


MatylOiIl1d .~..;........_...... 
~etIS ........._ 
Mlcfligan ._..........8 
 ..... 

Minneacta ......... ; ....... _ 

M\llflltppI ...........H ...


MIoaOIMI .....___.w... 


Io.tontaNI ............_....... 
Het:ralca ....._......8 ..... 

N4WBCIa ....._ ..._.-;.._. 
New HampsIU1'8 __.... 

Haw JetWt _ ............. 

liIawMaIko ................ 
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BIRTH RATE FOR UNMARRIED WOMEN DECLINlNG 

For the mit tim. in nearly 20 Ylars, the birth rate for unmanicd women dropped•• 4% in 
1995. toUl estima.ted 44.9 births per 1.000 unmarried women aaed 1$-44. ]A 1995,32% 
of oll birtlu were to wunarriccl women, I 2% drop fiom th~ 1994 proportion. 

Thc numbcr of birtha to" 
unmarrie.d WOlUcm dropped 

30/0. to an cswna"d 

1,248,000 ill 1995. 


c 	 Thi. the firlt time that the 
nwnber, tate, and proportion 
ofb1nhs to unmarried women 
dropped concurrently ,ince 
1940 when "Atio".l cI"tA were 
first compiJed. The rate of increase in birth. to UAmuried women in recent yean 

. (1~1t9.94) hAd slowed conliderahlyineomparison with the shazp increases in the 
early to mid 19801. . 

) 

o 	 Declines o~l:urr.d for oU populAtion subgroups. The proportions of all births to . 
unmanied women d.eclined 6bout 1% for white ond blAck women and. about S% . 
lor Hispanio 'Women. 

o 	 VAriation among papulation groups is still considerable. The 1995 proportions 
were 25.3% Cor white WOl'ftcl\, 69.S% for black ~omen. and 40.8% for ffi5panj, 
women. 

How lure Ire we? 

o .We lcnnw 'hAt. the decline is real. We expect essentiaUy no ehange in fmal data. 

o 	 About half of the decline is due to (hansel in reporting procedures in Califamia, 
whieh attrc,ted Hispanic births in particulu. California'il reporting procedures now 
more accurately ascertain the marital status of Hispanic mothers. HoweVer, even if 
Califomia data are '''I:tud.d, the decline is real. . 

o 	 The acouraoy oimeaswem.nt o£binh. to unma.rried women hae improved. atoadily 
in recent years as states move to the eleetroAlc rcsistrAtiOft ofbirths. 

http:oimeaswem.nt
http:1~1t9.94
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Birth· and Pregnancy Rates (embargoed until October 2, 1996) 

DRAFT 
Teen Births and Pre~nancje§ 

• 	 The birth rate for teenagers aged 1S·] 9 in the U.S. declined in 1995 for the fourth straight 
year, according to preliminaty datafrom lUiS, The teen binh rate dropped an estimated 3 
percent from 1994 to 1995 (from 58.9 to 56.9 births per 1,000 women aged 15-19) and 8 
percent since. 1991 (from a high of62.1 births per 1.000 teens aged] 5-19). 

• 	 The black teen birth rate (15-19) dropped 9 percent from 1994 tll 1995 (from 104.5 to 95.5 
births per 1,000 black teens) and 17 percent from 1991 to 1995. The 1995 birth rate feiJ by 3 
percent or less for whiTe. American Indian. Asian or Pacific Islander, and Hispanic teens. 

• 	 Despite the drop in birth rates, the proportion of births to women under age 20 increased 
slightly to 13.2 percent in 1995. reflecting iecentincreases in the teenage population. 

• 	 . From 1986 to 1991, the pregnancy rate for 15-19-year-olds increased by to percent, tu 115.0 
pregnancies per 1,000 teens aged 15·19/ 

• 	 However, from 1991 to 1992, the pregnancy rate for 1S-19-year-olds fell 3 percent to 111.1 
per 1.000. Pregnancy rates for teens aged] 5-] 0 also declined in 30 of 41 reporting states. 

• 	 Recent declines in abortion rate~ and birth rates tor teena.gers indicate that the teenage 
pregnancy rate has fallen in the 1990's. . 

• 	 Other facts: 72 percent of teen mothers are unmarried, 95 percent of teen pregnancies are 
unintended, and 50 percent of the fathers of babies horn t(l younger teen mother~ (aged lS-
I?) are adult men ages 20 or older. . 

eirths to Unmamed Women 

• 	 The birth l:ate for unmarried women dropped for the first time in almost 20 years, down 4 
.percent between 1994 and 1995, from 46.9 to 44.9 per 1,000 unmarried women aged 15-44. 

• 	 However, half of the decline is due to cbanges in reporting procedures in California, 
wpich improved the estimate of marital statu~ of HispanIC mothers in 1995. . . 	 . 

• 	 Nonetheless, even ifdata for California are excluded, non-marital childbearing 
declined in 1995. 

• 	 From 1994 to· 1995, the number, rate, and propurtioll of births to unmarried mother9 all 
declined. the first time all three measures have dropped !liDiultancously since national data 
were first .compiled in 1940. The number of non-mari tal births fell :\ percent to 
approximately 1.248.000, lhe'~ ofbirths to unmarried women dropped 4 percent to 44.9 
per 1.000 unmarried women aged 15-44. and the proportion ofall hirths to uninmicd 
mothers declined 2 percent to an estimated 32 percent.· . 

.. 	 Note: Preliminary dlllil/",m 199S lIre blued an II, to PII percentu/all bini, rec()rd... rep(lrted ttl ,/,.: :Uule;s. 

Till! Is lIlt nfSr lime IJUlt (Ietalled birth tlilra 11111'14 been "villiable (lit aprellmlmlty hlJ.rL~. BI"hsfll' teen.' ailed 
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An Analysis of Out-9f-Wedlock 
BIrths -in the United States 

Around 1970, the United States experienced a 
reproductive technololY shock. The legalization of 
abortion and dramatic increase in the availability of 
contraception gave women the tools to control the 
number and timing oftheir children. Over the ensuing 
25 years, however, there have been huge increases in 
the number of single-parent families headed by 
unmarried mothers. The usual economic 
explanations-welfare benefits and the declininl 
availability of good jobs--explain only a small fraction 
of the change. In our view, it was the technology shoe 
itself that, by eroding the age-old custom of shotgun 
marriage. paradoxically raised out·of-wedlock birth 
rates instead of lowering them. If so, cuts in welfare 
benefits will have little effect on out-of-wedlock births. 
serving mainly to lower the standard of living of the 
country's poorest children. Better family planning 
education, birth control advice, and requirements 
forcing fathers to pay child suppOrt are more promising 
policies to reduce out-of-wedlock births. 

BY 'George A. Akerlof AND Janet L.Yellen 
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i An Analysis of Out-of-Wedlock Births in the United States* 

BY 

George A. Akerlof 

children living in single-parent homes, thc odds of 
living in poverty are great. The policy implications 
of the increase in out-of-wedlock births arc 
staggering. 

Searching for an Explanation, 

IAND 
Efforrs by social scientists to explain the rise in ouL­, Janet L. Yellen 

I of-wedlock births have so far been unconvincing, 
tbough several theories have a wide popular 
following. One argument that appeals to 
conservatives is that of Charles Murray, who 

Since 1970. out-of-wedlock birth rates have 
soared. In 1965,24 percent ofbJack infants and 

3.1 percent of white infants were born to single 
mo&hlMs..J3y.1990 the rates hart risen-to 64 percent 
for black'infants, 18 percent for whites. Every year 
about one million more children are born into 
fatherless families. If we have learned any poHcy 
Jesson well over [he past 25 years, it inhat for 

rise in ,he out-of-wedlock birth ratio. , 

LiberaI~ have tended to favor the explanation offered -.­by Wiqiam Julius Wilson. In a 1987 study, Wilson 
attributbd the increase in out-of-wedlock births to a 
declin+n the marriageability of black men due to a 
shorta~e ofjobs fot' less educated men. But Robert 
D. Ma~e and Christopher Winship have estimatcd 
that at IDOSt 20 percent of the decline in marriage 
rales or blacks between 1960 and 1980 can be 
eXPlaijCd by decreasing employment. And Robert 
O. Wo d has estimated that only 3-4 percent of Lhc 
decline1in blaek marriage r,ates can be explained by 
[he shrirking of the pool of eligible black men. 

Yel anbther popular explanation is thar single 
parenthood has increased since the late 19605 
becaus¢ or the change in attitudes toward sexual 
behavi~r. But so far social scientists have been 
Unable\to provide a convincing explanation of 
exactly how that change came about or to esli mate 

amiburcs the increase 10 overly generous federal' in any ~onvlncing way its quantitative impact. It) 
welfare benefits. But as David Ellwood and recent tork we have been able [0 provide both. 
Lawrence Summers have shown. weJJare bcnefilS l 
could nor have played a major role ill the rise: of __ _-- ­
om-of-wedlock births because benefiLS rose s~-The AJswer: No More Shotgun Marriages 
in the 1960s and then fel1 in the 1970s and 19805, 
whcn out-of-wedlock births rose most. A ~tudy by ,In the l~(c: 1960s and very early 19705 (well before 
Robert Moffi[t in 1992 also found thaI welfare Roe v. Wade in January 1973) many major !itatC$, 
benefits ean account for only a small fraclion of the includiJg Ncw York and California, liberalizcd their 

G@QrgeA. Akerlof is asenior fellow in the Brookings Economic Studies program and professor of eeon mics al the University 01 California at Berkeley. Janel 
"ellen is on the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. The first author would like 10 Ih~nk Ihe Canadian Institute lorAdvanced Research, and 

Doth aulhors would like 10,Ihank Ihe Nalional Science Foundation for their generous suppon. I " , . 

"'This Policy Brief was prepared for the Fall 1996 issue 01 the Brookings Review and adapted from •A~ Anal),$is of Out.of·Wedlock Childbearing in [he 
Unilcd Slales," which appeared in Ihe May '996 issue of the QuarTerly Journal of Economics. I 

I , 

Copyright ~ 1996. the Brookings Institution, The views slpressed in this Policy Brief are Ihose 01 the authors and nOI necellsarlly those 01 the trustees. officers, 
or other staft members of the Brookings Inslilution or of the Federal Reserve Board. i ' . , 
Brookings gralefully acknowledges the generosity of the Cabot Family Charitable Trust lor its support Inllnltiallng the Policy Brief series. 
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knew that jn leaving 
unlikely to find anothtr 
same demand. Even 
to bear children 
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promise of marriage i che event of pregnancy. 
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abortion laws. At about the same time it became 
easier for unmarried people to obrain contraceptives. 
In July 1970 the Massachusetts law prohibiting the 
djstribution of contraceptives to unmarried people 
was declared unconstitutional. We have found that 
this rat:her sudden increase in the avail ability ofboth 
abortion and contraceptiCIO-we call it a 
reproducli ve technology shock-is deeply 
implicated in the increase in out-of.wedJock births~ 
Although many observers expected liberalized 
abonion and contraceplion to lead to fcwerout-of­
wedlock. birthS, in fact the opposite happened­
because of the erosion in the custom of "shotgun 
marri ages. " 

'Until the early 19705. shotgun marriage was 'he 
norm in premarital sexual relations. The custom was 
succinctly stated by one San Francisco resident in 
the late 19605: "If a girl gets pregnant you married 
her.There wa!>n't no choice. So I married her;" 

Since 1969, however, shotgun marriage has 
gradually disappeared (see table 1). For whites. in 
particular, [he shotgun marriage rate began its 
decline at almost the same time as the reproductive 
technology shock. And the disappearance orshotgun 
marriages has contribuced heavily to the rise in (he 
out·of-wedlock birth rate for both white and black 
women. In fact. about 75 percent of the increase in 
Ithe white out-of-wedlock first-birlh rale, and about 
60 percent of the b'lack increase. between 1965 and 
1990 is directly anributable 

\ 

to the decline in shotgun 
marriagcs.lithe shotgun man'iage rate had remained' 
steady from 1965 to 1990. white out-or-wedlock 
births would have risen only 25 percent as much as 
they have. Black out·of·wedlock births would have 
increased only 40 percent as much. 

Whallinks liberalized contraception and abon:ion 

with the declining shotgun marriage rate? Before 

1970, the stigma of unwed motherhood was so great 

~hat few women were: willing to bear children outside 

ofmaniage. The only circumstance that would cause 


. women to engage in sex.ual activit)' was 3 promise 

of marriage in the e.... ent of pregnancy. Men were 

willing to make (and keep) that promise for they 
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abonion made shotgun weddings a thing of the past. 
Women who were willing to get an abortion or who 
reliably used contraception no longer found it 
necessary to condilion se)(uaJ relations on a promise 

, of marriage in the event of pregnancy, But women 
who wanted children. who did not want an abortion 
for moral or religious reasons, or who were 
unreliable in lheir use of contraception found 
themselves pressured to participate in p.remarital 
se;l{ual relations without being able to cuct a . 
promise of marriage in case of pregnancy. These 

~ women feared. correctly. that ifthey refused sexual 
relations. they would rislc losing their panners. 
Se;l{ual activity withom commitment was' 
iricrea.c;ingly expected ill pL'emarital relationships. 

Advances ·in reproductive technology eroded the 
custom of shotgun marriage in another way. Before 
the sexual revolution. women had les~ freedom. bUl 

men were expected to assume responsibility fortheir 
wei fare. Today women are more free to choose. but 
men have afforded themselves the comparable 
oprion. "If shc i~ not willing to have an abonion or 
use comracepeion," the man can reason, "why should 
I sacrifice myself to get married?" By making the 
birth Mlhc child the physical choice ofrhe mOlher, 

, th¢ sexual revolution has made marriage and child 
support a social choice or the father. 

Many men have changed their attitudes regarding 
{he rcspomibility for unplanned pregnancies. As one 
conlributor lo lhe Internet wrore recently to rhe Dads' 
Rights Newsgrollp. "Since the dl:;c:ision to have the 
child is solely lip to the mother, I don't see how 
'both parenLs have responsibility to that child." That 
at~jtude. of course, makes it far less likely that the 
man wHl offer marriage as a solution to a couple's 
prcs-nancy quandary. leaving the mother either [0 

'raise the child or to gi ve: it up for adoption. 

Before the 19705. Unmarried mothers kept few or 
their babies. Today they put only a few up for 
adoplion because the stigma of unwed motherhood 
has declined. The transformation ill altitudes was 
captured by tl1e New York Times in 1993: "In the 
'old days' of the 1 960s. '50s, and '40s, pregnant 

I 
I 

tcenats were pariahs. banished from schools. 

. ostraci ed by their peers or scurried out of town to 

give bi in secret." Today they are "supported and 

embrated in their decision to give birth, keep their 

babies; continue their education. and participate in 

school ."Since om-of-wedlock childbearing 

results in social ostracism, literally and 
figu • shotgun "marriage no longer occurs at 

. ,[he rnjfthe'shotgul'l: .•. ". " .. ,' 

Jlnd the FactS 

discussion explains why lhe increased 
lity of abortion and contraception-whal we 

the reproductive technology shock--could 
irlcrea,sed lhe:: out-of-wedlock birth rate. How 

there were about 400,000 aut-of-wedlock 
births of 3.7 million total births. In 1990 (here 

I 2 million out-of-wedlock births out of 4 
total. From the late }960s to the late 1980$. 

T\IH'ln~"rorbirths per unmarried woman roughly 
for Whites. but fell by 5-10 percent for 

fraction ofunmamed women rose about 
for whites, about 40 percent for blacks. 

lity rates for married women of boch races 
rapidly (also, ofcourse:. contributing co the 

out-of-wedlock birth ralio). 

ased abonions and use of conCracepti ve.': 
rise in out-of-wedlock binhs. the increase 

[0 have been very large relatb'e [0 (he 
of (hose births and to the number of 

women. And as table I shows. that WilS 

case. The use of birth control pills at 
by unmarried womenjumpcd from 

to 15 percent injust a few years. a change 
gests (hat a much larger fraction of all 
active unmarried women began using the 
number or abortions (0 unmarried women 

roughly 100,000 a year in the late 1960~ 
with some 322.000 out-of-wedlock 

more than 1.2 million (compared with 
out-of-wedlock binhs) in the early 1980s. 
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Thus the data do support the theory. 

! 
Indeed, the techn010gy shock theory explains not 
only the increase in the out· of-wedlock birth rate, 
but also related changes in family structure and 
sexual practice, such as the sha.rp decline in the 
number of children put up for adoption. The pealc. 
year for adoptions in the United States was 1970. 
the year of the technology shock.'In the'five years 
fioJlowing,the shock the number of agency 
adoptions was halved from ~6.000 to 43,000. In 
1969. mothers of outaOf·wedlock children who had 
not married after three years kept only 28 percent 
ofthose children. In 1984. that rate was 56 percent; 
by the late 1980s it was 66 percent. 

Unlike the other statistics we have mentioned, the 
shotgun marriage rate hself undetwent only gradual 

. change following the early 19705. Why did it not 
change: as dramatically as the others? For two 
reasons. The first is that Shotgun marriage was an 
accepred social convention and. as such, it changed 
slowly. It took time for men to recognize that they

'I did not have to promise marriage in the event of a. 
. [ pregnancy in exchange for sexual relaLions. It may 

. 	 also have taken lime for women to perceive the 
increased willingness of men to leave them ifthey 
demanded marriage. As new expectations formed, 
social noms readjusted, and the .hotgun marriage 
rale began its long decline. 

" 	 .In addition, the decreasing stigma of out-of~wedlockl~~ childbirth reinforced the technology~driven causes
I 	 for the decline in Shotgun marriage and increased 

retention of out-of-wedloek children. With I 
premarital sex {he rule, rather than {he exception, 
an out-of-wedlock childbirth gradually ceased to be 
a sign that society'S sexual taboos had been violated. 
The reduction in sligma also helps explain why 
women who would once have put their baby up for 
adoption c~ose to keep it instead. 

One final puzzle ~quires explanation. The black 
shotgun marriage ratio began to fall earlier than the 
white ratio and shows no significant change in trend 
around] 970. How do we account for that apparent 

I 
I 
I 

anomaly? Here federal ,elfa.re benefits may playa 
role. For women whoscq eamingsare so low that 
they arc po[entialJy eligi~le (or welfare. an increase 
in welfare benefits has lbe same effect on out~of· 
wedlock: births as a decline in the stigma to bearing 
a child out.of-wedlock.IThe difference in welfare 
ellgibiJity between white~ and blacks and the patterns 
ofchange in benefits-ri,ing in the 1960s and falling 
thereafter-may then explain why the decline in the 
black shotgun maniage ratio began earlier than that 
for whites. Because blafks on average have lower 1 
incomes than whites, t~e)' are more affected by * 
changes in welfare benlfils. As a result, the rise in 
welfare benefits in the 960s may have had only a 
small impac( on the whi. e shotgun rate but resulted 
in :1 .significant deererse in the black shotgun 
mamage rate. . 

Poli~y Considerations I 

Although doubt will ~Iways remain about the 
ultimate cause for something as diffuse as a change 
in social custom, the tecjhl'lOlogy shock theory does 
fit the facts. The new reproductive technology was 
adopted, quickly and fn a massive scale. It is 
therefore plausible tha[~t could have accounted for 
a comparably large ch~nge in marital and fertility 
patterns. The timing otithe changes also seems. at 
least crudely. to fit the (beory. 

I 

A.!!emp.~~ to ful!!..!h!gechnoloSi~_a~ clock ba,'i:~ard5 
b~.iE.Lwomen jacces!i Lo..J!Q$ltl.i.C1IL!I1d 
co~ception cu: prob~l)' nOt ~ssible ..~.if.!tJch 
attempts were PQssible. they wou!.Q...n.~ be 
countellm~ductive. In a~dition LO reducing thewelJ­
being of women whoi use the technology, such 
measures would lead lb yet ·greater poverty. With 
sexual abstinence rarel and the stigma of out-of­
wedlock motherhood s~a1I, denying women access 
(0 abortion and contradeption would only increas 
the number of childrc~ born out-of· wedlock an 
reared in impoverished single·parellt families. Mos 
children born oUl-Of-w~dlock are reported by thei 
mothers [0 have beenl "wanted" but "not at that 
time." Some are report1d as not wanted at all. Easier 

I 
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access to birth control infonnation and devices. 
before sexual participation. and easier access 10 

abortion. in (he event of pregnancy. cou1d reduce 
both the number of unwanted chiIdren and improve 
the timing of those whose mothers would have 
preferred to wait. Because: of mothers' ambivalence 
toward out-of-wedlock pregnancies. greater 
availability 'of these oplions has considerable 
promi se for reducing the number of out-of-wedlock 
births. 

Most important, our analysis of the changes in out­
of-wedlock birth suggests that a rcturn to the old 
system of shotgun marriage will not be bl'OugtH 
aboUl by significant reductions in welfare benefits. 
and possibly not even by very large reduclion!>. 
With sexual aceivity taking place early in 
relationships and with little social stigma enforcing 
the norm of shotgun marriage, fathers no longer 
have: strong extrinsic reasons for marriage. Cuts 
in welfare therefore have little effect on the number 
of out·of-wedlock births. while reducing dollar­
for-dollar the income of the poorest segment of 
the population, The initial goa1 of the welrare 
program was to see that the children in unfonunaLe 
families were adequately supported. Th~ suppor,t 
of poor chi1drcn-not the alteration of the behavior 
ol,[!Olenlial motheJ's-,-should remain the majo.r 
policy goal of welfare in the Uniled StatC:L Thi~ 

i 
I
I . 

levellof support must be tempered by equity 
betwetn those who collect welfare and do not work 
lind l~ose who do work and also are paying tall;eli 
that. af least in part. go to pay for the less fortunate. 
In this1regard a generous Earned Income Tax Crcdi t 
serve~ two rotcs. Not only does it reward those 
who work. but by increasing the differential 
betw~n the working poor and the nonworking 
poorJ ::.lIows greaterhenefits equi,tably to be paid 
to no (Orking mothers. . 

This c:lhildren.oriented approach to welfare should 
8150 +form the requirements of welfare. It only 
make~ sense .to cut mothers off welfare after two * 
yearsJ for eumple. if jobs and child care are 
aVaiJ~' Ie 50 that mothers can support their families 
and t cir children can receive adequate child car . 
It sho Id be remembered that the proper care and 
nouri~hment of children should be the first goal of 
our sddecy. 

I . 

IL has ~cn suggested that measures should be ta~ 
to make fathel's pay for the support of their Ollt- • 

of-wddlock children. While probably difficult to 
cnforJc, 5uch measures give the correct incentives. 
They !will make men pause before fathering ~uch 
childqen and they will at least s1ightly change Ihl! 

termsjbetween fathers an.d mothers. Such me1lSlIJ'C5 

dcserye seriolls consideration .. 

I 
I 

I
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'. Technology Shock, 


the Demise ofShotgun Marriagt, and the 


Increase in Out-of- Wedlock f3irths 

..I n 1970 a permanent cure to poverty in America 

seemed on the horizon. Feder:al poverty war­
riOtS appeared to be gaining ground. and deci­
sions by state courtS regarding ahortion and by 
state legislatures regarding the availability of 

concraception seemed to be .giving poor families the 
tools to control the number and the timing oftheir 
children.. The dream ofcliIninating poverty. however, 
has remained unfulfilled. Not only have U.S. poverty 
ntes stayed stubbornly COtlStallt over the intervening 
25 years, bue also poor Camllies have seen their lot 
worsen as huge increases in single-parent families­
more and more headed by un.rrwried mothers-have 
led to the teminiz~tion of poverty in,America. 

Since 1970. out-oC-wedlock birch rates have soared. 
In 1965, 24 percent oCblack infmts and 3.1 percent of 
white infants were born to single motheo. By 1990 
the roues were 64' percen~ Cor black infants. 18 percent 
for whites. :Every year one million more children arc: 
born into fatherless families. If we have learned :any 
policy lesson wen over the past 25 years. it is chat tor 
children living in singJe.parent homes. the oddsofliv':' 
ing in poverty are great. The policy impliadons oCme 
increase in out-of-wedlock binhs ue staggering. 

Sl.4,chiffgfor 41'1 E;rptt2t14tio'tf . 
Effons by social scientists to expl:lin the rise in out-of­
wedlock bjI1!hs have so &.r been unconvincing. though 
several theories have a wide popl.1br following. One 
argument that appeals to conservatives is mat of 
Charles Munay. who .attributcsme increase to overly 
generous Cederal welfarebenefiu. But as David Ell­
wood and Lawrence Summers have shown. welfare 
benefits could not have played a major role in the rise: 
ofout-of-wedlock births because benefits rose sharply 
in the 19605 ~d then Cell in the 19705 and 1980$, 
when out-of-wedlock binhs rose most. A study by 
Robert Moffitt in 1992 :Uso found thar ~elfare benefits 
can account for only a sauD &acnon ofthe rise in the 
oue-of-wedlock birth ratio. 

Liberals have tended to Cavor the explanation 
oiferdd by William Julius Wilson. In a 1981 'study. 
Wilson attributed the increase in out-oE-wedlock 
binru ~o a decline in the nurriagcabllity oCbb.dc men 
due to a shortage ofjobs for less educated men.. But 
Raben D. Mare and ChriStopher Wiruhip have esti­
mated that at most 20 percent of the decline in mar­
riage rates oC blacks between 1960 and 1980 can be a­

• plained by decre:l.Sing employment. And Roben G. 
. Wood has estimated that only 3-4 percent of the de­
. i:::linc: in black marriage ntes can be cJtPlained by the 
shrinking oC tl;1e pool of eligible; black men. 

I 
Yet another popular cxplknation is that single pu­

enthood haJ increased sincel the: late 1960s because of 
the change in aaitudeS coward sexual behavior. Bue 90 

&.r social scientists have be~umble to expWn ex.acdy 
how thac change came ab· loll or to estimate in any 
convincing W1y its quanti~ e impact. In recent work 
we have been ahle to provit both. 

ne A~lIIer: No More Shoip,"tI MD,riages 
In the late 19605 and very early t 9705 (well before .Roe 
II J«2de in January 1973) mapy major sCl.tet. including 
New York and California, ~beralizcd their abortion 
laws. At about the same time it became easier for un­
married people to get COr.Ilr.l.c:eptiVes. InJuly 1970 the 
Massachusetcslaw prohibitUb.g the distribution ofc:on­
ttaceptives to UDm.arrled pepple was decbreduncon­
nitutionaL We have found tat this sudden increase in 
the ~vai1ability of both ~bClrti.on and conaacep­
rion-we c:Ul it a rcptodudive technology shock-is 
deeply implicated in the i~crease in out-of-wedlock 
births. Although many obs~eo expected libenlized 
abortion and contraception to lead to fewer out-of.. 
wedlock birtbs, the opposi~ happened-because of 
the erosion in the custom QC"shotgun marriages." 

Until the early 19705, ¥otsun marriage was ,he 
nann in premarital sexual ~elations. The C;USCom was 
succinctly stated by one S~ Francisco resident in the 
late 19605: "If ~ girl gets .pregnan[ you ma.rned her. 
There wasn't no choice. Sq I married her." 

Since 1969, nowC\'er, th~ mdition Qfshotgun mar­
riage has seriously eroded I(see table 1 for the trend 
from 1965 through 1984)./For whites, in patticu)u. 
the shotgun marriage rate ~egan its decline at almon 
the same rime: as the repro~uctive technology shock. 
And .the declin~ i~ snotgtlllj mani2gcs has ~onrr.ibutcd 
heavily to me rue m the our-of-wedlock bllth Dte: for 
both white and black women. In gct. abOUt 75 per­

. cent of the increase in me J-hire out-of.wedlock first­
birth rate. and about 60 petceRt of the black incre:l.Se. 
between 1965 and 1990 is /iiteccly attribuubie to the 
decline in shotgun nurria~. If the shotgwl mmiage 
rate had rernained steady'from 1965 to 1990, white 
OUt-of-wediock births wo~d have risen only 2S per­
cent :as much as they ha1fe. Black out-of-wedlock 
births woula have increased only 40 percenc: as much. 

What links liberalized cpntnccption and abortion 
with the declining ShotSunE'age rate? BeCere 1970. 
the stigma ot unwed mot erhood was s!=, great that 
few women were willing bear chilclcen outside ot 
ma.rnage. The only eirc+tancc th:l.t would cause 
women to eng;igc in $~' activity was a promise oC 
marriage in the eVent ofprcrgnancy. Men were willi.n.g 

I 

I 
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to make (and keep) th1C promise for they knew that in 
.: 	 leaving one woman they would be unli.k'ely to find an­

other who would noC m..ake the same demand. Even 
women who would be willing to. be~ children OUl­

of-wedlock could demand a promise of marriage in 
the ~v"enc ofpregnancy. 

the incre3.Sed availability of contraception and 
abortion made shorgun weddillg5 a thing of the past'. ' 
Women who were willing to get m abortion or who 
. reliably used contraception no longer found it neces­
sary to condicionsexual relations on. a promise of rn.ar­

. riage in the event of pregnancy. But women who . 

I 

i 
.1 
I 
I 
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: birth rate? 
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wanted children, who ob­
jected to ahortion for moral 
or religious reasons, or who 
were unreliable in their 
use of concn.cepdon found 
thc:uuelves prcssw:ed to. par­
ticipate in premarical sexual 
relations without being able 
to exact a promise of mar­

in c~e ofpregnancy. 
These women feued. cor­
reedy, that if they refused 
sCJt"l:lal relations. they risked 
losing their partners. Sexual . 
activity without commit­
ment was increasingly ex­

. pected in premarital rela­
tionships. 

Advances in reproduc­
.nve technology eroded the 
custoin ofshotgun marri:Ige 

. in another way. Before the 
sexual revolution, women 
had less freedom. but men 
were expected co assume 
responsibility for their wel­
fare. Today WOmCIl are more 
free to choose, but men 

I !aJ 010.' . ' . . . '. . ~ .. . . . .~ 
I 	 ., 

tion be6we me stigma oC unwed motherhood his de­

clined.1 The ·aan.sCormation in ar:ticudes was captured 

by theiNew %rk Times in 1993: "In the 'old days' of 

the 19f)Os. '50s, and '405. pregnant teenagers were 

pariah~. banished from schools. ostraCized by their 

peers ~r scurried OUt of town to give birth in secret." 

Today ~ey ace "supported and embraced in their de­

cision to give birth, keep their babies, continue their 

educa~on, and participate in school activities." Since 

out-of1.ww,edlock childbearing no longer results in soc:iaJ 

ostl';ci*n, liteally and figuratively. shotgun marriage 

no lonfcr occurs at ~e point of the shotgun.. 


lft, ~". lin" rltt FtJt:u 

The preceding discwsion explains why the reproduc­

tive tc4hnology shock could have inc;reased the out­

of-wedlock birth rate. How well do the data fit the 

theory~ , 


In 1970 there were about 400,000 out-of-wedlock 
births ~ut of 3.1 million total births (see table t). In 
1990 there were 12 million out-of-wedlock births OUt 

of 4 rdwion to tal. nom me lace 19605 co the late 
1980s.lche number of births per unmarried woman 
roughlt doubled for whlces. but fell by 5-10 perCellt 
for blaoc. The mction of unmarried women rose 
about 0 percent for whi~, about 40 perc:en~ for 
black!. c fertility rata for married women o(both 
races d~c1ined rapidly (also, Of course, contril:mting (0 

the rise in the out-of-wedlock birth ratio) . 
Ifthe inctcased abortions md use o(c:ontr.lceptives 

caused ~e rise in oue-of-wedlock births, me increase 
would rave to have been very large relative to me 
number oftbose births and to the number ofunmu­
ried ~en. And as able 1 shows. that' was indeed the 
case. T~e use of birth control pills at fust intercourse' 
by W11tf.amcd women jumped trom 6 percent to 15 
percen~ in juse a few years, a change thac suggests that 
a much1larger fn.ction ofall sexually active un.marned 
wome~ be~n using the pill. The number ofabortions . 
to un~ed women grew from roughly 100.000 a 

the physical choice of the mother, the sexual revolu­ childre PUt up for adoption.' The peak y~ for adop­
; '. ricin has made marriage and child suppOrt a social . cion! i:n. the United States Was 1970. the year of the 

'. 
choice ofche father. technolpgy shock. Over the next five yeus the num­

~any men have changed their attirudes regarding ber of agency adoprion.s was halved from 86,000 to 
the responsibility for unplanned pregnancies. As one' 43,000. In 1969, mochen of out-of-wedlock cbiIdren .~ " 
contributor to me Internet wroce recently to the Dads' who ha~ not married after three years kept only 28 '. 
rughts Newsgroup, "Since the decision to have the: pe~entJ of those children. In 1984. that rate was 56 I 

child i3 solely up to the mother. I don'e see how both percenti by the late 19805 it was 66 percent. 
parents have responsibility to that child." That atti ­ . u~ the ocher staQsacs we h,ve mentioned, the 
tude, ofcourse, makes it fu'less likely mat the man will shotgu m.uriage rate itself underwent only gradual 
offer J1W'riage asa solution to a couple's pregnancy ehange following the euly 19705. Why did it not 
qu:m<hry. leaving the mother either to raise the child clwlse· dramadc311y :1.$ the others? For twO ~asons. 
or to :give it up for adopdon. , .The firsf is that shotgun marriage was an accepted so­

Before the 19705, unmarried mothen kept few of cial conyention and, as such.. it cbanS'=d slowly. It cook 
their babies. To<by they PUt only a few up for adop- lime fOj men to recognize that chey did not have to 

10 	
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have afforded memselves year in Jthe late 19605 (compared with some 322,000 
the comparable option. "If oUE-of-~edlock births) to more than 12 million 
she is not willing to have an (compared with 715,000 out-of-wedlock births) in the '.abortion or use contracep­ early 1~80s. Thus the data do support me theory. 
tion," the man can reason, Indeed, the technology shock cheory explains not 
''wh.y should I saaifice my­ only thJ inc;reasc in che out-of-wedlock birth rate, bue 
self' to get nunied?" By also re*ted changes i:n. 6m.i1y structure and sexual 
making me birdl ofrhe child practic~, such as the sharp decline in the number of 
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• prorrJse marriage in the event oc'a pregnmcy in ex­
._ 	 .o!l3:nge tor sexual relations. It may also have taken time 


for women co perceive the increased willingness of' 

men co leave them ifthey' demanded marriage. As new Table I. America's R..."p....I..,.I~iv.. Technology Shock. 1965..;.84 

expectations formed, social norms readjusted. and che 


. shotgun EIWliOlge rate beian il:S long decline. 1975-79 1980-8'1
1970-'" 

In addition, the decreasing srlgrrul of out-of-wed. 


lock. childbirth reinforced the technology-driven BIRTHS (THOUSANDS) 


awes (or the decline in, shotgun marriage and in­ Total 3310· 329<4- 3646· 

White . 2660' 2915,
creased recention of out-oC-wedlock children. With 2760 


premarical seX the rule. rather than tbe exception: "an Blacle 563 540 590 

out-of.wedlock childbirth gradually ceased to be a 


BIRTHRATES PER 1000 rARRIED WOMEN, AGE 15..44 .sign that society's selCUal taboos had been violated. 

White II M . 103.6 93.1 945
The reduction in stigma also helps explainwny 
Black 129.1! 110.3 93.3 90.6 .women who would once have put their baby up for , 


adoption chose [0 keep ic instead. 
 BIRTHRATES PER 1000 IUNMARRIED WOMEN, AGE 15-44 
One final pUizle requires expl:mation. The black. 

White 12.t 12.6 13.7 18.9shotgun marriage ratio began co 6.ll, earlier thap. the Black 	 91.Q 94.6 8S.S 81.7 .
white ratio and shows no significant change in trend 

arounl:l 1970. How do we account for chat apparent weiMEN MARRIED, AGi J5-44 (PERCENT) 

anomaly? Here federal ;"'el6.rc: benefits may play a 
 White . '67:~ 65.3 61.6 58.8 

role. For worrien whose earnings are so low that they 
 Biaelc 55.1 52.9 45.2 39.9 

are potentially eligible for welf:zre. an incre:ase in wel­

fare benefits ha.s the same effect on oue-of-wedlock OUT.OP.WEDLOC:K BI~hHS (THOUSANDS) 


births as a decline in the stignu co beumg a child out­ Total 32~ 406 SIS 715 

of-wedlock. The difference in wel&re eligibility be­ VVn~ I~ 166 . 220 355 

tween whites and blacks :a.nd the pactems of' clunge in Blaclc 1BE 230 280 . 337 

benefits-rising in the 1960s and filling there-


WO"EN AGE 16 WITH~SEXUA'" EXPERIENCE (PERCENT), afcer-~y then explain why the decline in the black 
I shotgun marriage ratio began earlier than that for 	 White 13. 23.2 28.1 32.8 


Black 35. 42.3 50.8 49.9
; r whites. Because blacks on l.verage have lower incomes 

I than whites. they are morc: atfected by changes in wd­
 UNMARRIED WOMeN SING THE PILL AT FIRST INTERCOURSE~ fare benefits. As a resulc,the rise in welfare benefits in (PERCENT) 

; the 1960s may have had only a small impact on the 


Total 	 5, 15.2 13.4 NA
white shotgun race but resulted in :1 significant de­ I 


crease in the black shotgun marriage rate. ABORTIONS. UNMAR lED WOHEN, AGe 1S':'''4 (THOUSANDS) 


Total 	 ~e 561 985 1271
Policy Ct"lJiderllrtOPlS 

Although doubt will always remain about the ultim:.ue FIRST BIRTH SHOTG~'" MARRIAGE RATE (PERC:ENT) 

cause for something as diffuse ;s a change in social cus- White 59.t 55;4 45.7 42.0 

tom, the technology shock theory d.oes fit the Stces. BlaOc 24 8 195 11.0 1104 


rThe new reproductive technology was adopted quickly i 


and f'n a mwive sc:Ue. It is therefore plausible that it ADOPTION.S (THO'usfNDS) 

could have accounted for a companbly,!a.tge change in Total. IrS 156 129 142 


l1'l.l\.rital and fertility patterns. The ci.ming ofthe changes RATIO OF ADOPTION TO 81RTHS TO MOTHERS NOT MARRIED 
also seems. at least crudely, to fit the cheory. WITHIN THREE YEAR OF BIRTH 

From a policy perspective, attempts to tum the 
tCchnologyclock back by denying women access to Total 4 •0 38.4 29.0 19.8 

1 

i' abortion and contraception is probably not possible. Sour".: George A. A c:r1of, Janet L. Yellen. and Mich:u:l L. K:lcz. 
I Even ifit were, it would almOSt surely be counterpro- . •An Analysis of Out-or-WeeUod: Childbearing in. the United 

ductive. In addition to probably reducing the well-be- SC.:1tes." .Q. IHlHtrIy.]tJurt",1J1 Of. ECDfllomjes. M.ay 1996. . 
ing ofwomen who we the technology. such measures 

c;ould lead co yet greater poverry. With scxual absti­
nence rare and the stigma ofout.of-wedlock mocher­
hood small, denying women ac;cess to abortion and tims. Suc;h cur:s would hav little impact on the number . 

conc:raception would probably increase the number of ofchUdrcn born out-of.-~dIOC:k while impoverishing 

children bom out ofwedlock and teared in impover- those alrc:ady on wel6.re yet further. Instead •. policy 


I (iShed single-parent families. On the commy. efforts measures to nuke fathers ay to support their out-of­

should be made to ensure that women can use the wedloc;k children would 1ft only direc::rly contribute co 


. new technologies if they choose to do so. the well-being ofc:hildrcq. but also Wi: men for father-

Finally, if the technology shock theory does explain ing such children, thereby! offietting at lcOlsc p:m:ially th~ 


the rise in single mochcrhood, cuts in wel.&re as cur- change in terms betwee+ .fathers and mothers. Such 

tendy pmposed would only tUnher ixnmiserize the vic- measurcs deserve 5eriow roller consideration. . • 
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Talking Points on CDC Report 

(To be released Friday, Octoher 4) 


J. 	 This report is good news for the country. It shows' that pubIlc health trends are 
moving in the right direction. Births to teenagers art down. Birth to unmarried 
mothers are down for the first time in 20 years. Infant mortality is down. H.omicides 
are down. And prenatal care is up. 

2. 	 1believe the. most interesting trend is the decline tntten birth and births to unmarried 
mothers. Preventing teen pregmmcy 1,s one of President's Clinton's highest priorities. 
and he has a favorite statistic which shows why these findings are so important. If 
you look a.t children born to unmarried. teenage moth~"r!'. 80% oflhcm are poor. But 
only _ percent of children born to married mothers over 20 who've finished high' 
school are poor. . 

1. , This report looks only at the data, and the reasons for this decline are complex. llut . 
certainly in the past few years. we've been able t(l forge a con::;ensus. about the . 

. importance of personal responsibility and community. We've promoted abstinence 
education. We've cracked down on child support enfoTccmC:Ilt. We've promoted 
prenatal care. We've worked with ~tates to expand health coverage. We've put more 
cops on the str~e{ and passed the Brody Dill to get handguns away from criminals. 
We certainly need to do more, but the Prcsoident aod I believe we're on the right lrack. 

4. 	 This report comes on the heals of a Censlls Bureau report that also included 
extraordinary good news. We have 10.5 million new jobs. The delkit ha.s gone cl()Wll 

four years in a row - the typical American family had more incollle. 'fhe number of 
people living in poverty declined in the higgesl d~op in 27 years. 
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VITAL STATISTICS REpORT SHOWS BROAD GAI.S %lI fta DTIO."'8 JiULTH ' 

HHS Secretary Donna,E. Shalala today released annual 

prell-minary vital statistics findings for 1995, showing broad gains 

in national health indicators. 

Accordin,q to" the report, .the U. s. liltst year achieved; 

• 	 an historic low infant mortality rate; 

• 	 continued increase in the number of women ohtaining early pre­

natal cilre; 


the first decline in the birth rate for unmarried women in• 
almost 20 years; 

• 	 c,ontinued decline in the teen birth rate; 

• 	 a dramatic deCline in homicide rates; 

• 	 a leveling in the HIV/AIDS death rate, for the first time since 
the epidemic took hold; 

• 	 continued increase in life expectancy. 

a Today we have good news about America's health,W secretary 

Shalala said •. -I-m particularly pleased to see 'that the teen birth 

rate 	is'continuing to decline, and the·out-of-wedlock birth rate has 

qecreased for the first time in nearly two decades. preventing teen 

pregnancies has been one of president Clinton's top priorities since 

taking orfice, and we must .all work together to ensure these trends 

continue. D 

-·MORE 
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"We still have challonges in,evQry category, but we are making 

significant'proqress, and we should press ahead toward the goal of 

better health for all Americans. N 

The report, "Births and Deaths for 1995,.. prepi\lred by the 

National Center for H~ait.h s:tatistios, part of ;HHS' centers for 

Disease Control and Prevention, contains the latest preliminary u.s. 

natality and mortality statist,ics, Highlights include: 

--The infant mortality rate reached a record low ot 7.5 infant 
deaths per 1,000 live births in 1995, a 6 percent reduction from the' 
previous year. Declines occu~~ed among noonatal infants (infants 
under 28 days old) as well as postneonatal infants (28 days through 
11 months), and amonqboth'white and black infants. 

--The proportion of mothers beginning care in tbe first 

trimester'CSl peroent) continued to rise for the sixth consecutive 

year. 


--The teen birth rate dropped an estimated 3 percent from 1994 
to 1995 (56.9 per 1,000 women,agod 15-19) and 8 percent from 1991 
(62.1) to 1995. Declines were recorded for white, American Indian, 

Asian or Pacific Islander, and HispaniC teens; the rate for black' 

teens dropped 9 percent from 1994 to 1995 and 17 percent from 1991 

to 1995. ' This is the fourth straight year that teen birth rates 

have declined; teenpreqnancy rates are also declining. 


--The birth rate for unmarried women dropped 4 percent from 
46.9 births per 1,000 unm~rried women aged 15-44 years in 1994 to 
44.9 in 1995. 'This is the first decline in nearly two decades, The 
number of nonmarital births also declined three percent in 1995 to 
approximately 1,248,000, and the proportion of births to unmarried 
mothers fell two percent to an estimated 32 percent in 1995. The 
proportions for white (2S.3 percent) and black births (69.5 percent)
were'about one percent lower than in 1994, while the proportion tor 
Hispanic women (40.8 percent) was five percent lower than in 1994. 
This is the tirst time that the number, rate, and proportion of ' 
births to unmarried mothers have all declined since national dat'a 

, wera first compiled in 1940 . 

. ' --preliminary age-adjusted homicide rates fell sharply in 1995, 
'by an estimated 15 percent, accounting for the largest decline among
leading causes of death between 1994'and 1995. Mortality from 
firearms also declined between 1994 and 1995. 

~ More ­
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--For the first time, HIV/AIDS death rates did not increase 
from t.he previous year.' The age-adjusted daath rate from HIV 
infection was 15.4 deaths per 100,000 population in 1995, the same 
rate as in 1994. Despite the plateau in mortality rates from 
HIVIAIDS, however, the number of deaths from the disease rose from 
42,'114 in 1994,to approximately 42,500 in 1995, the highest total 
ever reported. 

";'-The cesarean section rate declined for the sixth consecutive 

year (20.8 percent at live births in 1995). 


--Estimated life expectancy in 1995 matched the record high of 
75. e years attained in 1992, and was sl1qhtly above th~ estimate of. 
75.7 years of 1994. Although racial disparities still exist, life 
expectanoy for both white and black males (73.4 and 65.4, 
respectively) and black: females (74.0) was higher in 1995 than in 
previous years. For white females, life expect~ncy was unchanged at 

.79.6 	years from the previous year, and sli9'htly below the record 
hiCJh of 79.8 reached in 1992. 

Vital statistics data are issued annually each fall. H9wever, 
Secretary Shalala said, today's report represents. the results of a , 
new i""i~iative to improve the timeli,ness and quality of vital 
statistics in the· U. S. . .,.. 

These preliminary data are bnsed on up to 90 percent of all 

birth and death records ~eported to the states. In the past, 

·provisiona.l~ annual data on deaths were based on a 10 percent

sample of records. And this is the first time th~t detailed birth 

data have been available on a preliminary basis. 


"We're putting a system into place that effectively adclresses 

the 'growing· public demand for faster and more accurate health 

information, "'coc D1:tectur David Sateher said.· "We are now on a 

schedule to provide near-final vital statistics at least a year

earlier than we used to be able to do." 


The report is available from the National center for Health 

Statistica, 6525 Belcrest Rd., Hyattsville, Md. 20782 or bye-mail 

at paoquerylnch1Oa._ em. cdc. gov• 


#11 

Note: HHS press releases are avai.lable on the World Wide Web at: 

,http://www •dhhs. gov • 
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ears later, he can still remem­
ber the fingers, He was 0" his 
way to school 'one moRning- ~. when he spotted three human 

. with bloody stuhzps, 
on the floor the 
his . 

He 
Old 
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laigffly w,h~t(/"crews," such (Is'the' 
Cash'fliJ.w,f.osse and theS,qLiip'e . 

.BrJYs, jHi'irollhe.streels like vigilan­
te Guardi(-in Angel~~ keeping out­
side 'troublemakers away. Every­
one knows the Cash Flow Posse 
bangs to the left, meaning they 
cock their hals to the 

.'ji1erf'leJrpjjl1t\'~1l1fl; 
·bdndan!'fas~ :,f,n;..iAr:Je. 
'/\'!P!i! ·lJights, :,,churc~ 
flre: Then, three weeks'. 
0/ (x/fr!pl~cations tr'o'ri·IHi;ltal'Jetes.IJ!~ 
Five days' 
raisede,no 
lives to pay tnr·"hl.s;tunf.'r{,Ii. 

'LIj., 

, terloo Courier and gasped. The nr.IUlL1nr. 

blared: "Two Men Arreslqd in 16 Burgla­
'j ,. :'. 'il'ie~>'.~r;Ji:teofil/:lt; men was the unwedfather 
i. ':qFliid.two youngest children. Her. own 
\. ,': )110ther had given birth to her when she was 
u' .~. ,14 eni.d was ·50 poor growing up-.that the 

.:,.: ';:fam?i/ collected balh waleI' off ,the roof 
:·:.~oom.!,Y dropped ~ut of sch(Jol at 13 and 

.... 'j\~dIHf!{I,~lelltly ha~' five kids, several of 
. ,1: 'I,(h /.0/' ( 

fhe next evening, Krislina Neff, .. 
17, ,~/OpS by 10 play Nin!enilo, Jtn: . 
older black man who lived down- , 
stairs from herimpregnfiiq{[' f.i¢ff. 
in seventh grade. ThJcl\Iac'i;:':~~',", .. ; 
there's no shame in getting'pregc::,; 
nant as a teen ill East Wa/~do6~:'lll':' 
7992, 259 teens gave birtl~ ·inifle,.· 

228 them out of we'rj-i 
';f!l8~'K;:'~M'ed'fl)~"w' ' halfof 

school 
·"Lr,lI"",[[.rt.lTl. or10th 

e "wasn't 
era, h0W~ 

ever, Lauric, a'pert ..' h'as,jq$~' 
s'ai~1 a;lii)qhroWf:1'tQ ~¢:t-:WS!:filwn:'" Kid's" 

. areilaving,kids!" 'When 'Ia licporter sug-. '.. • 
gested Lauric could say, "Kids shoul~n'l :-,,:' 
be having kids," Shawn interjected. "N,b;·'· ':' 
that would be a judgment.call,"be S~i,9.; 
~'The kids would get turn'cd off." /.3. 

, ., " ' .. 

The l()~ POi;;t'to~ Tih~':}jetc~'lf wa,:":';fl~ 
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rjj.iii1vi1lrrl"iiut~i.1p her .entty~ 
'way, and'not long ago One of her.'neigh­
,hOts accidentally pricked himself with a . 
needle while gardening.' Racial tensions 
also:,simnie1'~roughly a qual1er:ofihe 
813 families in ,old· Colony. are' minor, 

~ ~tieS; and when Duqueue walks, through 
the projects,' black. residents she barely' 
knows .sometimes call her "honky. :~ , 

Still, not everything)s bleak. The father 
.ofher children stoppedusirig .started 
working:aiid contributes to, ilii"1!:;'~m,l,~',1 
port, though he has. a new 

.quette got her G~Dfive years 

. at theBQYs Club p*eschool 
,become '.a 'certified M(mtessofl «:;"'LlLt"'" 

:S~e :dlike to move, biator now '-'''...·'-VH/f.. 

:is.~a'\N~;:eheap' place to live,. 
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ce'iltFated 

slums··that d,omimite ,vast<tracts\bt:la city. 

Mincy'sicc'f1sus.. analysis·,\shows that-j'in 

199P, 30 percent of pOOL blacks lived in 

exfremei-poverty areas;,oplyiiJ' pel'ceh"tlof 

poor whites di(i;,Ttie absence ofdiscf.itfii~ 


nation'.alsoi'!makesit"y3sien for.},poor 

.whites·: than'i poor blacks', to.,lea\ie::rhe : 

slums'bchind andl harder-lfor .the"whitc • 

uhderGiass,to cal~ifyJor'geher~atio'rls:'; 1 


.. 1 Tliei Iseiirch ,for answers:d.1iber'als ..'ac~ 


count:f6dherise:in'whitc'ciiIt-obvedlock' 

.. ~iitJJ§;15y;p0inting:to the,dwini:ilin'gni.Im­

:b9f :,()C~llJe~collar"jobs:~for"men; while 
¢oflservatiyes tend·to.stress the imp,actof : 
:per:Verse' welfare IP9liCies ;and feminism. By J)AVlD,WHtfi:iAN'A~~Dbi~AN':~RiEDMAN 
Clearly;thollgh, onenonideological.facc , ,wmlAMY LINN IN,WATERLOO"ORAIG. 'J':;: 
tor..". a' soc,ibtywidc'change' in attitu,des-":'- 'BOREMUSIN'P0R+l1AND 'AND KATI't\" HE1~FER' 
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TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE GEORGE MILLER BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURC~S OF THE 


HOUSE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

ON WELFARE REFORM 


JULY, 27, 1994, 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased you 
have given me the opportunity to present my views on welfare 
reform. As most of you know, I served as chairman of the House 
Select committee on Children, Youth, and Families for nearly a 
decade and retain from that experience a deep interest in issues 
relating to children. ,It is they, after all, that are the,reason 
we have a welfare policy in this nation-- ,they should be our 
primary concern when changing it. 

It is a hoax for us to go through yet another effort at 
welfare reform without the financial commitment to back up. its 
promise. In 1988, this. Subcommittee considered welfare reform 
and, with bipartisan support, came up with a very good piece of 
legislation, the Family Support Act. This law recognized the 
importance of work, and the education and training that is 
necessary to equip welfare clients with the means to earn a 
decent wage. A number of important iriitiatives have been 
undertaken under this law, but the full promise of the " 
legislation has not been realized, iri part because of 
insufficient funding by the Federal Government and States. 

The Clinton Administration's theme of instilling a sense ,of 
responsibility in the -welfare client through requiring work is 
entirely appropriate. But it is equally appropriate-- ,in fact, 
critical-- for the Government to meet its obligation to provide 
low income families with the means to become self-sufficient. I 
simply do not believe that the $9 billion or so in additional' 
funds will support the WORK program subsidized employment, child 
care, and other major elements of the bill that are needed to 
make it the success we all-want. 

There are some other specific concerns I have with the 
Administration's proposal. One is the inflexible2-year time 
limit on AFDC benefits. This, the ultimate "get tough" . 
provision, is a sop to conservatives that raises more questions 
than it resolves. Subsidized jobs would be the immediate 
alternative to cash assistance under this approach, but what 
guarantees are provided. for a self.,-sustaining job in the,long 
run? ,The big problem with long-term welfare dependency is not J 

getting a job, it's job retention. , 

The welfare clientele have a myriad of problems that affect 
their employability. For example, a recent study found that 27% 
of mothers receiving welfare have drug and alcohol problems, and 
that welfare recipients are three times more likely to be addicts 
than the non-welfare population. Many also incur erratic child 
care situations or have other family problems that interfere Mith 

I 
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job stability. We cannot. fit individuals with such tough life 
problems into the 2-years-and-you're-out mold and expect a good 
result. I can only conclude that the time limit would either be 
meaningless because so many clients would be designated "exempt" 
or there would be a huge increase in the homeless population. 
Neither is good welfare policy. 

Another misguided provision of the President's bill relates , 
to its authority for states to impose a "family cap.1I Welfare (( 
policy should not be expected to keep young women from having 
ba~ies. The cO~bined benefits welfare recipients r 7ceive for one 
ch1ld barely brIng them to half of the level of bas1c need under 
poverty guidelines. An additional $140 per month in AFDC and 
food stamp benefits is hardly an incentive to have another child 
to feed and clothe--it's a net loss! The decision to become 
pregnant·.results from a complex set of ingredients, but the extra 
welfare money is not one of them: this has been confirmed in 
studies by the President's own welfare advisors. Research 
suggests that policies that do work against illegitimate births 
are education on pregnancy prevention and ready access to family 
planning services. This is where our focus should be, but we 
constantly have opposition from the very members of this body 
that decry illegitimacy. 

I believe that you have before you a well-constructed 
alternative to the Administration's welfare proposal in Bob 
Matsui's bill, H.R. 4767. It builds on the Family Support Act, 
and adjusts it for issues that have arisen from the experience of 
the last six years. While many of these same concerns are also 
addressed in the President's bill, the Matsui bill presents more 
reasoned and realistic alternatives without simplistic draconian 
measures that are more fitting to a bumper sticker than national 
policy. 

The Matsui bill, for example, emphasizes work by increasing 
work requirements in the JOBS program rather than 'by cash 
assistance cutoffs. It enables States to be fuller participants 
in the JOBS and child care programs by increasing the Federal 
match rates. It significantly expands Federal funding for child. 
care by $5 billion over 5 years rather than the $1.5 billion 
provided in .the Administration proposal. Other initiatives, also 
in the Administration's bill, would enhance child support 
enforcement and reform of the welfare bureaucracy that will be so 
essential to changing the approach of welfare offices to client 
service rather than "box checking." 

We must separate fact from fiction as we chart .the future 
course of legislation affecting low income families. Policies 
should not punish welfare clfents and their children out of our 
frustration with the inability of the American economy to provide 
full employment and-the inability of the Congress to underwrite 
solid statutes. . . 
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RESEARCHERS DISPUTE CONTENTION THAT WELFARE 
IS MAJOR CAUSE OF OUT·OF·\VEDLOCK BIRTHS 

Eliminating Welfare \Vould 	Hurt Poor Children, They Say 

Seventy-six prominent researchers in the areas of poveny. the labor market, 
and family sttucture said today that research does not support recent 
suggestil)nS by Charles Murray and others that welfare is the main cause of 
rising nut-of-wedlock binhs. 

At the same time. the researchers said. there is "strong evidence" that living in 
pOVerty harms children and that eliminating welfilie for poor children would 

. ·'do.rllI more harm th::m l!ood.'". .~ 

,., 	 In a joint statement. the l'eselll'chers. led by University of Michigan poverty . 

expert Sheldon Danziger. said they are concerned that the research on the effect 

of welfare on out-of-wedlock childbearing has been "seriously distorted." 


They said they are deeply concerned about rising rates of out-of-wedlock births 
umong single par'nts but that "the best social science research suggests that 
welfare programs are not among the p1i.ma.ry reasons" for the~e trends. 

'The signers of [his statement represent a variety of major institutions. 
diSciplines. and political viewpoints," . .;aid Danziger. "They include nearly all 
the major researchers in the tield. including a number of those whose work is 
sometirnes dted by Murray and proptments of his views as ~upporting their 
case," 

Benefits Fell as Out·of·Wedlock Births Increased 

According to the researchers, most ~tudies .have found that welfare benetits 
have' either no significant effect. or only a small effect, on whether women 
ha.ve children outside of m:uringe. . . 

When intlationis taken into account, they nored, the vajue of cash welfare 
benetlts such ~ Ai4 to Families with Dependent Children has fa.llen over the 
past 20 years. At the :5:une time. out-of·wedlock childbeuring has incre3Sed.. 

, 
" 

- more·­

http:p1i.ma.ry


14:45 CBPP ... 4562878 
NO. 136 [;111 

Researchers' Statement 

June 23. 1994 

Page 2 


If welfare benetits were [he main cause (If out-of-wedlock births. Danziger 

said, a decline in benetitS should have prompted a decrea.se or a slower 

increase in out-of-wedlock births. 


The ,researchers cited several plausible explanations for rising rates of births 

outside of marriage. Among them ure changed sexual mores. decreased ' 

economic opportunity for low-skilled workers. more women in the labor 


· market, and deteriorating neighborhood conditions.' , 

Focusing on welfare as the main cause of rising out-of-wedlock births., the 

· researchers said, "vastly oversimplifies this complex phenomenon ... ·' 


Murray, U (.;ontroversial writer at the A.rm!rican Enterprise Institute. has argued 

that risingout-of-wedlock births are the nation's most important social problem 


· and that eliminating welfare is the only way to address it. 

Poverty Harms Children 

While studies do not support the, contention that there is a large correlation 

between welfare and out-of-wedlock childbearing; the researchers said they do 

~trongly show that poverty hanns children. 


"Research has d~monstrated that poor children are more likely than nOnpl)Or 
. I,;hildren to be too short and, too thin for their age. Poor children also tend to 

develop academic skills more slowly than nonpoor children. And, poor 

children who live in poor neighborhoods are less likely than more affluent 

children to complete high school." they said. 


Studies ~ere and in other countries indicate that providing employment and 

income assistam;e to poor famili~s decreases' poverty rates among children, they 

added. ' . 


. According to the researchers. denying welfare benefits to poor children is likely 

to hann their physical and mental development and Hincrease the incidence of 

homelessness llnd hunger among children." In addition, they said. poor 

families may be forced to place children in foster care or an institution. 


"Such parentS would be forced to relinquish their children not bel.:iluse they are 

abusive or neglectful but simply because they are destitute." they said. ''This is 

not in the best interest of children. 


-more­
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, , Researchers' Stateme~t 
June '23. 1994 
Page 3 

" 

'~Ending welfare for, poor children born um-of-wedlock does not represent 

, serious welfare refonn." the researchers concluded. "We strongly urge the 

, rejection of any proposals that would eliminate the safety net for poor, children 


born outside of marriage:' ' 

, Improvements in AFDC, Other Programs Needed 

',' Rather than denying "Yelfare 'benefits to poor children. the researchers called for .. 
a variety of improvements in programs assisting poor families. Their 

, recommendations included improving the child support system so that young 
. fathers must suppon their children: innuvative approaches to curbing teen ' 

pregnancy: and making ,changes in the welfare system so that more parents 
, move nft" AFDC. into the workfor,,;e. and nut of poverty. 

Tn addition to Danziger. signers of the joint statement include Elijah Anderson. 
professor (If sociology at the University of Pennsylvania: Rebecco. Blank. 
economics professor, Nonhwestem University. o.nda fOlmer Council of 
Economic Advisers staff member in the Bush Administration: Greg Duncan. 

, economist. Institute/ for Social Rese:u:ch. University of Michigan; Frank 

Furstenberg, sOclology professor. University of Pennsylvania: lev Gwfinkel. 


, social policy profes..~or.. Co~umbia University; Peter Gottschalk. economics 
professor. Bo~ton College; Christopher Jencks, sociology and urban affairs 
profes~or. Nnrthwestern University: Sara McLanahan. sociology iU1d public 
policy professor, Princeton University; Robert Moffitt. 'e,,;onomics professor. 
Brown University; Richard Nathan. provOSt of the Nelson A. Rockefeller 
College of Public Affairs. State University. of New York, Albany. and a fonner 

, Nixon Administration official: William Julius Wilson. slIciology professor. 
University of Chico.go; and Barbara Wolfe. economics and preventive medicine 
professor, University of Wisconsin. 

Danziger, a professor (If public policy and social work. uversaw the writing of 
. the joint statement with a ream of the other signers und with admini~trative 
help from the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. 11 nonprOfit Washington 
research organiz:ltion. ' 

# # # # 
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WELFARE AND OVT-OP·W'EDLOCK BIRJ'HS 
A Research Summary 

I 
i, 'I 
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As researchers who work in the area of poverty, the labor market, and famUy structure, 
we are concerned that the research on the effect of welfare on out-of-wedlock 
childbearing has been' seriously distorted. As researchers, we are deeply concerned 
about the rising rates of out-of-wedlock childbearing and the high incidence of poverty 
and welfare use among single-parent families. However, the best social science 
research suggests that welfare programs are not among theprimaiy,reasons for the 
rising numbers of o,ut-of-wedlock births. 

" . 
Most research examining the effect of higher welfare benefitS on out-oi-wedlock 
childbearing and teen ,pregnancy finds that benefit levels have no significant effect on 
the likelihood that black women and girls will have children outside of marriage and 
either no significant effect, or only a small effect, on the lij<elihood that whites will have 
such births. Indeed, cash welfare benefits have fallen in,real value 'over the past 20 
years, the ,Same period that out--of-wedlock childbearing increased. Thus, the evidence 
suggests that welfare has not played a major role in the rise in out-oi-wedlock 

,'c.bildbearing~ , ' 

There ,is, however, strong evidence that poverty harms children. Poor families often 
live in substandard housing and have difficUlty purChasing basic necessities such as 
food and clothing. Research has demonstrated that poor children are more likely than 
nonpoor children to be too short and too thin for their age~ Poor children also tend to 
'develop academic skills more slowly than nonpoor chilciren. 'And, poor children who 
live in poo+, neighborhoods are less likely than more affluent chilqren to complete high 
school. Research in this and other countries also indicates that programs that provide 
employment and income assistance to poor families decrease poverty rates among 
children: . 

There are several plausible explanations for the rise in out-of-wedlock childbearing, 
although research has nO,t determined which of these are important factors. Possible 
explanations include: changed sexual mores, decreaseci economic opportw'lity for 
low-skilled young men and yo.ung, women, changed roles of women, the increased ' 
proportion of Women in the labor market, and deteriorating neighborhood conditions 
stemming from racial segregration and indUstrial change. Focusing on welfare as the 
primary cause ofrising rates ofout-of·wedlock childbearing vastly overSimplifies this complex
phenomenon. ' . 

Recently some have suggested that poor children born to unmarried parents should not 
be eligible for Aid to Families with Dependent Children, food stamps, or subsidized 
hOUSing.. Proponents o£these drastic'policies defend them asnecessary to decrease the 
number of children born outside of marriage. We question the efficacy of such policies. 
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,
I 	 Policies that deny poor children basic income and nutrition assistance are likely to 
I . 	 . harm their physical and academic development and increase the incidence of 

homelessness and hunger among children. In addition, families that are left with no 
means to support theu- ch.ildren may find that the only way their children'sbas.ic needs 
can be met is.to place them in foster care or in an institution. Such parents would be 
force,d to relinquish their children not because they are abusive or neglectful but'simply 
because they are destitute. This is not in the best interests of children. While some 
signers of this statement believe that welfare has some modest impact on 
: out-of-wedlock childbearing, we all agree that the damage done to children by denying 
assistance to their families would be far too .great to justify ellininating the safety net for 
th~. " 

,We need Significant improvements both in the welfare system and in other policY areas. 
Improvements in the child support system must be made so young men understand ' 
that if they father a child they will be required to provide financial support for that 
.child for 18 years and so fathers assume more parenting responsibilities. Changes in 
the welfare system must be made so more parents ,can move off welfare, into the 
workforce, and out of poverty. And, irUlovative approac:hesto curbing teen pregnancy 
should be pursued and strategies found effective widely implemented, 

But ending welfare for poor children born out-of-wedlock does not represent serious 
welfare reform, and would inflict harm on many poor children,' We srrongly urge the 
rejection ofany proposal that would.eliminate the safety net for poor children born outside of, 
marriage. Such policies will do for more hann than good., . " 

. :. 

http:children'sbas.ic
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:. Bruce 

FROM: Jofi 

RE: General trends in teenage pregnancy, out-of-wedlock births, 
and teenage abortions. 

DATE: April 29, 1994 

GENERAL DATA ON ILLEGITIMACY 

The number of illegitimate births nearly quadrupled in the 
period between 1986 and 1960, despite the fact that half a 
million more babies were born in 1960 than in 1986. By 1986, 
more than 23% of all births were identified as illegitimate. 
Contrary to popular impressions, the problem of illegitimacy is 
far from a teenage-only problem. National Centers for Health 
Statistics (NCHS) data reveal that two-thirds of out-of-wedlock 
births occur among women who are over 20. In addition, almost a 
quarter of out-of-wedlock births occur among unmarried couples 
who live together. While this situation is far from socially 
desirable, the children in such households are likely to be in a 
better economic situation than those in a female-headed 
household. 

RECENT RISE IN TEENAGE PREGNANCIES 

Beginning in 1987, following three decades of holdihg 
constant, the teen pregnancy rate took a sharp turn upward, 
confounding demographers and other experts. The fact sheet put 
out by Child Trends, Inc. demonstrate the numerical increases; 
from 1986 to 1991, the birth rate to teens aged 15-19 rose 24%, 
from 50.2 to 62.1 births per 1000 females in this age group. 
What are the underlying causes for this increase in teenage out­
of-wedlock births? 

(1) Teenagers are having more sex at an earlier age. In 
1988, 27% of unmarried teens had already had sex, compared to 19% 
in 1982 (Governing, January 1993). In addition, younger teens 
are less likely to use contraception, and even if they do so, to 
use it correctly. 

(2) Reduced number of, abortions, stemming from factors 
discussed later in this memorandum. 

(3) Influx of Hispanic immigration: Of all births to teens 
15 to 19 nationwide since 1986, Hispanic girls make up more than 
a third of the increase (Child Trends); in fact, in California, 
Hispanic girls accounted for 75% of the total increase in teen 
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births between 1986 and 1989. As second and third-generation 
Hispanic women become inured to American moral norms, they are 
less likely to follow the traditional practice of marrying early 
and will carry their pregnancies to term out-:-of-wedlock. 

In addition, whereas the teen birth rate remained constant 
from 1960 to 1986, the number of non-marital births in this age 
group quadrupled while the number of marital teen births declined 
by 68%. Among the reasons for this disparity include changing 
societal attitudes towards marriage, the pattern of delaying 
marriage until the late 20's, the reduced social stigma of 
bearing a child out-of-wedlock, and the emergence of abortion as 
a means for a male to avoid the obligation to marry his pregnant 
girlfriend (he can argue that she could have had an abortion). 

THE OUT-OF-WEDLOCK CRISIS: NOT JUST A BLACK PROBLEM. 

It is true that black out-of-wedlock birth rates are roughly 
four times higher than those for whites. Yet, according to the 
National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS), since 1970, the 
white rate has increased by 67% while the black rate has declined 
by 15%. In addition, of all births to teens ages 15 to 19 
nationwide since 1986, Hispanic girls make up more than a third 
of the increase, although they make up only 9% of all adoloscent 
females, according to Child Trends, the D.C.-based research 
group. Single mothers now head up nearly a quarter of Hispanic 
families--up from 13% in 1970. 

Nevertheless, African-Americans still bear the vast brunt of 
the burden in terms of illegitimate births. Whereas in 1960, 2 
out of 5 first births to black women were out of wedlock, the 
numbers now stand at 2 out of 3 first births (Newsweek, 8/30/93). 
A black c il born toda onl has a 1 in 5 chance of growing up 
with two parents until the age of 16, accor ing to the Un1vers1ty 
of Wisconsin demographer Larry L. Bumpass. Among the poor, an 
astounding 65% of never-married black women have children; 
nevertheless, out-of-wedlock births cross across all economic 
lines. 22% of never-married black women with incomes over 
$75,000 have children, almost 10 times as many as whites. In 
fact, in every economic group, black women are two to six times 
more likely to have a child before marriage than white women. 
Hence, the majority of black families with children--62%--are now 
headed by one parent (Newsweek). 

Conflicting statistics exist regarding the proclivity of 
Africa~-American women to marry. On the one hand, the Census 
Bureau last year reported that less than 75% of black women are 
likely to ever marry, compared with 90% of whites. The factor 
most responsible for this reluctance to marry among black women 
is the simple lack of available black men. Another telling 
explanation lies in the reliance black women on a network of 
extended kin to raise their children, a tradition rooted in the 
African saying, "It takes a whole village to raise a child". 
Nevertheless, according to a study by Bumpass and Sweet, almost 
half of both black and white out-of-wedlock mothers marry within 
five years, and nearly 70% .marry within 15 years. 
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TEENAGE ABORTIONS 

While the number of abortions being performed on pregnant 
teenagers has grown slightly, the percentage of teens choosing 
abortions overall has been declining. According to statistics 
from the Centers for Disease Control, the percentage of teens 
under age 15 who chose abortion dropped significantly from 1984 
to 1989. In ~984, for every 1000 live births, 1200 young women 
chose abortions. In 1989, this number had dropped below 900. 
The hypotheses for this decrease include the decline in the 
number of abortion clinics, reductions in state funding for 
abortions of poor women, strong anti-abortion campaigns in some 
states, and state laws that set restrictions on abortion, such as 
parental notification. 

ILLEGITIMACY AND HEALTH 
The high U.S. infant mortality rate is commonly linked to 

our poverty rate; poor women supposedly will bear more low-weight 
children. However, the actual data reveals otherwise, as 
Nicholas Eberstadt of the Harvard Center for Population arid 
Development Studies has shown; in one study, child poverty rates 
in Australia and the U.S. were almost indentical in 1980, yet the 
U.S. infant mortality rate was nearly one-fifth higher. Nor can 
we blame inadequate health care: at any given birth weight, 
American infants have a higher survival rate than Japanese or 
Norweigian infants, countries which nevertheless have a much 
lower overall rate of infant mortality. 

Two specific linkages have been discovered as predictors of 
infant mortality. Heavy smoking by pregnant women clearly leads 
to problems: according to a 1982 survey by the National Center 
for Health Statistics, babies born to mothers who smoked 15 or 
more cigarettes a day had an incidence of low birth weight three 
times greater than those born to nonsmokers. However, the other 
correlation is more intriguing; bearing a child out of wedlock 
significantly reduces a child's chances of survival in the U.S .• 
Derived from 1991 NCHS data, the following figures on the 
correlation between marital status and low birth weight were 
reported: 

Married Unmarried 

% of low-weight 5.2 % 8.0% 
babies born to 
white women 

% of low-weight 10.8% 14.9% 
babies born to -black women 

(See attached table for more information) 

Hence, unmarried white women have ~reater chance of 
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giving birth to low-weight babies than married white women, and 
unmarried black women have a 38% greater chance of doing so than 
married black women. Overall, regardless of race/ethnic 
divisions, unmarried women have an 86% greater chance of giving 
birth to low-weight babies than married women in the U.S •. 
However, unmarried black women still have an 86% ( yes, 86% 
again!) greater chance of giving birth to low-weight babies than 
unmarried white women. 

Birth weight plays a consequential role in the infant's 
subsequent chances for survival. In a 1980 study conducted by 
the CDC, the infant-mortality rate for low-birth-weight babies 
was estimated tb be abo~t 20 times higher than for other babies. 
Part of the explanation for tHe correlation between marital 
status and low-birth weight may lie in the use of pre-natal 
medical care. According to Eberhardt, black babies who receive 
no pre-natal care are two and a half times more likely to be born 
low-birth-weight as those whose pre-natal care begins in the 
first or second month of pregnancy; for whites, the risk 
increases by a factor of almost three. Indeed, unmarried black 
mothers were two and one-half times as likely as married black 
mothers to go without prenatal care; for white mothers, the 
differential between unmarried and married mothers in recieving 
prenatal care is a factor of over five. 

We must rely on low birth weight statistics as opposed to 
actual infant mortality rates because the latter data is not 
compiled on an uniform basis throughout all 50 states. 
Nevertheless, in other Western countries, perinatal mortality is 
recorded as significantly higher for illegitimate children in 
every country. The NCHS is currently attempting to link up the 
country's birth and death records for children under the age of 1 
year; however, because state data-keeping does not adhere to any 
uniform standards, the NCHS has only completed final data on 
1985-1986 as its latest year. Yet, as one indication, 
preliminary data for 1983 indicate that infant-mortality rates 
were 35% higher for illegitimate black babies than for legitimate 
ones, and more than 60% higher for illegitimate white babies than 
for legitimate ones. Therefore, a college-educated woman who 
bore an illegitimate child in 1982 was more likely to lose her 
child within a year than even a grade-school dropout who was 
married. 

What explains this apparent connection between marital 
status and infant mortality? As mentioned above, prenatal 
medical care, or the lack thereof, plays a large role. In 
addition, unmarried women are predominantly young, i.e. in their 
teen years or early twenties. Younger women are more likely in 
general to bear low-weight children, as they tend to possess a 
lower educational background, practice poor health practices, and 
are less likely to receive prenatal care. Unmarried women are 
more likely to smoke (26.9%) than married women (14.2%); as shown 
above, smoking is a definite cause of low-birth babies. Finally, 
unmarried women, conscious of their social stigma in bearing 
children out-of-wedlock, are less likely to gain the proper and 
needed weight during their pregnancies, hoping to conceal their 
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pregnancies. Hence, one cannot say that out-of-wedlock birth is 
a direct cause of higher infant mortality rates, but it has 
proven to be a consistent and reliable marker of this epidemic. 

NOTE: Bruce, I am working on the other projects on welfare 
fraud, 551 benefits to drug addicts, and state innovations in 
welfare programs; I had to take some time off this month to visit 
graduate schools and attend a foreign affairs conference at the 
Naval Academy, which explains my slowness in completing these 
assignments. 

P.5.: I'm going to your alma mater as a M.P.A. candidate in the 
Woodrow Wilson Class of 1997% 
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CHILD TRENDS, INC 
430/ Connecticut Avenue. N. W. Suite /00. Washington. DC 20008 

Phone (202) 362-5580 
Fax (202) 362-5533 

Bitnet/Internet childtrends@attmail.com 

.bnuaIy,1994 

TO: 	 Individuals and Organizations Concerned About Teenage 
Pregnancy and ~ldbearing 

FROM 	 Kristin A Moore, Ph.D. 

SUBJECf: 	 Release of Fa::ts oJ a Glance, reporting 1991 data on 
teen fertility in the United States 

The most recent data on births among adolescents indicate that the teen birth rate in 1991 continued the 
rise that began in the latter years of the 1980s. Between 1986 and 1991, the rate of births to teens aged 
15..:19 rose 24 percent, from 50.2 to 62.1 births per 1,000 females aged 15-19. 

This increase in the birth rate has occurred among both younger and older teens, and in nearly all states. 
Increases have been largest among Hispanic teens, though the birth rate has risen since 1986 among non­
Hispanic white and African American teens as \VeIl. 

Several explanations for this surprising trend have been offered, including a declining use of abortion 
among teens in some states, lesser availability and greater cost associated with obtaining contraceptive 
services, decaying life circumstances in some communities, and immigration of Hispanics and other 
relatively high fertility sub-groups in some areas. 

This fact sheet has not been copyrighted and may be reproduced and disseminated to any persons or 
organizations that might benefit from the information. A list of references is available upon request. 
Additional information for your own state or local area. can be obtained from your state vital statistics 
office. 

A microcomputer data file providing state data for 1991 and previous years and another file providing 
detailed national data are available from Child Trends ($25 for one and $35 for both). These files are 
designed for use on a microcomputer with LOmS 1-2-3 software. Files can be ordered or finther 
information can be obtained by writing or faxing Child Trends. 

If this fact sheet has reached an inappropriate office, please foIWMd it to the appropriate person. If you 
would like to be added to our list of more. than 6,000 persons who receive Fa::ts oJ a Glance, or if you 
would like to have an address corrected or deleted, please write to me at our new address, as shown on this 
letterhead. 

This informational effort is fimded by the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation of Hint, Michigan 

mailto:childtrends@attmail.com
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BIRIH RA1E 1RENDS 

• For the fifth consecutive year, the birth rate among u.s. teens has increased. From a low of 50 births per thousand females 
15-19 in 1986, the rate rose to 62 in 1991. 

Birth Rate: Births Per 1,000 Femes, by Age 

~ l.2ZQ l.21.5. l280 l2.85. .l282 l281 l28B. .l2S2 l.22O. 1221 
15-17 39 36 33 31 31 32 34 36 38 39 
18-19 115 85 82 80 80 79 80 84 89 94 
15-19 68 56 53 51 50 51 53 57 60 62 

• The birth rate is highest among black teens; however, the recent increase in the teen birth rate has been particularly large 
among Hispanic youth. 

Birth Rate: Births Per 1,000 FeDDles Aged 15-19, by Race/F.ibnicity 

RacelEthnicity 	 l280 .l282 .l2S2 l.22O. 1221 
Hispanics 82 80 91 100 107 
Non-Hispanic Blacks 105 104 Il2 116 1I8 
Non-Hispanic Whites 41 . 36 40 43 43 

Note: 	 1980 dcta reportedfor 22 stfies, a::cOW1lingfor 9(1'/0 ofHispalic births; 1986 dcta 
ere for 30 stfies end IX; 1989 &:ta ere for 47 slfies end IX; 1990 &:ta ere for 48 
stfies end IX; 1991 &:ta ere for 49 slfies end DC 

• U.S. women vary substantially in the timing of their frrst birth. A study of females 1544 in 1988 found that one-quarter had 
a frrst birth by 21.1 years of age; half had a frrst birth by age 26.0; and three-quarters had a first birth by age 32.4. 

• The pace of childbearing varies by race and ethnicity. Among u.s. females 1544 in 1988, one quarter of blacks have had a 
frrst birth by 18.7 years of age, while a quarter of Hispanics have had a child by 19.6 years of age, and a quarter of non­
Hispanic whites have had a child by 22.1 years of age. 

• Teenage mothers are more likely to have daughters who have babies as teens themselves. Among mothers in the National 
SUIVey of Children who were 19 or younger when they frrst became mothers, half of those with daughters had at least one 
daughter who became a teen parent, compared with one in four mothers who were at least 20 when they had their first child. 

NOO-MARITAL BIRIHS 

• 	 The umber of non-marital births to teens has quadrupled since 1960, while the number of marital teen births has declined 
tially. I'; i: .. ~J ;~ f1('O 

1c.l~ ",-..),.1. :., I'i'li
Births to FeDDles Umer Age 20, by .Muiml Status 

l200 l225. l.2ZQ l.21.5. l280 l2.85. l22l 

502,046 469,462 456,560 361,380 290,529 197,397 163,140 - d=-- ,/) 

91,700 129,200 199,900 233,500 271,801 280,308 368,451 -t>"",J.,ol,J •h'< tHo 

_ 6 • ...".... Iv'?593,746 598,662 656,460 594,880 562,330 477,705 531,591 

Among unmarried teens who gave birth in the mid-1980s, about one in five were cohabiting (I iving with a partner). 

average, for women there are 7 years, and for men 10 years, between frrst intercourse and marriage. 
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TABLE 1: II!leER Of BIRTIIS III 1991 .TO KJT1fERS Of AlL 
BIRTIIS TO Of AlL FIRST "!leER Of 

II!leEROf BIRTIIS TO I«)TIlERS AGED: BIRTIIS TO I«)TIlERS I«)ntERS UIIJER IlIRTIIS III BIRTIIS TO 
Total UIIJER AGE 20: AGE 20, % STATE, % IIISPAIIIC ** 

Under 15 15-17 . 18-19 Under 20 WtIite * Black* IIOtIVIRITAl TO TEENS TEEIIS 

ALABAMA 328 4,202 7,070 11. 600 5,770 5,791 65% 32\ 50 
ALASKA 17 395 820 1,232 721 69 67% 22% 56 
ARIZONA 192 3,728 6,194 10,114 8,321 621 75% 29% 4,342
ARKANSAS 179 2,493 4,387 7,059 4,489 2,511 60% 35% 66 
CALIFORNIA 1,469 25,950 44,492 71.911 59,558 8,436 68% 23% 41.412 
COLORADO 107 2,234 4.025 6,366 5,485 680 68% 22% 2.284 
CONNE CTI CUT 95 1.465 2,438 3.998. 2,773 1,166 84% 14% 1.27.9 
DELAWARE 50 486 834 1,370 681 675 81% 22% 82 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 97 856 1,093 2.046 43 1.895 95% 30% 114 
FLORIDA 755 9,737 16,463 26,955 15,630 11.116 73% 24% 3,490
GEORGIA 553 6,841 11.055 18,449 8,654 9,689 72% 28% 371 
HAWAII 29 707 1,366 2,102 389 74%59 20% 415 
IDAHO 20 724 1.497 2,241 2,163 9 50% 29% 335 
ILLINOIS 652 9,038 15;624 25.314 13.564 11,532 81% 24% 4,237

I
i, 	 INDIANA 
I 	

214 4,095 8,053 12.362 9,641 2,670 72% 27% 333 
I 	 IOWA 43 1.278 2,766 4.087 3,685 329 74% 22% 141 

KANSAS 68 1.433 3,101 4,602 3,686 790 68\ 24% 414 
KENTUCKY 204 3,342 5.911 9.457 8.034 1,395 53% 31% 23 
LOUISIANA 447 4.802 7,484 12,733 5,112 7,520 75% 33% 96 
MAINE 16 567 1.238 1.821 1.780 7 75% 20% 12 
MARYLAND 261 2,966 4.981 8.208 3,534 4,564 79% 18% 218 
MASSACHUSETTS 122 2.519 4,377 7,018 5,454 1.334 86% 14% 1.773 

MICHIGAN 414 6,773 12,632 19,819 11. 351 8,184 69% 25% 908 

MINNESOTA 94 1,749 3,596 5,439 4,076 684 82% 16% 270 
MISSISSIPPI 317 3,670 5,392 9,379 3,396 5,906 75% 39% 17 
MISSOURI 204 3.912 7,209 11,325 7.597 3.,634 72% 27% 185 
MONTANA 	 12 402 909 1.323 1.014 5 72% 25% 42 
NEBRASKA 36 761 1,568 2,365 1.917 341 . 74% 21% 187 
NEVADA 44 962 1.836 2,842 2,210 496 68% 24% 603 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 8 335 821 1,164 1,150 7 76\ 14% 
NEW 	 JERSEY 244 3,685 6,216 10.145' 5,366 4,675 84% 15% 2,639 
NEW MEXICO 70 1.695 2,823 4,588 3,790 136 74% 34% 2.652 
NEW YORK 598 9,586 16,645 26.829 16,656 9.809 81% 17% 7.768 
NORTH CAROLINA 406 6,004 10,128 16.538 8,514 7,554 71% 27% 262 
NORTH DAKOTA 6 235 534 775 580 7 75% 20% 11 
OHIO 423 7.875 14,846 23,144 16,176 6,836 76% 26% 564 
OKLAHOMA 167 2.733 5,307 8,207 5,621 1.431 58% 32% 381 
OREGON 87 1. 765 3,375 5,227 4,733 257 69% 24% 674 
PENNSYLVANIA 428 6.348 11. 506 18,282 12,098 6,007 83% 20% 1.447 
RHODE ISLAND 31 506 902 1,439 1,129 227 85% 17% 238 
SOUTH CAROL INA 272 3.569 5.946 9.787 4,426 5,326 73% 30% 83 
SOUTH DAKOTA 13 395 797 1,205 792 6 75% 25% 12 
TENNESSEE 299 4.712 8,156 13.167 8,461 4,635 64% ' 30% 65 
TEXAS 1.246 18.653 30,935 50,834 39,872 10.554 39% 30% 23,910 
UTAH 45 1.275 2.554 3.874 3.652 26 50% 24% 455 
VERMONT 5 225 514 744 732 4 72% 19% 2 
VIRGINIA 265 3,648 7,242 11.155, 6.294 4,725 71% 20% 375 
WASHINGTON 156 2,907 5.583 8.646 7.386 589 70% 21%, 1,289 
WEST 	 VIRGINIA 52 1,272 2.628 3.952 3,733 213 56% 32% 9 
WISCONSIN 145 '2.439 4.831 7,415 4,798 2.233 81% 20% 442 
WYOMJNG 9 277 651 937 861 10 58% 29% 102 

U.S. TOTAL 12.014 188.226 331. 351 531.591 357.548 157,375 69% 24% 107.135 

•Births are reported by the National Center for Health Statistics by race of mother. not race of child as done prior to 1989. 
"Hispanic persons may be of any race. 
Source: Unpublished data from the National Center for Health StatistiCS. Department of Health and Human Services: forth­

coming in Vital Statistics of the United States, 1991. Vol. 1, Natality. 



• ,.. TABlE 3. BDmIS TO TEEJIIIb[ IIllJDS II lNtG£ U.S. CITI[S II 1991" 
Of All Births to u.-ried 

81rths to Teen!! 81rtb$ in Teel'! MothI:rs Of all IIaIber of Births 
Cny. " to Blrtb$ to to Teen!! 

IIotbers MothI:rs IIr*r 

£!!:I 
Total 

.!l!!!!!!:..1!! 
17 aIWt 

.!!!!!!!!!:. 
Iqt:s 
18-19 

IIr*r 

.!!!!!!.l.2. 
Total 

~ 
17 and 

.!!!!!!!!!:. 
Iqt:s 

!!:!! 
#qe 20. I'e'a!nt 
~tal •!J!!.!!! 

.
81;ar;t 

AKRON. Oil 711 280 431 18% 618 263 355 81% .311 389 
AlBUQUERQUE. IiH 1.045 409 636 14% 830 366 464 79% 938 51 
AlWULLO. TX 564 207 357 19% 199 101 98 35% 493 64 
AHAHEIH. CA 820 289 531 12% 541 219 322 66% 776 23 
AllOIOAAGE. AA 484 158 326 10% 327 128 199 68% 320 48 
AALlIIGTO N. IX 514 175 339 1M 191 74 117 . 37% 418 83 
ATlANTA. GA 1.878 878 1.000 21% . 1.785 856 929 95% 147 1.725 
AURORA. CO 462 173 289 11% 337 156 181 73% 303 143 
AUSTIN. IX 1.308 539 769 15% 495 240 255 38% 946 343 
BAKERSFIELD. CA 1.285 527 758 17% 957 455 502 74% 1.099 172 
BAlTiHORE. HIl 2.870 1.313 1.557 21% 2.515 1.195 1.320 88% 495 2.365 
SATON ROUGE. LA 770 318 452 15% 643 299 344 84% 171 596 
BIRHINGIIAH. At 975 423 552 21% 853 395 458 81% 115 859 
BOSTON. t1A 1.107 468 639 11% 1.018 446 572 92% 403 665 
BRIDGEPORT. CT 532 230 302 18% 470 213 257 88% 317 205 
BUFFALO. NY 1.079 490 589 17% 976 472 504 9M 423 639 
CHARLOnE. IIC 1.060 464 596 14% 933 438 495 88% 278 157 
CHAnAHOOGA. TN 628 250 378 23% 518 234 284 82% 245 382 
CHESAPEAAE. VA 344 115 229 13% 253 103 150 74% 154 190 
CHICAGO. lL 11.482 4.878 6.604 19% 10.170 4.590 5.580 89% 3.551 7.827 
CINCINIIATI. Oil 1.473 628 845 21% 1.336 603 733 91% 466 998 
CLEVELAND. OH 2.292 902 1.390 20% 2.073 858 1.215 90% 797 1,488 
COLORADO SPRINGS. CO 702 228 474 12% 415 195 220 59% 563 117 
COLUHBUS. GA 653 253 400 21% 503 224 279 77% 247 405 
COLUHBUS. OH 1.145 667 1.078 16% 1.429 603 826 82% 899 819 
CORPUS CHRISTI. TX 871 346 525 18% 257 113 144 30% 817 48 
OAl.lAS. TX. 3.937 1.683 2.254 18% 2.605 1.252 1.353 66% 2,068 1.818 
DAYTOK. OH 800 334 466 22% 703 319 384 88% 299 501 
DENVER, CO 1.431 585 846 16\ 1.122 502 620 78% 1,023 356 
DES HOINES. IA 531 216 315 14% 445 202 243 84% 416 94 
DETROIT. 111 5.591 2.282 3.309 24% 5.169 2.161 3,002 92% 607 4.946 
El PASO, TX 2.171 829 1.342 16% 800 364 436 37% 2.1l1 53 
FLINT. 111 785 338 447 22% 501 249 252 64% 284 498 
IT. LAUDERDAlE. Fl 624 268 356 15% 550 247 303 88% 141 480 
FORT WAYNE. IN 606 212 394 16% 505 200 305 83% 362 239 
FORT WORTH, TX 1.569 666 903 17% 696 365 331 44% 952 597 
FREHONT, CA 191 13 118 6% 131 60 71 69% 147 23 
FRESNO. CA 1.811 796 1.021 17% 1.249 592 651 69% 1.254 218 
GARDEN GROVE. CA 374 135 239 11% 231 102 129 62% 322 4 
GARLAND. TX . 423 150 273 12% 191 76 115 491 321 92 
GARY. IN 516 239 337 25% 545 231 314 95% 88 486 
GLEIIDAlE • CA 187 64 123 7% 113 48 65 6M 168 4 
~ RAPIDS. HI 679 289 390 16% 405 195 210 5M 356 312 
GREENSBORO. NC 399 160 239 14% 335 148 187 84% 129 265 
IWlTFORD, CT 140 346 394 24% 696 330 366 94% 443 288 
HIAlEAH. FL 283 107 176 1M 151 73 84 55% 267 16 
HONOlULU. III 428 144 284 7% 307 130 171 72% 71 14 
flOUSTDII. TX 6,621 2.715 3,906 16% 3.428 1.622 1.806 52% 3.935 2.501 
HUNTlIIGTON BEAOI, CA 119 53 116 6% 109 45 64 61% 171 1 
HUIITSVILLE. Al 381 165 216 191 299 151 148 78% 141 232 
IIIOIAllAPOlIS. III 2.3n 968 1.404 16% 1.985 898 1.087 84% 1.248 1.118 
IRVING, TX In 151 221 12' 180 90 90 4M 328 34 
JAIXSON, ItS 682 296 386 19% 619 280 339 91' 76 604 
JACKSONVILLE, FL 1.903 717 1.186 16% 1.406 616 190 74% 874 1.014 
JERSEY CIlY. IIJ 714 297 411 15' 629 268 361 88% 310 392 
KAIISAS CIlY, KS 511 230 341 21% 481 216 271 85% 210 292 
KAllSAS CIlY. 110 1.355 565 790 17% 1.200 539 661 89% 480 862 
KNOXV ILLE, TIl 441 113 268 17% 305 145 160 69% 278 161 
LAS VEGAS. !IV 1.333 474 859 14% 958 404 554 12% 969 311 
LEXINGTON-FAYETTE. KY 477 181 296 14% 345 148 197 ' 72% 313 163 
LINCOLN. NE 258 89 169 9% 207 79 12B 80% 225 22 
LImE ROCX, All 572 207 365 19% 481 197 284 84% 136 435 
LONG 8EAOI. CA 1.414 592 882 13% 972 425 547 66% 951 363 
LOS ANGELES. CA 11.741 4.629 7,112 13% 8,912 3.826 5,086 76% 9.680 1.895 
LOUISVILLE. KY 1.416 612 804 20% 1.200 559 641 85% 696 710 
LUB80CX. TX 636 269 367 19% 249 141 108 39% 515 120 
MOlSON. WI 201 68 133 7% 161 61 106 83% 110 76 
MEMPHIS. TN 2.579 1.165 1.414 21% 2.344 1,111 1.233 91% 351 2.213 
MESA. AZ 701 237 464 l2% 482 198 284 69% 646 30 

(,ant1nued ) 
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MORE BABIES? 

BY CHARlES MURRAY 
illUSTRATION BY RICO UNS STUDIO . 
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ast October, I published a long 
piece on the op-ed page of the 
Wall Street Journa( entitled 
"The Coming White Under­
class." Its thesis was that white 
illegi timacy-22 percent of all 
live births as of the latest (1991) 

:/' ,j figures-is now moving into the 
. , 


d ' same dangerous range that 

II: prompted the young Daniel 
II: Patrick Moynihan to write 
II: 

about the breakdown of the
il: black family in 1964, and that 

the ensuing social deterioration
:/' ;
I : in lower-class communities may 

j ': 

I,' 
i: be as devastating for whites in 
, I the 1990s as it was for 
! ; blacks in the 1960s. The 

centerpiece of my solu­
tion was to abolish all federal support 
for single women with children. 

The response was, for me, unique. It 
is not just that the piece aroused more in­
tense reaction than anything I have writ­
ten since Losing Ground, but that so 
many people agreed with me. This is not 
normal. After I publish something. my 
mail and phone calls are usually split 
about 50/50 pro and con. This time, almost 
everyone agreed that the problem of ille­
gitimacy was just as bad as I described, 
and a surprising number of people. includ­
ing some ordinarily prudent people in the 
public eye, endorsed my radical notion of 
ending welfare altogether. 

All this leads me to believe that ille­
gitimacy is about to replace abortion as 
the next great national social debate. It 
should; not because the nation spends 
too much on welfare but because, as 
Moynihan said first and best, a commu­
nity that allows a large number of young 
men to grow up without fathers "asks for 
and gets chaos." I believe it is not hyper­
bole but sober fact that the current levels 
of illegitimacy already threaten the insti­
tutions necessary to sustain a free society. 

And so I want to end welfare. But 
this raises an obvious question: do we 

Charles Murray is Bradley fellow at the 
American Enterprise Institute. 

have any reason to believe that ending 
welfare will in fact cause a large-scale re­
duction in illegitimacy? Does welfare 
cause illegitimacy? 

The answer has seemed self-evident 
to people ranging from the man in the 
street to Nobel laureate economists. 

. The answer has not been nearly so' clear, 
however, to social scientists who have 
studied the problem, nor has the search 
for an answer been conducted with 
stately scholarly detachment. It has in­
stead been a hard-fought battle stretch­
ing back many years. Almost everyone 
has brought convictions about what the 
answer ought to be, for few issues have 
been so politically charged. But with a 
few lapses, the combatants have played 
by the technical rules in making their 

. points, and, after all this time, we have 
learned at least a few things on which 
we can agree. 

Two detailed reviews summarize 
the academic evidence. One, by Brown 
University economist Robert Moffitt, 
is called "Incentive Effects of the U.S. 
Welfare System: A Review," and it 
appeared in the Journal of Economic 
Literature in March 1992. I wrote the 
other one, called "Welfare and the 
Family: The U.S. Experience," as 
part of a special issue of the Journal 
of Labor Economics in January 1993, 
devoted to a set of articles comparing 
the American and Canadian social 
policy sponsored by the William H. 
Donner Foundation. 

What follows summarizes the major 
area of agreement that has developed 
over the last 10 years-necessarily sim­
plifying many findings and ignoring nu­
ances. Then I turn to the major remain­
ing area of disagreement. It brings to 
the attention of a general audience-for 
the first time, to my knowledge-a ma­
jor technical error in the understanding 
of black illegitimacy that has large con­
sequences for the subsequent debate. 
Bluntly: an importantand commonly 
used argument of those who say that 
welfare does not cause illegitimacy is 
180 degrees wrong. 

Where Analysts Agree: 

Studies of DiNerences 

Among States 


If the agreement could be summed up 
in a single sentence, it is that moderate 
differences in welfare benefits produce 
some differences in childbearing behav· 
ior, but only small ones. The main re­
search strategy for reaching this conclu­
sion has been to explore the effects of 
variations in AFDe (Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children) benefits across 
states. The hypothesis has been that 
since benefits vary widely, there should 
be differences in childbearing behavior 
as well, ifindeed welfare is a culprit in 
producing illegitimacy. 

Back in 1983, David Ellwood and 
Mary Jo Bane-both now senior officials 
in Clinton's Department of Health and 
Human Services-wrote the early ver­
sion of a paper (still being circulated in 
typescript) during the debate over Los­
ing Ground that everyone interpreted as 
proving that welfare doesn't cause in­
creases in illegitimacy, That's not exactly 
what the analysis found-their approach 
to the issue was indirect and used a 
methodology so complex that evaluating 
the results is difficult even for special­
ists-but "Ellwood and Bane" is never­
theless still cited in the media as the 
definitive study that welfare does not 
affect illegitimacy. 

Since then, several studies have ex­
plored the issue more directly, and the 
consensus has shifted to a tentative con­
clusion that welfare is implicated, but not! 
dramatically. The results from the recent 
studies have many differences, and it 
would be unrealistic to try to draw a con­
sensus from them about the magnitude 
of the effect of welfare. One study found 
a fairly large effect on childbearing be­
havior (for example, a predicted increase 
of 16 percent in the probability of teen 
births if welfare benefits rose 20 percent). 
but the effect was statistically insignifi­
cant. (This can happen when samples are 
small or the variation in results is very 

, ,large.) Another found an effect that was 

i 
! 
I 
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in the same ballpark (a 6 percent increase 
in childbearing by unmarried women in 
response to a 10 percent increase in wel­
fare benefits) and was also statistically· 
significant. Other stuoies have found sta­
tistically significant effects without re­
porting the magnitude. 

Until recently, studies of this issue 
have concluded that the effects of welfare 
are much easier to find among whites than 
among blacks. In two of the studies men­
tioned above, all of the apparent effect of 
differing welfare benefits on childbearing 
behavior was accounted for by the behav­
ior of whites. An additional study that was 
limited to black teenagers found only a 
smail, statistically insignificant effect. 

But the situation is changing. A re­
cent detailed study by Mark Fossett and 
Jill Kiecolt in lournal ofMarriage and the 
Family using 1980 census data found a 
substantial and consistent relationship be­
tween the size of public assistance pay­
ments and illegitimacy among black' 
women ages 20-24, even after controlling 
for a wide variety of economic, social, and 
demographic factors. Why did this study 
find a relationship where others had not? 
Partly because the analysis was more 
tightly focused than the others, using met­
ropolitan areas rather than states; partly 
because the study focused on a particular 

If IHI ARIA Of AGRIIMINI 
liN IHI WllfARI/ 
IlUGlTlMACY DIBAII) 
COUlD BI SUMMID UP IN A 
S.INGU SINIINCI, IT IS 
IHAI MODIRAII DlfflRINCIS 
IN WllfARI BINIFITS 
PRODUCI SOMI DlfflRINCIS 
IN CHilDBlARING BIHAVIOR, 
BUI ONlY SMAll ONISI 

age group (women ages 20-24) instead of 
lumping all women together: Much more 
work remains to be done regarding black 
illegitimacy and welfare, but the best bet 
at this time is that the results for blacks 
and whites will converge. Using what the 
social scientists call "cross-sectional 
data"-comparing different places at the 
same historical moment-it seems likely 
that welfare will be found to cause some 
portion of illegitimacy, but not a lot. 

The area of agreement, limited 
though it may sound, has important pol­
icy implications. Even taking the studies 
showing the largest statistically significant 
effect ofwelfare on childbearing, there is 
no reason to suppose that reducing wel­
fare benefits by 10 percent will produce 
more than about a 6 percent drop in 
childbearing among single women. This is 
not enough to make much difference in 
anything. More generally, if you were to 
ask scholars of various political view­
points in the welfare/illegitimacy debate 
about the prospective effects of other 
welfare proposals that have been in the' 
news recently-stopping the increase in 
benefits that kicks in when a second child 
is born, toughening workfare require­
ments, linking welfare to school atten­
dance, and so forth-almost all of us 
would be pessimistic. We have different 
reasons,for thinking that such changes 
would be good or bad, but the available 
data do not give much cause to think that 
such small changes will produce more 
than small effects. 

Where Analysts Disagree: 
Variation Across Time 

The favored way of examining the effects 
of welfare. taking advantage of the natural 
variation in AFOC payments across states, 
has a number of defects. 

One problem with drawing compar­
isons across states is that state-by-state 
differences in welfare benefits are not so 
great as they seem. When you are first 
told that Louisiana has an average 
monthly AFOC payment of $169 and Cali­
fornia has a monthly payment of $640 

(the 1990 figures), the difference looks 
huge. But some federal benefits (such as 
food stamps) are more generous in low 
AFDC states, and Medicaid is available 
everywhere. Adding in everything, the 
proportional differences in the welfare 
packages available in different states 
shrink. And when you then put those dif­
ferences in terms of the local economy, 
the difference nearly disappears. When 
the General Accounting Office compared 
the value of welfare packages in 13 loca­
tions across the country in the late 1970s, 
when state-by-state AFOC differences 
were near their peak, the agency found 
that the San Francisco package turned 
out to provide an income equivalent to 66 
percent of the median household income 

.	in San Francisco, while the New Orleans 
package provided an income equivalent 
to 65 percent of the median household in­
come in New Orleans. Should we be sur­
prised to find that welfare differences be­
tween Louisiana and San Francisco do 
not produce much difference in out-of­
wedlock childbearing? 

Another problem is that a powerful 
. factor masks the effects of welfare on 
blacks when scholars base the analysis 
on states. The black-white difference 
in illegitimacy goes back to the earliest 
post-Civil War data. No scholar has ever 
succeeded in explaining away this racial 
difference with any combination of eco­
nomic, social, or educational control vari­
ables. The residual diffe~ence is astonish­
ingly large. In a large national database 
(the National Longitudinal Study of 
Youth), the probability that a baby will 
be born to a single woman is more than 
twice as high for blacks as whites afler 
controlling for age, education, socioeco­
nomic background, and poverty. For rea­
sons that are still not understood, some­
thing in black culture tolerates or encour­
ages birth out of wedlock at higher rates 
than apply to white culture in any given 
year, and this has been true before and af­
ter welfare was introduced. The problem 
is that "black culture" (a term I am using 
because no one knows how to describe it 
more specifically) is not spread evenly 
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FIGURE 1 

WELFARE BENEFITS AND ILLEGITIMACY 
A SIMPLE COMPARISON 
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Source: Illegitimacy data since 1960: National Center for Health SIatistics. 'Advance Report of Final Natality Statistics.' Monthly Vital 
Statistics Report. vol. 42. no. 3(5) (Sept. 9. 19931. table 16. and comparable tables in earlier volumes. Data prior to 1960: National 
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across the United States. The states in 
which blacks have the very lowest illegiti­
macy ratios are places like Idaho. Mon­
tana. North and South Dakota. Alaska, 
Hawaii, New Hampshire, and Maine, 
where AFDC payments are often well 
above the national average. but a very 
small black population lives in the midst 
of a dominating white culture (with its 
much lower illegitimacy ratios). Most of 
the states with the very lowest AFDC pay-. 
ments are in the Deep South. where 
blacks not only constitute a major portion 
of the popUlation, but are densely con­
centrated in given areas-also, in other 
words, where whatever-it-is about black 
culture that produces high illegitimacy is . 
likely to permeate the world in which 
black youngsters grow up. In statistical 
terms, this means that a great deal of 
noise is introduced when one analyzes the 
effect of varying AFDC payments. The 
same data that show no relationship be­
tween welfare and illegitimacy among 

blacks across states suddenly show such a 
relationship when one controls for the 
size and density of the black popUlation. 

. The main problem with comparisons 
across states is that they ignore the over­
riding historical reality that welfare went 
up everywhere in the United States in a 
concentrated period of time, producing an 
overall national change that dwarfs the 
importance of between-state differences. 
Focusing on differences between states ig­
nores the main effect. 

Even when one takes a historical per­
spective. the story is a complex one. Here, 
pictorially, is the main battleground in the 
debate over whether welfare causes ille­
gitimacy (see Figure 1). . . 

There are many things to argue about 
in this figure. Probably the one you have 

heard most often involves the size of the 


. welfare package. I have shown it as a com­

bination of AFDC, food stamps, Medicaid, 

and public housing subsidies, using con­
servative methods for valuing these com­

ponents. Those who argue for an expan­
sion of welfare benefits would have shown 
a much different figure. showing just the 
AFDC benefit. which in real terms has re­
treated to 19505 levels. 

But to focus on just the AFDC cash 
payment is an example of the bogus part 
of the welfare/illegitimacy debate that 
most parties to the debate arc now be­
yond. at least when they talk among 
themselves. Statements such as "welfare 
benefits are now back to I950s levels" of­
ten show up in congressional testimony 
and the network news shows. but no seri­
ous student will deny that food stamps. 
Medicaid. and housing benefits are part 
of the relevant package available to a 
young woman with a baby and that 
those have expanded dramatically, along 
with a hodge podge of other benefits 
both federal (the Women, Infants. and 
Children's Supplemental Feeding Pro­
gram, for example) and state or munici­
pal (heating fuel subsidies, eviction pro­
tection, for example). Arguments about 
the specific value of Medicaid and public 
housing subsidies could result in minor 
shifts in the trend line shown in the fig­
ure. but the overall shape must remain 
the same by any method of computation: 
a very large increase in the last half of the 
1960s, a smaller drop in real value in the 
last half of the 1970s (because of infla­
tion-the nominal value of benefits con­
tinued to rise). and only small changes 
since the early 1980s, when inflation sub­
sided. This basic shape of the trend in 
welfare benefits sparks the authentic 
part of the debate, which may be summa­
rized as follows. 

Looking at the figure. we see that 
the real value of the AFDC benefit first 
available in 1936 begins to rise in the 
mid-1940s. By the end of the 1940s. the 
illegitimacy ratio begins a modest rise 
too. The increase in AFDC steepens 
somewhat in the mid-1950s. and within 
a few years the slope of the illegitimacy 
ratio steepens as well. Then in the mid­
1960s the trend lines for both the value 
of the welfare package and illegitimacy 
shoot sharply upward. All of this is con­
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~islent with an argument that welfare is 
:111 important cause of illegitimacy. 

But there is another side to this story. 
;IS shown in the graph after the early 
llJ70s. After 1973. the value cf the welfare 
package begins to drop. while illegitimacy 
continues to increase. This is inconsistent 
\\ith a simple relationship of welfare to il­
kgitimacy. Why didn't illegitimacy de­
crease a few years after the value of wel­
fare began to decline? 

At this point. the published research 
literature is little help. The "research," if 
it may be called that. has consisted 
mostly of pointing to the part of the 
graph that is consistent with one's posi­
tion. But the contending parties in the 
debate must hold certain underlying as­
sumptions about how causation is going 
\0 work in such a situation. Let's suppose 
you want to argue that the trend in ille­
gitimacy should have flattened and re­
versed when the real value of welfare 
benefits stopped climbing. It seems to 
me that this implies two assumptions: 
(I) fertility behavior is highly sensitive to 
incremental changes in welfare benefits, 
independent of existing fertility trends 
among single women. and (2) young 
women accurately and quickly discount 
nominal increases in welfare according 
to changes in the Cons'umer Price Index. 

I do not find either of those assump­
tions plausible. In the late 19705, social 

IWAS PIRSUADIO BY THI 
IVIDINCI THAT ACASI 
COUlD NOT BI MAOI THAT 
WllfARI CAUSIO MORI 
IlUGlTlMATI BIRTHS, ONlY 

, 

THAT WllfARI RAISIO THI 
i; 

,	PROBABIliTY THAT AGlVIN 
BIRTH WOUlD BlllUGITIMATI. 
IWAS WRONG. 

scientists knew that the real value of the 
welfare benefit was declining, but the 
young woman in the street probably did 
not. She was. after all, seeing her friends 
on welfare get checks that were larger 
every yea'r. and health care and housing 
benefits that were more important every 
year as prices went up. 

People like me also have to meet a 
burden. however. The main one. as I see 
it. is to spell out how a complex causal se­
quence is working, for. clearly. a simple 
causal link (fertility behavior among sin­
gle women goes up and down with the 
value of the welfare check) doesn't work. 
One of the key features of my explanation 
is the assumption that many of the social 
restraints on illegitimacy erode as out-of­
wedlock births become more common. 
Thus we may argue that the very large in­
crease in benefits in the 1960s was indeed 
a major CUlprit in jacking up the illegiti­
macy ratio, but that the increased preva­
lence took on a life of its own in the 1970s. 
I find this plausible but. obviously, many 
who use the 1970s as evidence that welfare 
does not cause illegitimacy must not find it 
plausible. Here, the prescription to im­
prove the quality of the debate is for both 
sides to spell out the assumptions that go 
into their causal arguments and test them 
against the data. 

The Great Black 
Fertility Illusion 

This brings us to the issue I mentioned 
earlier. that on one argument crucial to 
the debate, the accepted wisdom is 180 
degrees wrong. It involves black illegiti­
macy. which has always been at the cen­
ter of public concern about illegitimacy, 
and at the center of debate about causes. 
Many of you who have followed the wel­
fare debate will recognize it, for the argu­
ment is made frequently and volubly. It 
goes like this: 

Yes. the proportion of black children 
born to single women started to shoot up 
rapidly during the 1960s. But during that 
same period, the incidence of births 
among single black women was actually 

going down. If the increases in welfare 
during the 1960s had such terrible effects. 
why were fewer single black women hav­
ing babies? Here are the trendJines for 

the proportion (represented by the line 


. labeled proportion) and incidence ( rep­

resented by the line labeled incidence) 

(see Figure 2). 

As one writer put it: "Unmarried 
black women were having babies at a 
considerably lower rate in 1980 than they 
were in 1960. Further. the birth rate 
among black single women had fallen al­
most without a break since its high in 
1961." The author? Me, writing in Losing 
Ground. At that time. like everyone else 
involved in the welfare/illegitimacy de­
bate, I took for granted that the produc- ' 
tion of black illegitimate babies was 
failing, even though the proportion of 
black children born to single women was 
rising. and that this was something that 
those who would blame welfare for ille­
gitimacy would have to explain away. 

Such explanations are available be­
cause fertility rates were falling for mar­
ried women as well. One may acknowl­
edge that broad social forces can have an 
overriding influence on the propensity of 
women to have children and still argue 
that welfare has an independent role in 
shaping the marital circumstances sur­
rounding the children who are born. But, 
given the figure shown here. it becomes 
implausible to make the more ambitious 
argument that welfare bribes women to 
have children. no matter how often social 
workers tell you that they know of many 
such cases. That is why. in the example 
of Harold and Phyllis, which became 
one of the best-known sections of Losing 
Ground, I was ca~eful to begin the sce­
nario with Phyllis already pregnant. I was 
persuaded by the evidence summarized 
in the paragraph above that a case could 
not be made that welfare caused more il­
legitimate births, only that welfare raised 
the probability that a given birth would 
be illegitimate. 

I was wrong. Figure 2 reflects a sta­
tistical illusion. Here is the appropriate 
way to view the production of black ba-
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TWO WAYS OF LOOKING AT BLACK ILLEGITIMACY (see Figure 3). i : 
;"1 ,', : 
" ' 	 The line for the proportion remainsIllegitimacy can be represented by two measures: the proportion and the incidence of babies born out I,
.' of wedlock. Figures 2 and 3 show identical upward lines for the proportion (the illegitimacy ratio). Figure unchanged. but what a dramatic differ­

2. however, shows that the incidence of out-of-wedlock births has trended downward unevenly until the ence in the measure of incidence. The
mid-1980s. While Figure 3 shows an upward trajectory, Both figures measure the incidence of births to 
single black women, but they do so in different ways, Which is the more useful measure to understand incidence of black illegitimacy did not 
the rate at which illegitimate babies are being born? peak in 1960; on the contrary, it re­

In Figure 2, the number of illegitimate births to black women is expressed in ,terms of the population mained roughly steady until 1967. whenof single black women. That measure would be appropriate if the proportion of Single women in the 
black population held constant. But it didn't; it soared over the period shown here. To get an accurate suddenly it shot up and continued in­
measure of the changing' production of illegitimate babies,' we need to compare illegitimate births to creasing with only short breaks through
th,: black female population, The'slop,e pfthe line in Figure 2 reverses, 
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the end of the 1980s. 

70 What statistical game has been 
played? If you take a careful look at the 

OJ 
65 	 Q) labels in the figures, you may be able to 

n 
'" figure it out for yourself-notice the slight 

60 	 iD difference in wording between "illegiti­
~-

mate births per 1.000 single black women' 355 
n 
Q) in the first graph and "illegitimate births 
'< 
;050 per 1.000 black women." 
~ 
0' Statistics don'tlie, as long as every­

45 '0 
('!) one is clear on precisely what question is 
;:; 
('!) being asked and precisely what the statis­

40 	 :J 

iii tic measures. Here. we are interested in 
OJ; two separate phenomena: proportion35 
So and incidence. Proportion can be mea­

30 ~' 
sured only one way (divide the number 

C' 
;5: of illegitimate babies by the total number 
':J25 
.!!!- of live births). But in Figures 2 and 3, we 

used two different ways of measuring in­20 
1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 cidence, and they showed utterly differ­

ent results. They cannot both be right. 
70 Which one is? 

FIGURE 3 OJ 
65 	 Q) The underlying sense of "incidence" 

n is "frequency relative to a consistent '" 
60 	 iD base." If the size of a population were 

~: constant, then we could simply use the 
355 	 Q) 
(') 

raw number of illegitimate births as our 

50 
'< measure of incidence. But populations d( ;0 

~ not remain constant Therefore we need'0' 
45 S to divide the number of births by some 

('!) 

;:; denominator that will hold the popuJatioi 
40 	 :J 

('!) 

factor constant. The usual way to do thisiii 
OJ; is by using the number of single women a 

35 
So the denominator. This makes intuitive 

sense. since we are talking about 'Illegiti­36 	
~. 

C' mate births. But it is an inferior measure ;5: 
25 ::r of incidence because the real issue we an.!!!­

interested in is the production of illegiti­
20 mate babies per unit of population. Wha! 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 

, few people, including me, thought about 
Source: Computed from National Center for Health Statistics, -Advance Report of Final Natality Statistics,' Monthly Vital Seatisties Repan, for many years is that it is possible for thl 
vol. 42, no, 3(5) (Sept. 9.1993), Figure 2: tables 1 and 17, and comparable tables in earlier volumes, Figure 3: tables 1 and 16, and 
comparable tables iii earlier volumes, production of illegitimate babies per unil 

58 THE Alv\ERICAN ENTERPRISE 



•• 

of population to go up even while the 
probability that single women have ba­
bies goes down. 

This seeming paradox can occur if 
the number of single women suddenly 
changes far out of proportion to the in­
crease in the overall population. and 
that's what happened to blacks during 
the 19605. In a mere five-year period 
from 1965 to 1970, the proportion of 
black women ages 15-44 who were 
married plummeted by 10 percentage 
points, from 64.4 to 54.6 percent-an 
incredible change in such a basic social 
behavior during such a short period of 
time. (During the same period, the com­
parable figure for whites fell from 69 to 
66 percent.) Black marriage continued to 
fall throughout the 1970sand 1 980s, hit­
ting a low of 34 percent in 1989-barely 
more than half the proportion that pre­
vailed in 1960. 

To see what this does to the inter­
pretation of fertility rates, think of the 
familiar problem of interpreting 
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores. 
Whenever the scores go down, you read 
news stories pointing out that maybe ed­
ucation isn't getting worse but that more 
disadvantaged students (who always 
would have scored low. but had not 
been taking the SAT) have entered the 
SAT pool. therefore causing the scores 
to fall. It is a similar scenario with the 
pool of black single women: By 1970, a' 
large number of black women who 
would have been married in the world 
of 1960 were not married. The pool was 
being flooded. Did these new additions 
to the pool of single women have the 
same propensity to have babies out 
of wedlock as the old pool of single 
women? The contrast between the two' 
figures suggests that the plausible an­
swer, no, is correct. 

The crucial point is that the number 
of illegitimate babies in the black popula­
tion-not just the proportion, but the 
number-produced in any given year 
among a given number of blacks nearly 
doubled between 1967 and 1990, even 
though the fertility rate among single 
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black women felL It increased most radi­ dence of black children born to unmarried 
cally from 1967 to 1971, tracking (with a women increased, eventually surpassing 
two-year time lag) the most rapid rise in the rate for married couples. Something 
welfare benefits. Or in other words, black was making that particular behavior swim 
behavior toward both marriage and out­ against a very strong tide, and, to say the 
of-wedlock childbearing during the pe­ least, the growth of welfare is a suspect 
riod in which welfare benefits rose so with the means and opportunity. 
swiftly behaved exactly as one would This new look at black illegitimacy. 
predict if one expected welfare to dis­ then, knocks the legs out from under one 
courage women from getting married and of the main arguments that has been used 
induce single women to have babies. to eXCUlpate welfare's role in promoting il­

When we then take the same mea­ legitimacy 20 years from now. This will 
sure and look at it over the 70-year sweep not stop the debate. The map linking wel­
from 1920 to 1990, comparing black inci­ fare and illegitimacy still has big gaps. Op­
denceof birth within marriage and outside timistically, the progress we have been 
marriage, all against the backdrop of the making in the last decade will continue. 
value of the welfare package, this is how Pessimistically, it had better. For if illegiti­
the picture looks (see Figure 4). macy is as serious a problem as I think. we 

The figure is not in any way "proof" cannot afford to waste much more time in 
of a causal relationship. But it is equally deciding what needs to be done. 
important to confront the plain message 
of these data. At the same time that pow­
erful social and economic forces were 
pushing down the incidence of black chil­
dren born to married couples. the inci-
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