MICROCOFY RESOLUTION TEST CHART

Hatikal BLRIALD 0F wTARDARDG-1%G 2




ED 137 421 o : - 0D 016 224

AUTHOR Procopio, Marielien; Perella, Frederick J., Jr.

TITLE Poverty Profile USA.

INSTITUTION Missionary Society of St. Paul the Apostle, K. Y.

PUE DATE 78

NOTE 93p.

EDRS PRICE WF-$0.83 HC-$4.67 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *¥*Econopnic Disadvantagement; Economic Factors;
Economic Status; *Government Role; *Low Income
Groups; *Poverty Progranmns; Reral Areas; Social
Welfare; UGrban Areas; Welfare Problems; *¥Welfare
Recipients; *Welfare Services

IDENTIFIERS *Campaign for Human Developmnent

ABSTRACT

This second edition of "Poverty Profile", published
by the Missionary Society of St. Paul the Apostle as part of their
,Campalgn for Human Dévelcpment updates the data Examlneﬂ 13 the

uelia:e p:agrams aeslgned ta alleviate the affe¢ts af Egvez%j. The
extent to which poverty affects millions of Americans is discussed
and specific groups such as the elderly poor, children, the rural
pooxr, the urban poor, and the working poor, along with the
racial=ethnic distribution of poverty are addressed. Various
standards that are used to measure poverty, such as the poverty index
and the one half of the median income index are defined and
explained. A variety of government sponsored programs such as the
U.5. Department of Agpiculture's Food Assistance Programs, Title VII
and-Title XX for the elderly are discussed. Alsc included is an
explanation of myths and facts about welfare programs and welfare
recipients. A short bibliography on poverty, huznger, the elderly,
employment, hou51ng, pealth, social welfare programs, and athe;

- poverty related issues is included. (Author/AM)

* ' Dacumants acgulréﬁ by ERIC ;nclude many 1nfarmal unpubllsheﬂ

* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal

* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the guality

* of the picrofiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available
% _via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not .

* responsible for the quality of the origimnal document. Reproductions
* sugplieﬂ hg EDRS "are fhé best that can be made from the ariginal.

*



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ol6 224

UJ

Poverty in America — tha
statistics and the pecple

who make up the poor in
the world's most affiuent

nation.

by
Mariellen Procopio

and
Frederick J, Perella, Jr.

U5 DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION A WELFARE
HATIOMAL IMSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
OUCED EXACTLY A% RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATIMG IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIRIONS
STATED DO HOT NECESSARILY REFRE-
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EQUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

PAULIST PRESS

New York, N.Y./Paramus, N.J.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

wiTH

EDUEATION FURTHER
TEIGE TRE EAIC 5Y5

Copyright ® 1976 by
The Missionary Scciely
of St. Paul the Apostle
in the State of Mew York

All rights reserved. No part of this book may herepr@duced;% trans- '
mitted in any form or by any means, electronic or.mechanical, in-
eluding photocopying, recording or by any information storage and

retrieval system, without permission in writing from the Publisher.

published by Paulist Press
Editorial Office: 1865 Broadway, N.Y., N.Y. 10023
Business Office: 400 Sette Drive, Paramus, N.J. 07652

Printed and bound in the
United States of America



- Preface

The first edition of Poverty Profile, published in the Falil of 1972,

- seems to have had useful results for both the Campaign for Human
Development and for many persons committed to social justice in
the United States. Over forty thousand copies have been circulated
and read by lay adult discussion groups, journalists, government
poficy makers, religious order superiors, and students in Catholic
and public -school systems, Several state Offices of Economic
Opportunity and ten Catholic dioceses have produced reports of
similar format, analyzing data on poverty in their own geographic
areas. Most of these reports improved on the style and content of
our booklet, and we have learned much from friends and
counterparts at state and local levels. Finally, most satisfying is the
knowledge that many educators have found this tool useful in their
efforts to inform students and enable them to analyze social issues
whicii iive serious moral and political ramifications.

Much of the data inciuded in the 1972 edition of Paverty Profile is
outdated now, although social and economic patterns reported. in
the booklet persist, Government programs . have changed signifi-
canlly, and issues such as government bureaucracy, federal and
state deficits, budgetary inefficiency and general inceme policy in a
time of economic slowdawn have moved to center stage in the
national debate. In this second edition, Poverty Prolile 1975, we
have attempted to update ihc data examined in the earlier edition,
and examine some of the current social welfare programs designed
to alleviate the affects of poverty. The content is not offered as a
" substantive examination of the causes of poverty or of all possibfe
directions for social change. Our hope is that Poverty Profile 1975
will serve as a resource booklel for those who wish to have concise
documentation of the exislence of poverty in the United States, in
order to act ta change that fact. A

Marielien Procopio

Frederick J. Perella, Jr.

Education Staff

Campalgn for Human Development
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introduction:
The Challenge of the Campaign
for Human Development

“A-greater spirit of solidarity among the rich, the marginal,
and those stili trapped in poverty.” - )
Adapted from the 1969 Bishops' Resolution to establish
-the Campaign for Human Development.

How do you create solidarity, across class lines, on the issue of

" poverty? Poverty has been analyzed and talked about, made the
. subject of political campaigns and sermons, for the last ten years

until peaple are virtually immune to the word, And yet, the Census
Bureau's figures reveal that there were 24,3 million poor people in
the United States in 1974, and probably many more if a reasonable

.standard of living is used as a poverly index. In polls measuring the

prominence of certain issues in publi¢ opinion, poverty ranks far
down the list. it seems that talk solves nothing.
The educational goal of the Campaign for Human Development is -

classes and a community of effort, producing a new understanding

- of poverty and its causes, and a will to-end them through new
- solutions. In short, change is the goal of the Campaign: changes in

the present patterns of power and income distribution in this

. society. Systemic changes, however, wiil only.occur if present
“attitudes and behavior. of all socio-economic. groups are also

changed, somehow bringing about different and more humanizing
ways of social interaction. In light of the fact that the National

~ Planning Association, in 1969, estimated that it would cost $100
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billion in the 1970's to eliminate poverty from the land, not even
considering the cost in social strain and conflict, it is apparent that
a2 major job is called for. How can change be generated?

The {erm “poverly” has been vaporized into %ﬁaﬁy related and
distracting issues in the past few years: welfare, militance, riots,
law and order, tax burdens, Vietnam, busing, low-income housing
relocation, and more. But poverty still exists. inadequate planning,
understanding, expenditures, and conviction on the part of the
nation as a whole, have characterized efforts to alleviate the poverty
cycle, The last twelve years have taught us several hard lessons
about poverty: first, poverty itself is a combination of economic
and social factors; and second, its causes and solutions will often
differ from group to group, among geographic areas and among
numerous cultures. Generalizations about the “Black community,”
the “Spanish speaking community,” the “poor,” and so on, are
most often simplistic and invalid. Third, eliminating poverty is not

= ah easy &r quick’jdb.

Large national programs, supported by taxpayers at a distance, or_
private charity programs which reach only one aspect of poverty
much more is needed besides.

" Solidarity among the groups must be worked for, so that the

needs and aspirations of each group may be cgmhaﬁ!y achieved. o

They must not be seen as threats to one another. In a time of
recession, shrinking economy and political cynicism, such
solidarity among diverse groups is very difficult to achieve.

To begin, large national programs of the government and of
private foundations are essential 1o build a national will for change.
In addition, understanding, thorough investigation of  issues,
education about facts, involvement, tedious persuasion and
suffering on the part of ordinary citizens, attempts to build
coalitions, people in day-to-day situations using their own expertize
and talents, are also necessary.

and ethnic lines:

1. Develop the conviction in different groups that the root causes -
of many of their needs or problems are related, and that only
by ‘working together in coalition can the goals of each group

be realized. The poor and many other groups share many of =

the same basic problems, even though the appearances may
differ from group to group. Poverly is essentially powerlass- .
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ness — the inability to choose, or the lack of opportunities lo
make one’s life more fully human. By working together to gain
strength and effectiveness, each group may be salisfied, and
human community may be created.

2. Preach the social implications of the Gospe! of Christ and the

realization that being deeply concerned and active for justice
is a required and inherent part of being a Christian for every-
one, laity included. ;
Jesus made it abundantly clear that working for justice for the
poor and the oppresséd is an inescapable requirement of following
Him:

Then the virte ous will'say to Him in reply, "Lord, when did
we see you hungry and feed you? Or thirsty and give you
drink? When did we see you a stranger and make you wel-
come? Naked and clothe you? Sick in prison and go 1o see
you? Insofar as you did this to one of the least of these
brothers of mine, you did it to Me."” ,
(Matthew: 25)

..Jesus told many stories in addition to the one above to make His

point. Luke's Gospel recounts the story of a poor man, Lazarus,
who sat for years, begging outside the gates of a rich man’s home.
Never did the rich man so much as notice him. When they died, the
rich man, now commonly known as Dives, went'to hell, and Lazarus
to heaven. Abraham, refusing Dives’ request to send Lazarus back
from the dead to warn Dives' brothers of the consequences of such
narrowness, stated: “If they will not listen to either Moses or the
prophets, they will not be convinced even if someone should rise
from the dead.” '
Can the same be said of modern day Christians? The point of the

.. . after eignty years of modern social teachings and over
two thousand years of the Gospel of Love . . . the Chureh
conscience of her people . . . . The faithful, particularly the
more wealthy and comfortable . .. simply do not see
structured social injustice as a sin . . . and feel no person-



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

al responsibility for it . . . . To live like Dives with Lazarus
at the gate is not even perceived as sinful.

Thereafter, in their landmark statement, “Justice in the Worid,”
the Bishops added:

Action on behalf of justice and participation in the trans-
formation of the world fully appear to us as a constitutive
dimension of the preaching of the Gospel, or in other
words, of the Church's mission for the redemption of the
human race and its liberation from every oppressive
situation . . . .~

According to the Christian message, therefore, man's re-
lationship to his neighbor is bound up with his relation-
ship to God . . . . Christian lave of neighbor and justice
cannot be separated. For love implies an absolute demand
for justice, namely a recognition of the dignity and rights
of one's neighbor. (Emphasis ours).

... the Church has the right, indeed the duty, to pro-
claim justice on the social, national and international
levels and to denounce instances of injustice, when the
fundamental rights of man -and his very salvation
demand it. '

. . . While the Church is bound to give witness to justice,
she recognizes that anyone who ventures to speak to
people about justice must first be just in their eyes, Hence
we must undertake an examination of the modes of acting
and of the possessions and lifestyle found within the
Church herself . . ..

Our purpose in publishing this booklet is to provide as concisely
as possible a broad survey of poverty in the United States. It is our
hope that educators, men and women of good will who seek to act
justly, and those already concerned about poverty, will find here
material which is- informative and helpful in developing an
understanding of the many issues related to poverty. This

~understanding will hopefully lead to a deepening of -concern,

personal investigation of the issues in one's own community, and
personal of group commitment to action, Having suggested that the
printed word alone cannot transfo{m attitudes or redirect behavior,
we do not offer this profile as the final word either in fact or
analysis. But we believe it can be helpful in providing a resource for
those who, already committed, may wish to communicate their



concern; o+ in providing for those who wish to understand, a first
poor, and openness to the signs of the times must follow this
introduction, so that together we can create a society for the good
of all,
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Poverty:
How Bad It Is

- 7 A STUDY IN GDNTF?ASTS -
i 1974, the median income of the averagé Amenf‘aﬁ famlly w1th -

-~ four members was $12,840. Half of 55,712,000 families earned Iess?
: "‘thaﬁ $12,840, and half earned ‘more. Almost 40% of U.S. families
,earnad more than’ $15, 000; ‘among this group, some 11 5% or 6.4 .

= m:llmn fan’uhes earned 525 DDQ or more in 1974, Althaugh inflated

budgets mcst Améncans spendmg hablts were ﬁDt gravely -

. affected: People still went on costly vacations, baught televlsmns
'dishwashers and. other large appliances, paid higher medical and -

“games for appmx:mately $7.50 a ticket.”

Amgrlcans there exists blatant poverly:. severe- want for the basmg ;

necessities of daily life - facd clothlng,"shelter ‘medical care..
'»Accﬂrdmg to Census Bureau ‘statistics- for 1974, there were 24 13 ;

h'j"”’:mllhﬂn poor-people in the United States, These are people who

;_i:annt:t buy . Eﬁcugh of the nght food to be prcpérly nourished; whn’_f‘i__'
s cannot - afford .to mamtam or heat their- homes; whose cl@thmg is
adequately warm -or- wearable and whc cannct pay far the

- gcvernment f:gures there were 24 3 mlllnon pacr Amerlcans ,7
'ijiim 1974.° BT : R SRS TP

o

dental bills, and. bought ‘about- 10,236,320 seats- at pro football -

—‘matenal exﬁéﬁditures m rnany ccnsumér aréas, fc:r mI"IDﬂS of .
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k Why are these peaple paar‘? Because they do ngt have access tov i

'jabs sufflclent educatlgn palitlcal representatmn - all these are )
: necessary tc ‘establish a decent life free from Excesswe want;

"2 POVERTY IS INVISIBLE

Being without the four basic needs in a severe way has always_

_ “been seen as destitution. Certainly in the Umted States there are -
v‘relatwely few beggars in the street or nakad children bloated from
.~ hunger; But destitution Is considered a crime in America. Opinions. .
like these — “If | can make it-anyone can,” or “Nobody gives me - -
aﬁy haﬁdsuts," or “Why‘ shc)uid my taxes suppért those lazy L

,mws:ble Clathes second hand .0r even new, can be had rather.,;
: “mexpénswely,‘ thanks to mass" production. Ap mnar—c:ty school

teacher can describe many a student who comes to school sporting "
a decent set of «:Iathmg, but who wears.the same clothes every day - .
for weeks. Yet these clothes, kept clean, hide the poverty. Potato -
chlps and sodas eaten for lunch can fatten a c"nld without prcwdmg
him or her with needed protéins. EEET )
It is hard to reconcile the attitudes toward thls statlstlcal ;o

:lmperscnal word, “poverty,” and the .covered-over, inhuman a..pe«:ts .
- "of poverty as théy affect millions of peaple What of the fact that :
approxlmatély 10 million Americans (the papulatmns of New York

.. City and Los Angeles combined) still- -go to bed hungry every mght. .
‘and” that an estimated 25 million suffer from malnutrition?” A -

- mother's protein deficiencies during pregnancy, or a young child’s™
nutritional deficiencies in early years, will result in mental and . - -
physical problems.  which would take three generations Df gaad
“health to offset, ac;ardlng to medical studies. Yet it IS almost,

_impossible to believe that these facts cauld be true in such an .-
" affluent and over-fed. society: TR

_-... Many -of us often miss the unskilled, the disabled, the elderly_ L
.= poof, the mlnantnes secluded. in ghettos or in remote rural areas. - :

. - Lately, with the rise of unemplayment aver the last two years; cne Ei
" has‘seen millions of ‘people ‘out of work. both in cities and-in- -

- non-metropolitan areas. But those people who are’ chronically pccr;’f LT
are less visible now than during the 1960's. Economic strains have = -
brought retrenchment on the part of people and governments. Mass - .

g media tnes 10 present the snuatmn but the E\averty in-the-tube 15;' :

) ,]ust as remote and unreal as the vnclence in the news. Iﬂ reahty. theff




depresslen, raclal pr;ledeé. and pDIlllGal p@werlessness brmgs S
- about -self-doubt, * self-hatred, convictions. of one's lack: of '
. tmpertance, and despair. There is usually fittle "awareness of the
- root causes Df the prablems there is httle ldea Qf haw to seek help
or pcmtn:any Thls Ieads to psychc!cglcal pcverty as well
' “But,” one may ask, “aren’t those poor people on television pretty
i 'charged up and convinced of their own power?” The few leaders in
: 7 the_news, at hearings or at demonstrations are aggressive, even
. angry, and strong. They have broken the bonds of psychological =~
L 'pcverty and are fightiﬁg for rights and freedcm frt:m'\ want. ’T’héy are.

; 'pécple WhD mlght care |f they really knew the depths Df everyday,
b abject paveny ]
.'3 EG‘C)NDMIC-‘ALLY SPEAKING .

.- ~Another way of lagklng af poverty is the view that the poor, fcr
-:-. gome reason, are not “productive” in American terminology. They
;.- are not or cannot be “needed” so that a sufficient “price” is offered ..

to-them to continue their production. In the American economic
~: system,- remuneration for valued production -or productivity is. .. -

- income. Somehow the poor have no “goods and services” to offer

=~ which someone else finds useful enough to exchange for his goods
L aﬁd ' sérvir:es (e g s adequate iﬁt."‘(jﬁ’\é héalth iﬁsuram:e fair”.

sknls aﬁd gaod Eﬁaugh health are not "rehable " are m;t
. “efficient.” In a society where economic worth plays a major roie in
/déterfﬁlmng social worth, the poor can feel unneeded.
: 7_14 THE NLIMEEF? DF PDQR ) ,
- How-many poor persons. are ‘there in the Umted States? It
depénds on how you count or measure pc:werty ‘Any defmltmn of =
- 'poverty, and the resulting statistical count of the poor, ‘will vary ’
-+ .- according to standards of inadequate living, costs of food and other
L necessities, gecgraphlcal Icu:atlc;n cultural traditions. Income Ievel
:VVIS usually chcsen as the most r:onmstent mast reliablé Fﬁeasure,

bmty ID génerate income: gge,r health séxiriwnatuve ablhty, >
self-esteem, ambition, “education and - skills, -racial and ethnic—
'jbackgmunds famlly size, gacgraphlcal Iacatmn e«:cmt:omn: appor- C
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'»tunlty in an area.
. The government's pavarty level inc:r;me is defmed on a slidmg

. scale — by the amount of income necessary to provide the four ..
& hasic needs mentioned above, for a specific family size, depending -
" on the cost of living in the area (costs are usually figured to be 15% .
" . lower for rural areas than for urban areas). By federal government
figures (Census Bureau's “Current Popufation Reports,” Series. .

P-60, No. 99), there were 24.3 milhcm pnnr persoﬁs in the L!mted )

- States m 1974 of these

; 4, B mlllmn were unrelated fndwlduals
24.3 million

" These figures are based on a total U.S. pcpuiatiéﬂ‘ of abautéﬂé_é s
" million péople. This does not include about 300,000 unrelated

individuals under the age of fourteen (orphans and wards of the _

" state); prison inmates; and mmtary personnel and thenr famllles _1:: '
ﬂnmestu: and .foreign-based, living on bases. - - o

.. These figures are based on a U.S. Government Standard - Df‘ 3
F‘:\verty used by the Department of Agriculture, the Department of

Health, Education and Welfare, and. other agencies. 1t is \:ruclal to

estimate-the adequacy of this standard because it serves as a;' '

measurement of our social needs in the Umted States, and as a'

criterion for eligibility h::r lncame’ aSsustance ahd aree re-develop-

* ment programs.

5. POVERTY INDEX DEFINED , . o c
‘According to Herman Miller, former Chief of the Population

Division of the Census Bureau, in his book Rich Man, Poor Man,”

- the standard index is based on an estimated cost of food gxpendts o

tures, times three, times the number of penple ina family.” It is

. assumed that the average famny of three or more perscms saenﬂsﬁ
.- %13 of its budget on food. The index was originally figured on the - -
" Department of Agriculture’s 1961 Economy Food Plan, whose costs . :

. vary . according to" size and. composition of. the - family. - (As of- -

 September, 1975, the USDA's economy food-plan has been super-: '~;f
_ seded by the Thrifty Food Plan; specific food items have changed - ",
but the cost level remains  essentially the samé) Presently, the - :

poverty index thresholds are updated every year to reflect changes-

in the Cansumer Price Index. However, ihe price af iaad alane has g

' Hermgn P. M|Her Rl:h Man, Pour Man. Mew York: Thomas Y. l:rt:we” 1??] Cnpyrlghlg o

1971 by Thamas Y. Crawell Ine.: Reprinted with permission af 'he pubhﬁhﬁr (Muterml
tukgn fram - 117- 123) . :

a7
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thls

“risem rnczre rapfdly in the last twe years than- prl«;es af all gaua’s " 4
represented on-the CPI. Thus the poverty index has not grcwn as -~ -
~fast as the real cost of living for poor people. L

For 1974, the pt:werty threshold for a nonfarm famtly of four was

$5,038. This breaks down to %1, 260 per. person-a vyear: $3.45 a
‘person a day, with only $1.15 (or 1/3 of the budget) per person a =
day for food. The t:mly diet possible for that cost, just barely, is the = -
"USDA's Thrifty Ford Plan, which:is not considered by government -~
officials or privale health r::ffn:yals to be adequately nutritious for

daily’ cansurﬁphen

© 8. Paverty Index Breakdown - . .-
.The %5, C}BS index fora faurrpersan ?amlly wculd net a budget hke

- 173 (81, E?Q) for food: or $1.15 a day per person; £8, GS per
week per. person. It requirgs little figuring to reahge how:
- grossly inadequate a_diet this would altow. )

. 1/3 (81,679} for rent or morlgage:. on s'méﬁthly basis this. -
figures out to $140, and must consider an apartment or hquse
Iarge enough to accommodate four people.

:1/3($1,679) for everything else: or $35 a month per person fcrrr S

_medicdl and dental care, personal and properly insurance,
c:lgthmg,,furmture and home repair, utilities bills, transporta-
tion, school expénses, taxes, cultural activities, entertainment,

- vacation expenses, etc. o

In light of today’s prices, this type of budget for a family of four -
w@uld appear to be a ]DRE a bad joke. Ecanamlzmg and cutting
dav.m on !uxunes,,cr even on some of the essentials, have been
ac:agtﬂd by mgst Americans in th= last two years. Yet this figure of =~

$5.038 to-maintain a four-person family is unreasonably fow. By -~ .~~~
‘government standards, the poverty index for a two-member family, -

nonfarm,-is $3, 312 a year, and fora farm fam:ly of two it is 52,819 a ',
year. A ‘breakdown of these figures wguld allow’ ‘the fgllcwmgi
budgets for these twc -person farﬁmés :

: 53.’:312 Yegriy. 2 Persons Nonfarm

.- 173 (51 7(34) for fm:d or abc‘:ut $1 SD day per pEI‘SDﬁ- B
© 173 (81,104). for rent or mr:rtgage or 392 a month. ’ .
- '1/3 (37 704) for Every!hmg e/se, or $46 per persan per r‘m:mth
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. 82,819 Ye?ai'ly‘ 2 Perscns‘? Farm

‘ 1!3 ($940) for fcmd c::r $1 29 a day per persan
173 (8940) fr:r rent or maor ‘gage or $78 a month; .
: 1/3 ($940) for everything EISE or abcut SB'D per persnﬁ a’

S ~ month.
: F

b Paverty Index Detficit . :
- These statistics do not mean that people classmed as . "ptzc:r"

.- receive even this much money a year. Millions of poor genple in this
»cc:untry,_ live below the poverty thresholds established for the . :
different categories. According to government statistics, among-all - -

families in- poverty in 1974, 50% received. 81,538 less than the.

“poverty. standard set for their family. size..Of 6,502,000 elderly ..
- Individuals' classified as’poor, 32.4% or about 2,105,000 re\:ﬁlved T
. incomes that fell bEIBW the poverty- mdex level. e

' E THFHFTY FQDD PLAN (Fgrmerly the Economy Food" F’Ian) -

‘Many of the factors that combine to’ preduce a poverty.situation

revolve around a basic root cause/effect: poor health resulting from ¢

inadequate diet. The. Department of Agriculture’'s Thrifty Food Plan
has been defmed by the USDA iiself as a “minimally nutr:tlaus diet -
for emergem:y or tempnrary use.” (MI”EF Rich Man, Poor Man). Yet -

- this food plan (the cheapest and least autritious of thrée other plaﬁs)
" is the basis for determining Food Stamp coupon allotments and the

poverty index, Somehow the government doesn't seem to admit to
itself that poverty, seemingly a permanent and endemic sore in this -

. nation, will never-be alleviated if the responsible agencies treat the i
_problem superficially, in a continual effort to reduce the. c:c::sts of

public assistance pmgrams without reaalvmg the root causes Df

f‘ichromc poverty. In testimony before the Senate Select Committee -
- on- Nutrition: and Human Needs in 1969, representatwes of ‘the”
Departrﬁem csf Agricuiture explamed the Ec:cmnmy chd Plan th:s

way:

'T‘he cost of . this emFmEﬁcy plan is ﬂDt a reasanable
measure of basic money needs for a good diet. The public
asmstance agency that. recognijzes the. Ilmltatmns of -its"

”chentele and is mterssted in their ‘nutritional - well-being

- wills reccmmend a money allowance for food cansuderably
hlgher than the cost of the Economy Food Plan ..., .- -
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And in further hearmgs before the same Eammlttee AinJune;.
1974 ‘Ronald Pollack, Dhrectar Gf thé Food Fiésearr:h and Actmn .
Center (FRAG), stated 5 . , .

. the Eccnomy Food Plan fails to. préwde all of tha
essmtlal nutrients that are contained in the Recommended
Dietary Allawanees (RDA) the scientific standard for nutri- -

Tiional adequacy Acccnjmg to the USDA's latest fuadA L

‘cansumption SUWEy . less than one in two families . . -

- eating at the cost level af the Eﬁcmamy Food Plan Dbtamsﬁ

“even two-thirds of the RDA . . .. The Department’s illegal™
utilization of the Economy Focd Plan represents the de-

..feal ‘of humanitarian needs by  fiscal - expediency. . T

'(Emphasis ours)‘

a.1:3 Fi'arlc Versus 1:3.5 Ratio

= Acccrdmg to Herman Miller, the ratio of 1:3, that is the ~
budgEUng of 1/3 of income for food expenses, is inaccurate. He °
and other contemporary economic researchers esttmate that . the .o 7
ratio. of food cost to total living cost ought to be more like 1:3.5. ..~
i,Thxs alcme would raise the pcverty mdex for a famlly gf fcur to

peaple in pgvarty frcnm 2453 ml!ln;n to' almast 44 milhon " these_
"figures are adjusted to the costs of the Department of Agriculture’s .. .
_‘next higher food plan, the. Low-Cost Food Plan, which is a more . .-
- nutritionally adequate diet, the four-person family poverty threshold .
- would then - be appraxnmately $8,890. This would result - in a

recognition that almost 63 mlllmn Amencans are poor. These. )
figures sound astronomical, and indeed ‘they ‘are:- 63 million

- Americans represent almost 1/3 of the total papulahgn of the U.S., -
" the richest nation on earth. Furthermore, the stardard 1: 3 ratio
does -not - také into. account. any other necessary or. incidental

expenses in the famnly budget: tax paymems tfanspartatmn costs,
education costs, luxury costs” for speclal accasians or emertam— -

ment-and cultural needs. Is this really an adequate standard of - .. *
““living? Or is it merely existence in the barest and starkest sense of

- the word, scrapmg, constantly dcmg without, -sinking de%pgr,_intqf_~m
want aﬁd desgalr‘? S . L o

‘? C)THEF? STANDAHDS
a. 54% Versus 40%. . }
- Herman Mnlle; als«: lems cut that gnvernmem tables glalm thst




the number of prmr penple in the U.8. hss dl’DppEd from 39 mnllmn o
~-in 1959 to 24.3 million in 1974. But in 1959 the standard used for
~ poverty represented 54% of the median U.S. income level ($2,943 —

“-poverty standard/$5,417 — median m::ame) In:1974, the paverty" R
standard ($5,038) represented only 40% of the median income -
. ($12 840). “This means that the standard, relative tG the cost Df hvmg
and to the norm generally agcepted by mast Americans as a decent
,L';_ living, has been cut more and more by the government over the
. years.. If the. poverty standard were to equal 54% .once more, ‘that :

- new. flgLIfE would be $6,934 — not a very exorbitant flgUl‘E —_ and

the number of poor peaple would be approximately 48 rmlhc)n nat Ja

24 3 rnllln:m

‘b 125% Of The. Prsverry Index :

v "Another measure of the poverty index is found in the Census et
Bureau's tabulations which consider those people earning less than .’

. 125% of the:standard poverty index to be-“near poor" or ‘working
“poor. In other words, their budgets are so margiiﬁal' that any sudden-
‘emergency, such as a major illness, injury, job layoff, etc., could -

' - plunge that family or individual into a poverty existence. 125% of . ..
$5,038 is -only $6,298 — not -exactly an exaggerated paverty R,

" standard. This income level would find almost 35 mmmn Arﬁeru:ans R

1o be in poverty. - ‘ o P

c. Bureau Of Labor Statistics “Lower Budget" )

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) e:hmated its Lower Eudge! R
in 1974 (statistics also exist for an Intermediate Budget and a-
'ngher Eudget) fcr an urban farmly Sf fDur at EE 198, Thls flgure is "~

the Low- Cast Faad Plan and a1:3.5 faad budgétmg ratn‘: Thew;
- definition of the Lower Budget includes enough lnc«:me to insure a’ -
* fairly nutritious diet, ‘clothing, housing, medicai care, education, e
‘transportation costs, insurance, plus occasional luxuries suchvas E
entertainment, vacations, youth club - activities, etc. If this level” ~
were used .to determine the number of poor.people in the United
vStates then approximately 31% of 55,712,000 families would be- e
classified as poor: this is about 65,500,000 people. Even using the -
lower ‘figure estabhshed by BLS for non- metrapaman families :
- {$8,639), one arrives at a final count of ab«:\ut 60,325,000 Améﬂcans S

’ in pcverty

E PDVEF:‘TY INDEX IN CGNSTANT DQLLARS CE
L then peaple may be confused by an absglute rise in the paverty el

SR

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

: mdex If the paverty level is $5 DSB fDl’ an urban famny Gf fc:ur ngw

: "lmpmvament DVEF the years'? Aren't the pgcr rlsmg with the entire
.society and coming out of their paverty’? NQO. The value Df mcméy.l

“inflation of the last two years has caused prices to rise and thus’
:?v;‘ = of t:cmsfanf dollars and buymg pawer the 1974 medlan mcarne of -

..};f,sn 520." Slmnarly, the 1974 pcwerty threshold of '$5,038 fcr a
_jfc:ur-pers@n family is the same as $4,540. _Although it may:seem .

that the poverty index is at least rising to meet increased prices, it

is th qu:te that snmp!e The 11% Increase from 1973 to 1974 in the'

-~ Consumer Price Index rapresented the higher costs of all gcads and
. ‘services that consumers bought,. and the poverty ‘index “was |

. increased correspondingly. But, according to the Blreau of Labor -

" Statistics, “substantial increases in food, housing, and transparta- B

tion account for over 70% of cgnsumptncnvcgsts There were also . .
. . large-increases in the costs of personal care and medical care,”
These basic items, and increases in their costs, affect the poor
. 'j'pmpl:irtmnately more than wealthier persons, smce very basic items -
i make up the greal rna]anty gf low mcame persans budget
‘- expenses. : S : :
-7 But while food prices skymcketed the old 1:3 ratio remamed
' A”un\:hanged Therefore, a mere 11% -increase in the poverty index

figure, whn!e lcu:zkmg like more dollars, actually purchased far less
-+ < than it'had in previous years. [n other words, the pcverty index did

~ not rise in perDrtmn to the actual cost of living for poor people.
The poor have been cheated. The Bureau of Labor Statistics states .

-.inits Autumn 1974 Urban Famiiy Budgets Report that “the increase. ...

~ - in food prices had a ‘greater impact (13.2% - greater by -their- tables)
“_ on lower budgets ... because food accounts fc)r ‘a larger

~:prc:partmn of the total cost of consumption . . ‘And,

“mentioned earller their lawer budget far a farmly af fuur is $Q 198 “j B =

r?;nal 85, DS‘B : Lo B

9 PDVERTY VEHSUS THE RISING STANDARD OF LIVING

--Also crucial to a discussion of poverty is the relative status of the . E

- ’pcwerty income to the general standard Df living. If most people Iﬂ»
f‘the v:auntry use refrigerators to presérve food and televisions to-

: .. entertain themselves, and if advertrsmg everywhere clalrﬁs these .
*‘things to be prerequisites to a minimum normal life, and if the cost =

. of fc:csd preservmg and entertammeﬁt presumes these thmgs then a

~and was only 32 943 in 1959, doesn’t that indicate a general i

of course, is relatwe to how much it can purchase For examme the =

offset the general risein income levels across the cauntry In terms’
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set of expectations and wants will‘ be ganeratéd bothérﬁong’ the = *

economically in society, if the government's poverty standard. is

used, is far Jower now than in 1959. Hence, claims that the poor. .
_have decreased in number from 38 million to 24.3 million from 1959

to 1974 ignore the fact that, retative to a minimum decent standard .
~of living, the poor have not decreased in number. If the poverty =~
~index were 54% of the median income naw the number of paérf
- Americans would be almost 46 million. There wculd be more, not. .-
- less poor. Why should the relative buying power of the paverty
: |ndex be decréased whnle the cost of Imng |nc’:reases‘? :

'71.? THE AVERAGE AMERICAN’S DF‘INION .
The American public is much ‘more generous and reallshc iﬁ

expenence in-budgeting and buying is usually more reliable than
theoretical statistics which presume how much a family will spend,
given a certain set of variables. According to a Gallup Poll taken in

~ January, 1975, the American public estimates that $8,372 a year is =~
+'the least a four-person family can be expected to live on to: make .-

ends meet, and to allow for savings for emergencies and for the

* future. They also figure that $47 a week, or $2,444 a year, is the

minimum food cost budget for a family of four. As we saw earlier,

the government's poverty threshold allows only $1,679 for food for . ..

the year

17. QNE HALF QF MEDIAN INCOME AS A STANDAED

Al these statistics prove - basically  that the government's
yardstick-for measuring the number of poor Americans is radically - -
unfair, given any of the variables listed — real cost Df ilvmg,_: :
provision .of adequate diet ~and _habitable housing, .decent =

partlclpatmn as a member of saclety In 1969, the President's

of the aversge median income for families.

" poor and everyone else. The poor see the same’ newspapers and, R
magazines, and also listen to the radio. There are. mmlmum needs -~
““-deemed necessary for decent living and participation in society. ©
‘It is significant that in 1959 the poverty index represented 54% of -
the average median famlily income, while in 1974 it represented only -. """
" 40%. The relative capability of a poor person to “participate

. giving lts opinion” on- a -minimum annual income. Everydsy ’

Commission on Income Maintenance F‘rograms recommended in its"
-report. that a more equitable poverty index c:ould be flgured at half :




—_—

_'T"hé’_'éampaigﬁ ‘for Human_ Déveloﬁment Wguldagrée that

. this is a more reasonable standard. Thus today, instead-of

. SS DBB as a standard we would SEP half of $12 849 or
mate of poor paaple at abaut 40 rmllicm or abaut one in -
every five Americans, : S

It reveals that the gévernmem caught ina pﬂlltical blnd tc keep"

expenses down and its reputatlan up, lias done much to- hide. the .
facts, . : I :

. No matter how you caunt the poor, there are more people all@wed Y
‘to be poor than justice and mere human decency allow, Statistical ~ =~
counts cannot express the feelings of poor people. The President’s
‘Commission found that ... poverty is not a temporary situation, -
but an enduring fact of life.” If you really think about that for ét;

’Ieast a minute, cancentratlng on all the aspects of your datly life —
:perhaps work routine, leisure tlme chores, vacations, evenings But )
children’s graduations — and you realize that at least 40 million

Americans miss out on some or all of these things, you feel rather - ‘
prmleged If you think even more simply,.on the ver‘y basic level of -+
everyday survival among splrahng food, hausmg. ummes transpar- e
tation and- medical .care costs, you feel very prlvnleged, But:a ...
miﬁimum déf:em staﬁdar’d af' Iiving shauld not be a pri'vil’ége It -
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Saclefy s Aid Pragrams Ver'sus
C.‘f:ntmumg Prablems

S In the. last flfteen years, much attentior has been:directed at. ..
o various programs for aiding the poor. Hungsr commissions, welfare”
- programs, welfare program studies, legal ald pmjects tenant . .
.. strikes, c:cmmumty develcpmént programs — these ‘and many. . - -
" others comprised the so-called “War on Poverty.” Numerous books - -
have been writien to analyze the problems and attempted solutions. .- :
: There is not room here to undertake a comprehensive analysis; but.
*-_.atew facts and interpretations may help us to probe the reasons fDr"
o cammued fallure ta allev:ate pcverty in thlS cauntry

B Lg.S,DEPAETM_ENTQF AEFHéULTUEE_'S FO SSISTANCE X
- PROGRAMS o ) -
- The federal government's food assistance pfngr;ams arecurréﬁtlyﬁ
“undergoing much criticism on all sides: for rising costs, inefficient -
-~ . administration, fraud and abuse, and for unsuccessful- outreach ..
== activities. DESDHE the fact that -almost one American out of eleven S
.. is receiving Food. Stamps, or about 19 million people, the USDA =~ = °
~.computes- that ‘approximately 40 million people throughout one ' . -
‘fiscal -year are really eligible for the program: people who need Ly
- Food Stamps to combat poor nutrition and hunger. Many.state.and - - .
% county administrations are being blamed for not’ pn‘jwdlng éffectwe Dl
e service and mfarmatmn to those’ ellgible for assmtance prcgrarns CoL
Althcugh federal outlays have risen to -almost -$6 billion for: the
- Food Stamp Program ah:me many . problems " still prévall in the. "
'},;'pragrarn and some members of C‘,Qngress -along with’ many c:tlzens‘
. Care. angry about_the seeming mismanagement of their maney on. .
- the other hand, Gongress overrode President Ford's1975 veto of the ™
N Chuld Nutntu‘:n Iéglslatmn and rncre mnney will I:e put iﬁta the
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ments fDDd prqgrams fcllaws.

a. Food Stamps

The - Food Stamp Program appears to be a jumble of
rmismanagement in many places. Reacting to this, Congress and
outraged citizens worry about th2 use of their monies. Yet, the
WEH*bEiﬁg czf those whc must be served by this gragrarn is :’nftén a

many ways. Flrst. FQDd Stamp allctments are base;d on the USDA 5
thrifty food plan, whizh is not considered, either by government
officials or private- sector nutritionists, to offer a sufficiently
nutritious daily diet. it is recommended as a *“temporary,
emergency” diet. A family that buys its total food supply with Foad
Stamp coupons cannot maintain a heaithy, adequate daily diet.
Secondly, besides starting with an inadequate diet, this family
must aiso deal with food costs that have risen, over the past four -
years, 22.6% faster than Food Stamp coupon allotments, (Aithough: -
the USDA keeps coupon aliotments in line with Consumer Price
index increases, this effort is not really fair or adequate. According
tc the Monthly Labor Review of September, 1975, the overall CPI
rose, in the three previous mcmths at an annual rate of 7.1%, wh:le
food cosis, during the same period, rose 10%).

Another example is a working poor family with a monthly net
income of $360. They must spend $95 a month to purchase $162
worth of Food Stamps (the thrifty food plan allowance for a family
of four for one month). Over a year, this amounts to $1,140, leaving
a tr’:tal mcmthly balam:é of SEEE fcr all Q!‘hér’ costs: rént utilitiés,

casts etc
-A third inadequacy is that the Food Stamp Program is not suited
to the needs of certain spémal groups. Pregnant mothers, whose
* nutrition requnraments far exceed the limits of the thrlfty food plan,
- ‘are endangered, as is the future health of their children. The elderiy
poor often lack transportation to get to Food Stamp distribution
centers aﬁd are ﬁégléctéd by inadequate autreaﬁh pragrarﬁs Many

meager FDGd Stamp allctments Natlve Amern:an famihes on

reservations, who average an annual income of $1,900, one of the

lowest in the country, spend almost 28% more of their incomes on

food supplies than do urban consumers. R
For those people who manage to get through the fc:rms,
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guestions, waiting lines, and selective hours at Food Stamp centers

,,,,,,

staple food items, which traditionally constitute the basic diet for
poorer people, have been phenomenal. According to Bureau of
Labor Statistics figures, from December 1970 through March 1974, -
broccoli increased 13.3% in price, but rice increased 124.3%, dried
beans increased 256.3%, and pork sausages increased 68.8%. Thus
the poor, who already surchased these and other previously cheaper
food items, have been confronted with grossly inflated prices and
cannot “spend down"” to still cheaper items. And these figures
cover only food costs. During the same period, other basic family
expenses increased faster than the overall cost of living. Gas and
electricity costs rose by 26.5%, and fuel oil and coal costs by
75.4%. It is easy to see how many-destitute poor and working poor

order to exist day in and day out. The availability of Food Stamps
does not really alleviate poverty, because the poor cannot maintain
anything similar to a decen* standard of living no matter how you
portion out their meager incomes. ) L
Current criticism of Food Stamps includes charges of abuse by :
coupon users, bureaucratic bungling, fraud, and improper use by
people who don't really need the stamps. Bills have been
introduced in Congress which would severely curtail the availability
dire poverty — in other words, many of the working poor. Some
changes in legislation and administration of the program are.
' needed and inevitable. But the important thing to realize is that an
income supplement program, through jobs, improved supplements
such as Food Stamps, or through a guaranteed annual income
administerad through thi¢ tax system, is necessary for millions of
malnourished  Americans. The current program: needs to " be
——-reshaped,—reorganized—and—better-handled._More_imporiant, _the________
now known as the thrifty food plan, but a higher, more adequately
nutritious diet. Positive work and caring, rather than just negatively
cutting the program to ribbcns, can help to reduce hunger for many
Americans. :
b. School Lunch Program :
" "It is ... a policy of Congress ... . to safeguard the health and
well-being of the nation’s children . .. . " This statement from the
_regulations- of the National School Lunch Program asserts the

L IND
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federal government's guarantee of a free or reduced price lunch at
school for children from families at 125% of the poverty level, or
lower. Up until now, the pre.gram has been somewhat successful,
although operating around a number of attitudinal and program-
matic drawbacks. In some school districts, the administrators of
the program have not placed enough emphasis on informing the
r:narent., and chiidren abcut the necessity of ggcfj nutriticm Littie

and effnclent Dperatmns whu:h can pmwde gt;u;d mgalsi Scme
- children, especially those who receive free lunches, are singled out

as such, and are thus made to feel like objects of charity.

Early in October, 1975, Congress overrode the veto of President
Ford on the new Child Nutrition legislation. The new legislation
provides for the following changes and new regulations: The school
breakfast program will be made permanent and be expanded into
many new school districts: the funch program will be expanded to
include resident institutions for children, such as orphanages.
Some $1 million in grants will be used to insure adequate nutrition
education programs. More schools will offer lunches to the children
of working poor families, increasing the eligibility standard from
125% 'to 150% of the poverty index. A federal payment of 3¢ per
lunch to school districts will bring new revenues to enable districts
to implement the lunch program, Esp%mally in rural and small town
areas.

Assuming that school administrators work seriously toward
better nutrition for studenis, the School Lunch and Breakfast
Programs, with a budget of $2.75 billion for 1976, will help to
safeguard, not undermine, the health of America's children,

c. Title VIl & Title XX For The Eiderly; WIC

Under Title VIl of the Oider Americans-Act, provision was made
for hot meals to feed persons over 60. One hot meal a day, either
served in community group centers_or_delivered_to_the_homes_of__

those elderly not able to go -out, -is provided. Up until now,
eligibility requirements have not been very demanding, and could
usually be. satisfied at the time of the first application - for
participation in the program. §till, the program for hot meals has
had some problems, and the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition
and Human Needs concluded in June, 1974, that because of
inadequate funding, the Title VIl programs were not reaching almost
97% of their target population nationally. :

A fawsuit in early 1975, filed by the Food Eesearch and Action
Center (FRAC) in New York City, charged that Congress had: -
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intended for the programs to spend $150 million in 1975. FRAC
found that the Ford Administration planned io spend about $110
million this year, and therefore was illegully impounding the
remaining $40 million. In signing Fiscal 1975 Second Supplemental
Appropriations Legislation in June, 1975, President Ford .made the
lawsuit unnecessary, because last minute “language” added by the
Senate Appropriations Committee indicated that the Department of
Health, Educalion and Welfare (which administers the Title VI
programs) had satisfied Congress's earlier requirements with regard
to expenditures.

important time and effort are spent on political battles rather than

on feeding the elderly poor. In New York City alone, where one out

of 20 persons over the age of 65 inh ithe U.5. lives, over 300,000 live

on annual incomes at or below $2,800. Lacking transportation or the -
ability to go shopping, and oftert fearful of being robbed, many of
these people depend on this hot meal being delivered for their daily
_sustenance. ‘ '

New Title XX legislation for all social services . affects the
meals-on-wheels programs and other feeding programs for the
elderly. Income eligibility requirements will be more structured, and

"' iwill be redetermined every three months. But, in the long run, this
constant supervision, combined with effective outreach efforts,

" should make provision for many more of the elderly to be served.
Although individual states may have different income levels for -
eligibility, at least several have set those levels higher than before,
some at §4,500 a yesar, others as high as $6,000 a year for elderly
individuals to receive free services, Beyond those levels, there is a
fee for. most of the services. ) :

The WIC (Women, Infants and Children) feeding program is also
included under Title XX, and has been partially expanded by the

~~ recent Child Nutrition Bill. Under the new legislation, funds for the - .
Z__WIC program_will_be_doubled, and_hopefully major efforts will be________
-made to reach mothers and pregnant women in remote areas of the )
country, Expanded operations will aiso include provision of.
breakfast and lunch at many more day-care centers in large
metropolitan centers. The key to successful implementation of
these two programs — WIC and meais for day-care centers — lies
in uncomplicated and fair administration of Title XX requirements.
As it stands now, states may determine eligibility for free services
~ - at income levels either 80% below the state median income, or
100% below the national median income. Furthermore, the old
formula of deriving eligibility for an individual by figuring only 36%
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of the four-person family level has now been revised to a more
reasonable 51% of the four-person family standard.

d Hunger In Arflériﬁ‘é A NatianalShame
mmr:l Df svary Amern:an whD has access lD any fDﬂTl Df medla,
Natura!l disasters of 1972 and 1973 — drought, famine, torrential
rains and massive crop failures — have combined with existing
operational patterns of agribusiness corporations and government
food policy, with soaring food costs and the philosophy and
administration of f 2d assistance programs, to bring about a world
food crisis of ovei.whelming proportions. But the existence of
hunger in the United States, which tegether with Canada produces
almost 90% of the world's food supply, is a reality that must be
faced. Hunger is an invidious form of poverty which is- often
overlooked or unseen in America, but it is here, (An estimated 10
million people are hungry, and some 25 million are malnourished).
Although largely invisible to many legislators, media representa-
tives, corporate executives and ordinary citizens, hunger is not
hidden or lightly taken by those millions who go to bed hungry
every night; to those children who live on fast food snacks all day«
tong; to those migrant farmers who cannot fulfill resud’ency‘

requirements for Food Stamp purchases because the very nature of — s

their work makes them transient; to those elderly individuals, shut
_ away and almost forgotten by all of society. For these people and
many others, hunger is an everyday fact of life, and it is a national
shame which must be overcome before we can say that America is
doing the best for all her ¢itizens,
Senator George McGovern, Chairman of the Senate  Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, has written in March,
1975 that "America‘s prcsperl‘ty is built upcﬁ its per:plé —_ the most

paténtnal am:l pmductwny is mcalculable for each young mmd that

develops without proper nutrition; for each person who enters his
‘golden years weakened by poor diet. Today, only the food stamp
and child nutrition programs stand between millions of Americans
and nutritional inadequacy, malnutrition, hunger, and the- grave
social and economic costs these conditions entail.” )

2, WELFARE: MYTHS AND REALITIES

- Perhaps the best way to approach -the controversial issue of
‘welfare is to look at the facts, clearly distinguishing them from the
rﬁany myths which surround the topic.
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a. Welfare — What Is Its Purpose?

The Social Security Act (originally passed in 1935 and frequently
‘amended since) provides for cash assistance, conditioned on a test
of needs, to different categories of persons with no income or low
income. The purpose is to provide necessary or supplementary
funds for persons incapable of working or of finding wark and for
persons disabled, blind, eiderly, or otherwise without resources to
sustain a minimum decent standard of living.

b. Categories

(1) Supplemental Security Income (551} — a federal program to

~ ‘provide for those people age 65 or older, or those blind or
disabled, to have a basic cash income.

(2) Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) — aid for
families with children in need because of a parent's death,
continued disability or absence. :

(3) Medicaid — provision of some med::al care for pubhc
assistance recipients and other low income mdlvlduals or
families who cannot afford medical care.

(4) General Assistance — emergency funds maintained to fill in
gaps between federally supported programs and the actual
cost of living. This assistance is state-supported, but there.
is no uniformity among states as to ellgublllty requirements
or payment amounts.

MYTH: People Get Rich on Waelfare.
FACT: Not one siate grants welfare payments equal to the
) federal government's poverty threshold — which is
unreasonably low-anyway.

The categories listed are federally determined. According to the
most recent social service regulations, generally known as Title :
XX, the_federal__governmeni__will_bave_less: voica in_s “"apmgm_____
decisions for social service programs within the states. The states
will be responsible for what services are available, who is eligible to
receive them, and where and how services will be provided. Current -
fiscal year allotments include $2.5 billion in federal monies for the
. 50 states plus the District of Columbia. Furthermore, a review of
state programs by citizens is required — states must publish their
pisﬁnéd' programs tc'the public far 45 days of commént and ,

Although some states set theur standarcjs far a minimum decem .
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standard of "living at the federal poverty level, welfare funds
provided to the poor do not meet these thresholds, For example, in
AFDC payments, every state must set a “full standard,” that is,
determine the minimum level in that state for essential daily needs.
But it is not required to pay 100% of that standard. According to an
HEW Report, AFDC: Standards for Basic Needs, July 1974, “All
states recognize food, clothing, shelter, and fuel and utilities as
‘basic’ consumption items — that is, items needed by everyone,
Most states also include such items as persﬁna} care, medicine
chest supplies, and household supplies . . .. " Yet the iollowing
chart will show the incredibly low welfare payments made by
certain states, with data based on a family of four recipients, -
assuming that "the family is living by itself in rented quarters,
= needs an amount for rent that is at least as large as the maximum
amount allowed by the state for this item, and has no income other
than assistance.” (Emphasis ours. Remember that the - federal
poverty level for a family of four in 1974 was $5,038 a year).

STATE FULL - STANDARD PERCENT OF FULL RESULTING ANMNLUAL
Menthly Annually STANDARD PAID INCOME
Wiscensin 5456 5,472 88% 54,836
Michigan - £400 $4,800 100% 54,800
Massachusetts 5304 $3.648 100% £3.648
Colorado £262 5$3.144 100% £3,144
Ohia : 5389 54,668 : 52% $2,412
Arkansos 5275 53,300 . 45% i $1,500
Seuth Caraling om7 52,604 54% | £1,406
Mississippi 5277 53,324 22% § 720

-1t is clear to see that minimum need requirements are hardly met
by welfare payments. Only one state, Wisconsin, currently:sets its
full standard at a level higher than the federal poverty index, but
state payments are 88% of that figure. Only four states (Alaska,
Hawaii, Michigan and New York) pay 100% of a full standard that
runs between $390 and $400 a month, or between $4,670 and 34,800 -
“a year — still below the federal poverty threshold. And the costs of
liviug in Alaska and Hawail are especially high. One uniform
requirement in all states, however, is that which places limits on _
property ownership: no one can receive public assistance if he
owns anything of real property value. Theoretically the program is
designed to help the pcqr'maké up the difference between their
meager incomes and resources and the minimum required standard
of living. In reality people are often forced to have nothing or to give
up whatever they own in order to become eligible. Welfare is thus a
form of self-enforcing poverty. With it you cannot escape poverly;
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without it you cannot even live,
c. Who Actually Gets Welfare
MYTH: Welfare Recipients are Lazy Loafers.

The President’s Commission on Income Maintenance Programs
which spent 22 months investigating poverty in America ¢oncluded
in its 1969 Report:

Unemployment or underemployment among the poor are
often due to forces that cannot be controlled by the poor
themselves. - The poor cannot be dirided into those who
will work and those who will not. For many, the dasire to
work is strong, but the opportunities are not . ... Gen-
erally, they {the poor) are doing what they can consider-
ing their age, health status, social circumstances, loca-
tion, education and opportunities for employment. Poverty
is not a chosen way of life. -

.-Many Americans, however, believe the opposite. Public opinion
polls tell us, for example, that miltions of sincere Americans believe
that the poor for the most part are able-bodied but lazy loafers; and
that those on welfare could work but prefer to freeload off the rest -
of society. This opinion ignores the fact that welfare recipients are
required to register for work as a precondition to receiving
assistance, and that there simply are not enough public or private
sector jobs paying decently. Furthermore, many people know very
little about America's poor — who they are and why they are poor. .

— Of our estimate of 40 million poor Americans, only 15 million,
or-about 37% receive welfare assistance of any kind. (Even
‘using the unrealistically low federal figura of 24.3 million poor,

TTTTTTThiS means that just 60% of the poor feceive assistance).

— Of these 15 million, 4.2 million are elderly, disabled or blind;

. 7.8 million are dependent* children, That leaves a total of 3.0,
-million adult recipients who may be capable of working.

— 2.4 million of those 3 million are single parents, mostly .

women,  and most of whom are needed as full-time ==
..homemakers for infant or small children. There is no adequate

day-care program affordable for those who would like to work,

although some poor communities have organized their own.

— A study of poor welfare recipients and poor non-welfare

i o ar
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recipients, conducted in Detroit for the U.S. Department of
Labor, found that more wellare recipients worked more of the
time than did non-recipients. Equally significant was the fact
that the work available was not found by the study to increase
income or the possibility for seifesuffi«:ieﬁ;y because of job
shortages and poor pay rates. Thus, even though work
opportunities offered a negative incentive, 94% of welfare
recipients still worked.

These statistics from the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare also show that a very minute percentage (between 1% and
4%) of welfare recipients are “able-bodied men.” But figures alone
cannot tell everything. They say nothing about whether jobs or job
training are available in the 26 states that have programs which aid
unemployed fathers with dependent children (the other 24 states do
not aid fathers). They do not say that these men wan't wark. With

- an overall unemployment rate of about 8.4% in the U.S. right now,

and a subemployment rate of 20%, there are a lot of unemployed
‘people, but they are not in that situation by choice.

FACT: Welfare Recipients are not Lazy Loafers.
d. Other Characteristics

MYTH: All AFDC recipients are Black.
FACT: Figures for 1973 (DHEW)
—45.8% are Black
—3B8.0% are White
—13.4% are of Spanish origin
— 1.7% are Pacific/Asian Americans
— 1.1% are Native Americans

MYTH: All welfare recipients live in inner city slums.
FACT: Figures for 1973 (DHEW)

T T =2003%, o 1Tin 5 AFDC families, 1ve in a Gity of

one million or more (there are six cities of this
size: Chicago, Detroit, Houston, Los Angeles,
New York, and Philadelphia). ’
—29.2% live in cities with 100,000 to 1,000,000
population. : :

—35.7% live in urban areas of less than 100,000
population. _ : -
' —14.5% of these families live in rural areas of the
country. gk
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Figures for March 1975 (Social Security
Administration) ’

—62.1% of 55l recipients live in 8M5A’s (Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas: a county or con-
tiguous group of counties which contain at least
one city of 50,000 inhabitants, or “twin cities” with
a combined population of at least 50,000).

~of the country.

MYTH: Welfare recipients breed many children and thus
collect continuously more moneay.

FACT: According to DHEW statistics in 1973, the average
number of children in an AFDC family was 2.6. Allot-
ments for agjditiénal‘ children are often scaled down.
In fact, it is not “rewarding” to have children to get
more money.

M?’[ﬂ: Most welfare recipients cheat,
FACT: Misallocation of AFDC welfare monies amounts to

ihan eryor in federal income tax calculations:

Misallocation of welfare monies, cited as. waste, does not
necessarily imply fraud. More than half of the millions of overspent
dollars are the result of bureaucratic confusion and mismanage-
ment. According to Congress’s 1974 Report on Income Security for

B Americans, “fragmented and inconsistent programs cause duplica-

paliil-ifi i iti 1)

tion and complexity. The duplication is wasteful and the complexity
leads ta error.” County welfare program directors complain about
the “continuous stream’ of regulations that flow from Washington
and state capitals, incorporating new laws and new administrative
procedures. One harassed county official told the Congressional o
=m—-panel-that=prac;edures_;fargr;letermining_eligibility;éwereéshangédééé;;
" “almost every month of the year.” Furthermore, the local welfare. ~ -
agency's work is supervised by so many different offices. it is
virtually impossible to keep operations simple and straightforward.
DHEW and the state welfare agency will supervise the AFDC
program; DHEW supervises SS/ as well as Medicaid {along with
state health officials); the Agriculture Department and state welfare
agencies oversee the Food Stamp program; HUD supervises welfare
operations like Model Cities and housing for the elderly.

3¢ 0 m
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__told interviewers

The Congressional Report goes on to state:

Eligibility rules for need-based programs are complex and
difficult to enforce; benefit computation almest invites
mistakes. Intricate payment policies confuse applicants
and caseworkers, prevent needy persons from knowing
their eligibility, cause some to drop out of the application
process in frustration and waste the time of others, and
flood caseworkers with paperwork. '

It is easy to see that deliberate fraudulent practices of welfare
recipients account for a minute fraction of growing welfare costs.
Although the thought of such monies being weasled out of welfare
is offensive, especially to bardworking, taxpaying citizens,
objectivity demands that we see this “legal cheating” in
perspective. Tax experts have estimated that In 1968 alone, for

_example, one third of the nation's taxpayers under-reported about

$30 billion of taxable income, with an estimated loss of about $5 .
biltion in revenues to the government, . :
Of course, neither welfare cheating nor tax evasion is justifiable,
when millions of ordinary citizens make an honest effort to follow
government strictures in the payment of their taxes, They are not
like the some 200 Americans with incomes of more than $200,000 a

“year who pay no federal income taxes at all, because of legal .

manipulation of tax loopholes, They cannot come close to rivaling -
the generous corporate tax breaks grantédby:-;the,gavemméﬂlﬁt@%
companies whose profils are nevertheless producing higher prices
for basic necessities: food, gasoline and héating fuel, medical
costs and dental services, transportation services, etc. Unfortunate-

ly, it is easier to blame the nation's poor for high taxes and for

dishonest practices. Societies have always chosen marginal
persons to serve as scapegoats for other, more profound problems.
Poor people are often resented. One government official recently

1975), "I think when a lot of people are feeling the burden of heavy
taxation they find a scapegoat, and the poor have always been a
visible, readily accessible object of scorn. It is much easier to

- blame the poor for draining the country’s Treasury than to blame

defense spending or bureaucratic waste.”

e. Welfare: A Summary
There is no question that welfare costs are climbing. The 1976

' Federal Budget proposed about $44.6 billion for the following

SD

from U.S, News. and.World Report-(September-1;————
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" employed full-time, and 27.6% were astively seek:

pragrams: Medicare and Medicaid; S51; AFDC (about the same as
last year); Food Stamps (not increased over last year); Child
Nutrition (slightly increased over last year); Manpower and Social
Service programs: Subsidized Housing programs. The Administra-
tion proposed a 1976 Fiscal Year Budget of $94 billion for national
defense. Currently, the Pentagon is fighting with Congress over
proposed cuts which would reduce that figure to “only” $89 billion.
In summary, the 1976 Fiscal Year budget would-use about 22% of
its expenditures for all human service and resource programs,
which benefit poor and working class persons, and provide jobs for
middie class professionals, construction personnel and others.
About 54% of the FY 1976 Budget- would go to military purposes.
(Pert:éﬁtages here reflect aciuai tax dallars éiﬁce trust funds such
uses Dmy. The gcvernment snrnply guards thgse funds unm they are
needed),

Facts reveal that most welfare recipients are the rejects and the
most helpless and vulnerable persons in society. But public
reaction to welfare is to adopt punitive measures toward these
people because they are helpless, yet are, in some cases, aware
enough to seek governmental assistance. These people are being

blamed as victims of crimes they did not cause. They are victims,

trying to break out of the conlinuing circleé of a poverty existence,

~And the facts show that they do try. Of some 2.9 million families
" receiving AFDC in 1973, 93.4% had a natural or adoptive mother in

the home. Of these mothers, one in every six worked full-time;
almost 50% were needed as full-time homemakers to care for small
children. Among these 2.9 million families, about 12.7% had
natural or adoptive fathers in the nome, of whoam 11.7% ware
~ wark, About

53.8% were incapacitated. The median age for “zihars in the homis
was 41. (Figures for 1973, DHEW's Nalionul Gonter tor Social
Statistics, Findings of the 1973 AFDC Si.gy).
- §till, public opinion is harsh. T

,.;ihe fai’lufe tﬁ;,,,

reglster your marriage when yc:u krmw H g

urban ghetto area is currently about 30% o more, uut at least some
money is assured threogiv public assistance. It does not agree that
the types of jobs available to most welfare clients do not pay even
as much as the inadequate welfare allctments, and thus are not
worth holding. Many people who favor punitive, unjust trezizaert of
the pcmr have never stcmd for hours reg@termg far jobs th::i not

""" T eir

,Iwea Wlth,QUEStIGHﬁSITES, |nvest|gatmns, mteméwsi ehgﬂ:‘%gt'y

31



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

recertification every so0 many months.

The welfare system does not meet the needs it is lntEndEd to
meet; it does waste money (although not nearly as mueh as do
some other federal expenses); and it does contribute to increased
taxes. Both the taxpayers and the recipients are disgustec and
angry, but for different reasons. The system must be reformed, not
cut back. It must liberate people to live lives of self-sustenance, not’
dependency. Punitive measures are not the answer. The poor must
be informed, must be assisted in finding jobs for which they are
trained, and they must be paid decently for the jobs that must be
created. A guaranteed annual income program of some type must
be instituted and be engineered to operate with a minimum of
multi-level administration and cross-checking. Further reforms of
éxistiﬁg programs rﬂust da awsy with built in iﬁééﬁﬁ\lés t@ cheat,
mada 50 by our me_ffec:twe Iaws, our mlsplacéd sense of justlce,
and our economy, all of which resent the investment in human
needs and public product. We must learn to blame the causes, not
the victims. '
3. THE WAR ON POVERTY

The numerous programs which began as the “War on Poverty”
during the Johnson Administration_have seen many changes since

" 1965. Some have fallen by the wayside, while others have been

replaced by newer programs. There still are efforts in most areas —

- education,~job training and placement, legal assistance, health

services, community planning and redevelopment — from the
federal level, but today many more prt:grams are run on the state
and local levels.

a. The most important and wide-reaching innovation came in
December, 1973, when Congress enacted the CETA Legisiation,
CETA means Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, and its
pose is stated as fGIIDWS in the Act's lntmductmn

. to provide job training and employment epportuni-
ties for economically disadvantaged, unemployed, or un-
deremployed persons, and to assure that training and
other services lead to maximum employment opportunities
and enhance self-sufficiency . . . .

State and local governments must compete for CETA funds by
presenting plans for manpower training projects. Municipalities -

32 . 39



_with pravious experience in administering programs such as Job
Corps (which is now under the CETA umbrella) and the like will
have a better chance of obtaining funds than communities that are
new to the manpower program activities. This is especially unjust in
rural - areas which have traditionally been overlooked. by all
manpower programs; vet, rural unemployment and uﬁdéfémglﬂyi
ment are higher than the national averages and are more chronic.
There have already been charges of mismanagement of CETA
funds, or of training projects which make no provision for helping
trainees obtain employment in the field for which they have trained.
There is also concern that older people in poverty areas are not
being considered for the public service jobs which are created by
Title I of the CETA legislation. The Spring, 1975 issue of Industrial
Gerontology magazine states that Section 304 of the CETA Act is
specifically geared toward special programs for those who because
of age are excluded from training programs and jobs. Yet te date,
the Department of Labor has taken no action to implement Section
304.

If Congress does not plan to increase CETA funds over the years, .
most large cities and many other communities will receive greatly
reduced allocations of funds. Since many rural unemployed people
move to the cities looking for work, the cycle of unemployment will
not be easy to break, if less and less funds are_ available.
Furthermore, the bureaucratic confusion involved in making CETA
funds available to various existing programs — -Job Corps,
Community Action Programs (CAP’s), and Operation SER's "
(Service, Emp!cjment and Rehabilitation), etec. — is bound o waste
time, duplicate efforts, create charges of favoritism: all political
haggling that impedes the actual implementation of -needed
manpower programs. _

-b. Federal legal assistance programs have been relatively
successful in promoting tenant rights, in educating the poor about
_ their rights to training and employment or to health services, and in
pror-pting a whole new generation of public interest lawyers to
bring . class action suits against government and industry.
Unfortunately in doing so, the programs have generated much
political opposition as troublemakers, a situation which has helped
to force cutbacks in the legal services programs. Hopefully, local
law school legal service programs and community-run legal aid
projects can continue to work with some Success even though
government efforts may decline.

40
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"G, Head Starr pn:grams pre-school educatmﬁ for chlldren fromﬂ o
- |mpcver|shed and low-income areas, have been successful in'some
areas in raising the learning achievement levels of poor children. In. :
- other communities they have been a source of -frustration, when -
..children” from relatively innovative , Head Start programs - have
’ Eﬁtéréd school systems havmg poor or inadequate ~learning
- facilities. In other cases, -there has been much criticism of
- ‘mishandling and waste of Head Start funds from citizens who see -
their. money babysnttmg other people's ch:ldren while they -
‘themselves have to pay for babysuttérs or give up work ta care for ;- -
their children. It would seem that some- reorganization within’ the ...
program, as well as serious efforts at making the regular ‘school
systemns a worthwhile follow-up to Head Start pre-school learnmg.'
would benefit all-those whc: partncnpate in the pn:gram o

d. It would be well here to mention a pr‘Dﬁ!DSéd program Wthh,,;-_, -
- has fallen into disfavor, and which is seriously needed to help
mllhc:ms of -poor . and working poor Americans. The Nixon - ===
Administration’ s proposed "Family Assistance Plan" died early .in " -~
this decade-in Gangressmnal committee arguments. Liberals found-
“payment levels inadequate -while conservatives found - them e
~over-generous. Moreover, conservatives were unwilling to approve
- ‘the job creation program which would have been necessary for the ..
program's “workfare” requirements to be feasible.: Acccrdmg to T
recommendations first made by the President’s Commission on
,.___‘lm:.arne Mamtenance Programs in 1969, the guaranieed “income
. program would. have provided ncn -categorical cash income®in
graduated amounts, depending on family size and current income
resources, At least $4,800 a year would be allowed for a four-person .
tamily which had.no other assets, and families with extremely low. . 7
incomes, poverty level and less, would receive some percentage of. .
" assistance to supplement their resources The prcgrarﬁ couid be .-
~administered in one function through the Internal Revenue Service, ™
- thus. ehmmatmg ‘overlapping and confused bureaucracies. - ”'_
There is currently some renewed interest in. this program, orin a
similar system that wauld preempt the varlety and mefflclency of -
T - current welfare programs, Aluﬁg with other genuine priorities, like
"~ aviable energy palu:y, reduced inflation and mare emplcymem the
fguaranteed income should be studied by Congress and recommen-"
':dEtIDﬁS should be ‘made ta tmplement same such prcgram very.,,.
: saan. : o
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el Summery : s :
-~ The generel attitude of the federel government todey tawerd eil
‘social welfare and development programs is one of laissez- felre em:t
cutting back on spending. It is true that many pregreme euffer frnm R
‘waste and mlernenegernent Fer exemple the twenty rnenth olct SSI
peymente te the needy eged bhnd enct dleeb!ed (fermerly etete peld
“public assistance peymente "), has already paid some $8 billion to-
-more than 4.2 million peeple Hewever. in September, 1975 the
‘ Weehmgten Star ran a series of articles reveellng over $403 mllhnn
_in overpayments. This means that. many people who did not quehfy
ifer S8l received ‘monthly - gcvernrnent checks . enywey, “and
“thousands of eligible people who did qualify have been underpaid -
. or completely forgotten, to a total of almost $36 million. Much of
S o the blerne is hemg pleced on’ the een‘lputere but’ behmd the

progrem in the flret pleee :
~"The Ford administration does not favor current epenﬂing Ievele Dr
lnereeeed fundlng for eeuel welfare programs. it puts eeonemle
' - recovery from- eurrent recession and lnfletu:n ahead " of 'social :
".welfare and assistance. Yet, continued unemployment and poverty .
- lneuffu:tent health care, inadequate food, unekllledlunempleyed
workere dllepldeted housing — all “these contribute to ‘the
ecnnemle malaise of today. The other “forces” that. contnbute —
hke mereeeed defenee ependlng deeplte the end ef the Vletnem

' unfelr energy pollcy greee weete of neturel reeeurcee in the name
i of- teehnolegtcel edvence — theee are emeng the Admlnletretlene
the neecte or thee ef the poor in rnelntelnmg a decent etenderd efi e
living, educetmg and working for themeelvee prnvtdlng themeelvee T
.. with essential riourishment and health care. Public eeenetence
‘programs need drastic revision; - a - national - health ~plan :is
mendetery, generel unemployment “at . current retee cennet be
tnlereted Snmety hee not manifested a wnllmgneee to cnrnrnlt |teelf ,

prlvete eeetnre = end the entire enuntry is the weeker for |t

4 HC)LISING L
‘One of the basic necessities ef the poer as Df everynne is-

‘housing. Dllepldeted hnuelng mereeeee health hezerde for the’ N

residents: overcrowding, unsanitary conditions, ‘poor heat -in

+ -winter, and rats and roaches lead to increased rates of respiratory :-
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' ",dlseasas, : iﬁfluéﬁza,’j‘ dyééntery, " strep” inféc}tians, “lead-” paint -

- poisoning. Yet, public housing units are well known to last about

_ -.-ten or perhaps only five years before disintegrating into crumbling -
== slum units. Rigid, unfair and paternalistic regulations treat tenants -
- likes unwanted, uﬂSDGIaHEEd children: needing strict vigilance and-
" moralistic tralnlng Location of many urban’ umts is far remaved‘
from- pubhc transportation and other communlty services. :
‘The Department of Housing and U:ban Development is the rnajc:r' L
- administrator of these services to poor Americans. A;cardlng to. -
~-eurrent Gongressmnal heanngs HLID is generally “conceded to be
- .one-of the federa! government’s most_ troubled bureaucracies;” as - .
repdrtéd in a story in the Washington Post (September 26, 1975)."
Among the problems: it is estimated that the country cannot meet
= the. need for "almost 10 million -new .housing -units by. 1980;-
_“although funds were aliotted, there” have been ‘no new housing™
- starts for the elderly since 1972, and some officials estimate that it~ -

would take at least eighteen months before HUD's current’ pallcies ;
could _produce new construction; ‘HUD . has received several large @ -
bills from cities for delmquent taxes .on. the properties it owns,

“Another - aspect of ' the ~nationwide: housing . crisis fér,pt:@rl,‘

‘Americans can be focused on'in"the rural areas of the country. " °
‘According to a repoft in April, 1975, of the Rural Housing Alliance * *

‘e,nd' Rural America, Inc., about 44% of the nation's poor. living in

" over 60% of its substandard housmg resuﬂe in rural areas. F‘ubllc

housing units in rural areas,.

~-public housing “facilities; Among famihe;s with less than $7, DQD:{::

annual.income, about 6% of those with metropolitan housing live in:

- dilapidated buildings; but almost 14% living in- hcm metrcpalltan '

housing reside in dilapidated conditions, B
Judged in terms cf the IﬂGOITiES ﬁf the people sawed publn:»

“effective to some degree Yet hausung peaple is experiswe “and

'masswe efforts are needed to provide housing .for. over 7 million .
ptmr people whase names wait on lists in major urban areas around -

the country. Much more money must be’ provided - for pubhcly-._,tq

~funded hausmg starts,-and tlghter contral must-be ExEI’GISEﬁ over: f

;ifrthGSE construction: companies which’ c:ut corners in the bulldmg
_process,-often to meet gavernment -enforced bundlng deadlines. A < .
deadline may be set after.the partu:ular praject underway has been -

contracted at partlcular wage rates for the éorlstructlon warkers :
Should the .deadline expire, workers may’ ask for a ralse or may

choose to work on a private prolect which pays better.. Thus o
mamtam job !:uds sacond gradé matanals and unrehable pluml:ung 3

I
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fixtures are often used. The result is the blight and uselessness of

. slums and engineered social service wastelands daamed to rapld
e datérlcratlon : : )
.7 “Other mortgaged umts - mdwudual hcmes cnndcmlmums and o
Vﬂapartments — are u:learly abcwé the reach C)f mllhr:ms of Amancans S

. magazme an esnmated $7SD bulhcm in mcrtgage capntal wculd be'
~.'needed over-the-next ten years. for. 10 million new units.. It is not -
expected that this much money will be available on the open . .-
market ‘Federal hcusmg subsudnes prcv:ded mdirectly thraughii'i i
"mcame taxes are extremely mequnable, because the size of ‘the -
~ -subsidy increases with the size of the income. Thus, according to a*
- Rural Housing_Information Service Bulletin earlier this year, the _
rcost to the government of a subsnjy for a family wnth less than~
$3 000 income a year averaged about $23. 00; “for a famlly with "
“'$100,000 income, the cost was $2,450. : : - -
, Federal housing pragrams fall far short Df then needs in efféctwe‘f- A
. administration and funding. Greedy real astate speculators can buy - .~
. -land, force low and middle income owners out by scaring them with~
threats of loss of market price for their homes, and then charge the - -
. government outrageous prices for this land to house the poor. Many
" “landlords, without rent control, increase rents to siphon éff,rén_t'f', _
supplement monies. The costs of welfare climb because of the. - i
sizable demand for housing by the poor and their inability to move ™
. elsewhere because of zoning restrictions, high mortgage prices, or... .
" their mabmt\; to obtain loans from banks and savings and loan
- mstltutlans - -
“The housing crisis natlonwu:!e has had en@ugh mecha Expasure ;—-ff
and has. affected enough working people to warrant* serious - .
»attentlan and drastn: action. According to the National Assaclatmn -
=7 . of Home Builders’ latest figures, a comparison between 1965 and ~ 7
"7 1975 gives a fair idea of the éscalatlon of h«:usmg costs in the Iast»]
. % ten years. : e .
.- " Perhaps the mcst tellmg figures _are the negatwe dlfferences i
_between 1965 and 1975 of “Percent of Families Ehgxble to Buy." =
“They. wauld seem to reinforce the fact that the rise'in mc:omes in -
“ten ‘years hasn't meant” much. The actu'a'l’"purchasmg power of::'
,“money today is lower than it was ten years ago, not only for those -
- . most destitute, but alsc for those full- tnrne warkmg peaple whc stnll;,
' Eaﬁﬁﬂt afford fo buy a home.” -
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_HOUSING EXPENSE ~~ ~ *  COST1965 ' COSTTHROUGH. _PER t:’ENTy:HANGE

Lo - N JUNE, 1975 .- . .

Median Sales Price, . ) I S e
R Ngw Home (Nationally) . . % 20,000 ... .'$ 39,000 . . 95.0%
Inmresi Rﬂ‘E on Mar'gﬂge o T B 7s% - : QD'JE o 56.5%

. Mﬂmhiy Mariguge Fﬁymani - AP Lo LU i o .
(Principal, Interest, Real £128.35 £333.41 ] 159.8%
. Esia'e Tax, Insumm:e) e L - E

Heat und Utilitias Expansa o
(Mamh'y) L LT % 2406 % .50.50 -

s ~Annual income Needed to ’ o
- Quality ter Purchase .~ ¢ 5 925901 5 21,161
(Eefara Tuxes) ' '

_Fercem of Fuﬁuhas EI: - S . o A
glbla to Euy ) B 25.8% 7 C 224 % . ,_Aéig!:‘g'}; B

' ‘Th’é mediéﬁ price of a federally insured home ran lower than that

'af a canvemmnally financed hame, For-1974, federally insured
* home, on the national median, ran $26, 1:30. This put such a home
above the reach of over half of all U.5. _families, ‘whose ‘median
~_income ran $12,840. (The general standard used .to determine

"'ehglblllty tobuy a feder‘ally insured home will Im‘nt the market, value .
".of the home to no more thaﬁ twc: times the family s’annual income).
- . While the overall hausmg snuaticn ccﬁtiﬁues tt:i waver unstably,}
ff;hc::usmg for the paor continues tc be passed over and largely -
neglected It is essentlal that housmg programs for the poor:and ..
“ the wcrkmg poor be’ averhauleé to provide a decent place to live, at™

“an affordable rc at or mortgage _payment, . Desplte contmual -
recrgamzatmn of hausmg’ programs and Qmpressively stated- geals,, L
- there is still almost 25% of all housing in America classified as
= :’substandsrd The chsmg Act of 1988, which was, pramusing to.
" . .achieve tha goal of providing a decent home_ for every: American -
ffarnlly. is almost seven years old now, and still not suﬁcessful It is. N
~“time_for senaus rec:rclermg of DFIDFIUES and. mnc:vatlve chsﬁg’ '
t tDWEI‘d reachmg this objective. . - e -
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Who Are the Poorand
Where Do They Live?

) P'oveﬂrty cuts across all rac:ial ethnic and geagraphlc Dcuﬁdarles
" The myths that most of the poor are Black (56% - are White -
according to government-figures);-and- that most' Blacks are poor.
" (69% are not poor by g\:vernment ‘standards), grew along with the G
- War Dn Poverty and its attendant publicity as the Amencan people, - .- -
-~ came uUpon a dlscnvery This discovery revealed the evil results of
" -~ racial prejudice, then focused on civil’ rights (beginning with Blacks, -
but now recagmzed fr:r all ethmc and racnal graups), and Ied toa-."

i attenktmn at first. was. centered on the. Elack_movsment,, it ,was,;'
“'generally assumed that all poverty, crime, violence and milltancy, R
“._rampant dlsease and malnutrition originated in urban slum areas —-
: :decaylng ghettas w:thm central clty death traps The Emstence cf

-:'Iack cf extenswe media ccverage or persarial cantaht has h!ddén it:
~_from the view of urban citizens,
~Paverty cuts across different barriers and inflicts ltself on the
poor of many different groups, although it does correlate to certain -
- charactenstlcs A Iock at some of these hcmagenaus teridemzias’

affluence of Amérnca These catégcnes and descnptmns by“"i
slmllarlty of ethnu:.ny or location_are not mutually exclusive. They
©. -overlap considerably, because poverty ‘is. more wndespréad than- -
' “most of us will dare to admit. " , Coow

7 WH@ ‘ARE THE PDC)?'? . S e L
‘= Those. “people defmed as’ ecancmlcally depender’nt er -
“unproductive, - : R
= Those peaple exc:uded frcm a falr sharé of EDCIEty s beﬁé ts,
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desplte thenr mshes or effarts

— Those people who live in areas or work in ijS whlch saciely - Lo

. as a whole does not deem economically useful or necesssary. -

These ‘Mﬁﬁraductive elements” of society cannot participate . :

‘meaningfully in the economic system for many reasons. Thus théy

..depend upon others .in society for their daily sustenance. By

government standards and . fugures for 1974, 549% i the poofr were . _; .

children under the age of 18 and eldarly people over the age of 65..

) Therefore, only 46% of the poor were possibly capable of warklng

full-time. Further government statistics shaw that

.— In 1973, the family head in at least half of low-income families
worked during the year, and of this group, at least 35% work-
ed full-time.- S :

‘— Of the low: mt:t:me family heads who did m:t wr:srk at a“ .
three-fifths- were .women with full- time responsnbllmes far
chitdren, or retnred pEersons. '

(Bureau of the Census Gharacteristms o:f the Low- Incame
F’opulartlon 15?3) : - - '

In spite of many pcor persons’ desire to work, job,cpp@rmnitiés

‘are not that plentiful; especially for the semi-skilled and the

‘unskilted. Furthermore, many of the poor who do work are heads of

. .-the _household, like the majority of most working people But. - s
poverty level incomes and incomes lower .than the poverty level -
-- cannot provide a decent life, Thus, they and their entire fammes are

drawn down into poverty as a daily existence,

a, The Minimum Wage — Too Minimal

-7 For example, the current minimum wage of $2.20 an hour would = = °°
" “yield anindividual who worked full-time all year (52 weeks, no’.
~ ~vacation) an annual income of $4,576.-(Shortly the minimum wage - -

:»wm be raised to $2.30an hour _providing a gross annual income of - =

34 784) If this individual happened to be the head of a household of
" four. = himself, a non- workmg wife, and two small children — hIS,‘;‘ -

”’-anﬁual income would fall $462 short of the 1974 poverty income =~

figure of $5,038. It is easy to see why there are so many Americans.

Afclassmed as “working poor.” In this instance, one job is cléarly nat L

enough to prawde a-minimally decent living for that family.. ‘
All of the poor who work should be provnded with decent’ jobs-

—that pay a just Iwmg wage. For, example we saw earher ihat the .
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o v:pEDple belaw the SE 420 income level) is 15 7 mllllcm pcc:r

President s Gammlssmn c:f 1959 set a more just paverty standard at

- 7. one-half of the national median income. In 1974 this figure was -

$6,420 (or S’I .382 hagher than the federal government 5 povérty index. - -

, —_of $5,038). A" minimum wage rate would earn a gross income of = -
.7 86, 420 if it pEIEI 33 70 an hnur The dlffEl‘EHEE between 24.3 fTiI”lDI"I .

~If .a realistic minimum wage were paid, some 39% of 40
Vrmllnjn poor Americans — those living in “workmg pngr"
. Famlhes -~ would be lifted r:ut of poverty.

Fallmwmg isa des;.nptmn of many of the hcmagsnéus graups of' .

7 poor ‘persons in" America. Their homogeneity covers different
- | aspects —age, ethnic background, or race. But their poverty stems
“from ‘two principal sources: lack of economic opportunity to
o part:clpate usefully-in soclety, and lack Df socio-economic pcwer to- -
N Dbtam such opportunities. :

' g THE ELDEF?LY PDCJH‘

) 'mllhan are classnfled by the, federal gavernment as pcmr (or about
: '15%) The government’s poverty thresholds for smgle elderly ‘
mdwnduals or elderly cauples res:dmg at hame range from $2 DDE S

sex Df the mdlvudual

- - However, acx:c:rdmg to. statistics gathered by the Harris PDII

Assac:ates for a 1975 report of the National Cnuncll on The Agmg,

ThIS regresents 4.8 rmnmn pecple Thé C.Dum:n s repcrt “The Myth
* and. Fteallty of Agmg in Amenca " eomments: )

; Thé elderly poor have a far harder time coping with lle
- than those with higher incomes. Not only do the older - -
. . poor have more difficulty makmg ends meeat flnanc:slly,rl_ 5 ’
_.in securing adequate medical care, housing and clothing, -
. but their low economic position also appears to increase -
dramatically. their sense of lDﬂEllﬁESS and ijEthDﬂ by -
; sm:lety i

e The Myth and Reality of Ag:ng in America,” A Report by Louis Harris Assaciates for tha '

National Cauncil en The Aglﬁg Washmg!an D.C., Aprﬂ 1975, Pg. 131 Repnntgd with
pérm:;slnn from |hE Cﬁunzll - ) L o e
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‘.resulted in a-lowered percentage of elderly among all the poor,

- -income for most elderly people. Furthermore, although chaﬁges in
Scclal Secunty law since 1970 mcluded coverage for previausly,

] iexample — the majority of aged Blacks and other rﬁmanty persensj L
- - who held these jobs did not have enough time to build up equity in
. the Social Security Fund, So the number of elderly EDDI’ has. not

'cltlzens costs for health care. Even Medicare banefnts cannot -
“compensate for more than half of these costs. Hausmg for the
elderly who do not live with relatives is often substandard, Iike t:lﬂ i

E C:Dmpassmnless SItuatlcm

. 3."POOR CHILDFI‘EN

] :Vamcmg children. "Young pecpla who lack the Dppartunltles o
"':Vexpériéﬁce decent health nourishment, hausmg, -schooling and
: ;stable famlly lle are startmg out wuth enarmcus ndds agamst them

There is nathlng dlgmfled or grat:eful abaut gmwmg nld in-a -
society that cherishes youth, wtality gacd health and exercise, and
that spends over $5 billion in one year on cosmetics, ﬂlEt arc&ducts_
and books, beauty and youth- sustammg aids ‘or books. e

-Federal- figures for 1973 indicate-that. 60% of the elderly poar_,,;

~ were unrelated individuals, and that three-fourths of this group were.:
" elderly. women (mostly- widows). living alone. Nine out of ten ‘of |

these women are White, and their annual income on an average |5 : :
abaut $1,900. .
“ Although changes’ in Scclal Security “benefits since 197D havér

Social Sec:unty payments alone do not-constitute a decent-livable:-

uncovered -job categories — agncultural and dczrnestn: jobs, for"-.

xdecreased that much if at all.

- Elderly. citizens have dnfférent costs to” handie than dn average

- citizens, and their meager |n¢:¢:mas do not provide sufficiently far

paying out about 34% of their budget for rent, 27% on food (or even.
more. if a spemal diet is required), and four times the average

‘hotels and dnlapldateﬂ apartment buuldmgs
~The general  attitude toward elderly citizens |s .often one .of

mpaherxce -resentment and neglect. The declme of ﬁElghBthDEdSi Ll

with strong familial ties, and of extended famihas, has eroded .
social means by which older persons were suppartéd and cared for. :
A hand‘ul cif valunteer argamzatmns in ‘various cnmmunlties run,'_“'—”»»"

~in their hcmes and to live mdeaendently for as Icmg as pcssmle L
But- wndespread action to assist the older American :is not evident

among enthar the gcvernment or pmvate sector It is a shaméful and

Nthere is the cycle of pcverty more a:hnllmg and deadly than T
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B j'need mamtalns the’ depréssmg :ycle . . -
~These chlldren do not see the rewards of- useful employment- lﬁ',_ R
- their parents’ expenence and thus find it hard to picture a future for =

. 'themselves There is less enthusiasm or ambition, less opportunity
-\ -toimprove, less conviction that improvement is possible. Poor
_health follows many of these chiidren thraugh@ut their entire Iives,"
l’reducmg their effectiveness in studies and work.- : i

: ;'Many qunt school to help brmg money into the farmly ln 1973f
o accordmg to Department of Health, Education and Welfare figures, -
- abaut 14.3% of children: batween the ages of 14 and 18 in"AFDC. -
- families worked part-time or full-time: This_ would seem 1o be-in
" direct"contradiction ~to government . efforts ; to - prevent * school PR
: drépnuts by pravndlng adequate assnstanfe EGDnomically, and L

According to 1974 federal government figures, 33% of the 243

- An?mlllﬁn persens in poverty. were chﬂdren Thns is about 8 mlllnoni
“_children, or at least 15% of all the children ‘in America.
,Furthermgre. government data reglstmred a 6% ‘increase of poor:.

persons in 1974, but’ poveity" among children increased 8%. "

... Although 56% of all poor children are White, the overall percentage = -
" of poor Black children as part ‘of the total U.S. Black pcpulstlon is -
* much higher than the percentage of poor White children as part of .~ R
the total’ U.S. White papulahon The - likelihood of poverty, - - -
therefore, for children who are Black or of another minority group ..
. — Spanish speaking, Amenc?n indian, PamhclAs&an Americsn =
“is-higher than ‘it -is.tor White children. S

Yet fhese fm-;fes do not represent the actual loss Df human value

away year after year, Eec:en: scenes Df starvmg and malncunshed '

- - children around the world have awakened concern-in the hearts-of -
. many Ame’ricans — parents, single people, young and Ql,d,Yét
_‘poverty among American children has not been fully accepted or .. .
" combatted. It is distressing to see a starving child of Bangladeshor ~ . .~ " .
B West Africa. But lt is alsc sad to admlt and harder to face the fact R

:Bf rather éxlsnngL daily améng rats 'machés detenaratlﬁg
;:faclhtles crime, drugs and violence. Such is their everyday scene,

and perhaps their hides get tough early, but many of them don't last. -

“very long. Mllllgnspf hopes and minds waste away unfulfilled. It is

- ‘appalfing to realize that many more children live in mere shacks in
rural or mot ntam areas. They are often only.one of many, aﬁd there = .
. - is barely enﬂugh of food or other essentials to serve even one.’
Scme éf tﬁESE t:hlldreri ‘never see a dm:tcxr never ga to: schocl
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-cf pecpie care to admit, And people in positions wha can effect

4. EASIAL THN[G DISTHIEUTI@N OF PQVEﬁTY

- about 8.1% of all Whites are poor.

“about 24.1% of all Amencans of Epamsh cmgm are pm:r

' i'thns 56% represents some 13.7 million pscple family members and/

© = if Native Americans are, caunieé independently fn‘;m F'l;lmflE!As!an i\ﬁ‘lencnns sr;rne 455’3'5‘

46

naver i;arn §5 perfcrm one useful sknl that wHI rarry thern mta the :
mainstrean of economic survival in-America. : SRR .

We think, “this is not India.- Things may be bad but they are nct»
that bad.” The truth is that things are much worse than the majority .

shanges — gnverﬁment ‘officials, dccmrs, teachersi volunteers, -

: scn::al wnrkers and parants —_ must dIFEGt theur effcrts and energles L

csf Amenca ﬂemand ‘a response

H

~According to guvernment figures for 1974, poverty can be dlwded e
as fD"Ev\ G904 uqﬁg these groups of people: ‘ -

SE% of &l poor aré White
30% of 't poor are -Riack. i
11% 'Df =1} -poor are of Sﬁamsh origin (broken dawn as follcws) C e
> ‘are Mexican - . i : S
— : 5% are F‘uertc Rican
- 1 3% are Central or South Amern:an Guban
» ¢ of ather Spanish origin : : :
‘3% i wi poorare Native American and Pacific/ Asian American -

- The_ distributics. v poverty among each of these ethnic groups . ..

shows that the id
(ethnic or racial) g

shond of being poor-is higher for minority -
B '

about 18.0% of all Native Amengans and FacnflclA5|3n Amencans'
are pDDr o

about 31.4% of ali Black Americans are pr:u:r
- The Whlie Paar :
" This 55% of all poor Amencans com prises pecple of- maﬁy ethmc "
backgrcunds — Anglo-Saxon Pmtestant Jewish, French Ganachan s
‘Italian, Polish, Slavic, Irish, Portuguese, Hungarian, "and -other:
Eurapean natlcﬂahtn&s According to federal gcvernment fIQUrES ;

to 50% of all Indians are classified o3 pagr :
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_unrelated individuals, the majc:rity of whom live  in _major: "
_ metropolitan areas. Yet only some 1.6 million poor White people " ¢
= live within the “paverty pocket” areas-of the metropolitan-cities, - . "

~while more than 3 million: live in non- metropolitan or rural poverty
. - areas. That ieaves 9.1 million ‘poor Whltes hvlng Iﬁ non- inner city
i _‘j:cverty areas or.in suburban areas.

A majority of the 1.6 million poor Whites who live in- "pr;vcarty'

. pocket" areas of central cities with at least 250, ,000 population_are

blue collar workers; crammed into.small ethnic ﬁelghbarhoods .

=Althaugh they live in industrial centers, aftaﬁ their trades are being L

réplaced with automated operatlcns many families are the victims
of inner city housmg, uhllty and insurance Scalpers -they pay hlgh_}- K

. tax rates that maintain’ city services with cors:derably less mcome -
- than those persons earning mld level and hlgher lﬁCDméS ‘vet they,

do not receive their full share of those city services. According to'a

.~ 1975 study done by the National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs, for
. the Department of Commerce and the Institute for Liberty -and - S
< - Community,” in 1970 about 34% of the residents in poor ethnic'j‘,y

White neighborhoods earred less than $7,000 aﬁnual income.
.For the some 3 millien poor Whltes who live in-non- rnetmpcilltan,,,

'=".areas, Dppcrtumtles and services are greatly reduced. Forgotten )

Appalachian_mountain pockets and small scale farms have been

: -passed over, often destruétively, by highway devel@pmént large

-~ -agribusiness - conglomerates, absentee mining - interests, ér’l‘dm‘“

7. -cheaper labor costs abroad for manufacturers. Outreach programs
"in social and health services are often non-existent in remote areas.

Many children must work in unprofitable small farm or family’
business operations at an early age, thus forfeiting the possible :
benefits of long-term schooling. In the past, many of these people-

- would eventually move to the cities seeking employment, but now -

they will find little or no job opportunities which can sustam a

- family at a decent standard of living. They will find overcrowded .
= and substandard housing available to them, because traditionally
"= most - government - efforts toward public housing, ~community o
’services ‘and ‘manpower programs. -(already seen “as largely - .
) 'madequate) have - been - dIFEEtEd at the Black . and * Hispanic =~
‘populations. ' S :

.. * Geno Bareni and Gerson Green, "Who's Lefi in ihe Neighborhoad?” Freparsd by The = .
- National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs,” Washington, D.C. for- the Office of Minarity - -

Business Enterprise, U.5. Depariment of Commarce, and The Institute for’ Liberty and )

',‘Ci:ir‘ﬁrﬁumly Canénrd Verﬁ'mni Nnvgmbsr 19?5 Refnrréd h:; wnh psrmlssmﬁ af !hei,
"~ NCUEA. : , N

a7
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. 20%) of service workers, according to the previously cited study. of -
--the National Center for Urban Ethnic- Affairs. However, unemploy-

. of Labor's Monthly Labor Review of August,~1975, reported - -
: unemployment rates for June of this year: as fEllGWS for the- ™

unemplayment rate of 7.‘3 7%. These rates represeﬁt unemplayedﬁ -

. long-term illnesses, those working: but at. sub-poverly wages, ‘or -

‘ Elack urban neughborhaads earned- less. than %7,000 annually in: -
1970, (We saw earlier that for White ethnic urban nenghbcrhands the .
- figure was 34%. For the gross population in. SMSA's, by

e The median income for White families was $13,356, while for Slackb

19‘7’4 ‘was $5,038. The medlan income défn:ut (ar the acfual amaum,;

48 .. if, '

b. The Elack Pm:r . o )
A«:ccrdmg to gcvernmem statistics, almost ona in every three R
'Elack Americans “is poor. Of these approximately 7.5 -million : - - =
- people,. about. 65% live in metropolitan areas, ‘with:about 3.1 - -~ -
~.million of these persons crammed into “poverty prfsci;kerts;"jStilii'a’ "
large percentage of the poorest rural Americans are Black. Of about
~ 5.9 millicm American Blacks liviﬁg outside metrépclitan a'réas some - -

©"2.4 million, or about 41% live~in ‘poverty.. These 2.4 miltion

© generally represent families and unrelatad |nd|V|f:|uaIa whl‘: are.
~ tenant farmers or sharecroppers or unskilled laborers in the South i
“or Midwest, far. removed from .industrial opportunities and the
" concentration of services that a metropolitan area can offer. =
“Blacks in metropolitan areas constitute a large percentage (about -~
45%) of .the blue collar {abor force and a sizable percentage (about

ment rates for Black workers and other minority workers -have,
- regularly. been higher. than those for White workers. The Department -

_unemployed White civilian labor force — an unemployment rate of
7.9%; for the unemployed Black cmllan labor force — ‘an -

B They ch: nat mcluﬁe rehrees, studants ﬂot warkmg, PEfsans wnhr

those so:discouraged that they have ceased looking for~work.
" Counting all of these with the unemplﬂyéd yields a-"subemploy-" -l
ment_rate” of about 20% nationwide. o P

'The NGUEA study also shows that about 52% of the residents of ...

camparlsan tﬁEFE were only abaut 23% earmng Iass than %7, DDD

7 Gensus Egreau f:gures er 1574 mdlcate tha cverall l.j(spgrlty .
" between the Black -and White EGGI‘IGI’HIE snuah@n in this country.

) fsm:hes it was $7,806. Yet, median income flgures cannot express ;-
" the reality of a dally poverty exnstenfse AS stated béfare 56% of all =
' poor are Whlté and 30% are Black — that is, they fall- below the o

federal government’s pc\rerty threshold which, for a farnily of fourin. .
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by which certain families fall below the poverty index) for White
families is $1,538, thus making an average annual income among
poor Whites of $3,500. But for poor Black families, the median
income deficit is $1,750, thus making an average annual income of

£3, 288

job appmrtumtles in dec‘;e,ntly paid jobs is stm evndent, most then,
Black men continue to hold positions as laborers, janitors, porters,
busboys and housemen. The inordinately high unemployment rate
for Black youths undermines training programs and related efforts
to prevent dropping out of school. Bayard Rustin has asked, “What
is this foolishness about training? You can't train any segment of
the population unless there's a demand for work.” Ever-increasing
numbers of Blacks are moving and concentrating in metropolitan
city centers where unemployment, poor housing, collapsing
educational institutions, eroding city services and high tax bases
leave them scraping for an existence in hopelessly dismal ghettos.
Continued racial prejudice still haunts Black America; - leading to
ecocnomic discrimination, social ostracism, and insidious under-
mining of any attempt to break out of the depths of ‘poverty into the
upwardly mobile fabric of Amencan life,

. €. The Spanish Speaking Poor

Of some.10.8 million Americans of Spanish origin, 24.1% or
about 2.6 million are classified by the government as poor. Earlier
in this chapter we saw what percentages of persons of different
Hispanic arigin camprise these 2.8 million. Ftér;:ent figures aré not

status income level, etc However, SDmEfIQUFES are avanlable, they
show, much the same as those cited in the section on poor Blacks,
that poverty in America strikes harder at non-White Anglo groups.
According to Bureau of the Census figures, Mexican Americans

‘represent some 63% of the Spanish speaking poor. Of some 6.4

million Mexican Americans in the U.S. as of March, 1974, more
than 1.5 million are living in poverty, or about 24%. More than 1.3
million of these people in poverty live in only five Southwestern
states: Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico and Texas.
Generally speaking, these 1.3 million represent a large part of the
migrant farm worker population. Many of them are transient,
moving around the farm areas as work becomes available, They
tend to have slightly Iarger families than do poor Whites or Blacks,
with an average of 4.87 peopie per family. About 88% of all poor
Mexican Americans have not completed high school, and thus have

55
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few options for obtaining better jobs requiring particular skills and
training. Only recently have some community service organizations,
businesses and schoals made a point of having Spanish speaking
employees or personnel to assist their Mexican American
neighbors. Living conditions are largely substandard, and are
sometimes regulated by the owner of the farm where families are
currently working.

Of some 1.5 million Puerto Rican Americans, about 34.1% are
classified by government figures as poor. According to the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, most Puerto Rican Americans live in major
metropolitan areas, with about 59% living in New York City alone.
A Bureau of Labor Statistics report, based on 1970 Census Bureau
figures and current employment trends, finds that more than half of
the Puerto Rican work force in New York City holds semi-skilled

“and unskilied operative, laborer and service jobs. This rate is much
higher than that for unskilled White workers, and higher than that
for unskilled Black workers. In a predominantly white collar city,
only 33% of all Puerto Ricans held white collar jobs in 1970,
compared with about 58% of all residents, and at least 43% of
Elack residents. :
" The National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs’ study estlmates that
in 1970, about 48% of the residents in Hispanic urban
neighborhoods earned less than $7,000 annually. -

Although more bilingual services and opportunities are becoming
availabia in ‘many neighborhoods, most of these efforts are local
community attempts to reach into the community prUlathﬁ and
bring people out of poverty and into some competition for
economic survival. The Spanish speaking poor in America are thrice
disenfranchised: by their economic abandonment, by lack of
adequate indigenous political representation, and by language

barriers. It is not unusual to find sizable neighborhood enclaves

where only Spanish is spoken, especiaily among older persons, just
as it is easy to find a preference for one's own language in other
ethnic neighborhoods. There is a sense of security and heritage
the break from poverty into a more healthy and rewarding standard
of living, our Spanish speaking (and other foreign language
speaking) Americans must work doubly hard. But Spamsh is the
‘second most frequently spoken language in the United States, and,
for the most part, those who speak it are citizens. Therefore, the
government and industry sectors, the health care organizations, the
school systems and the politicians who represent their fellow-citi-

- zens in the making and enforcing of policies for the good of the
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entire country ought to work doubly hard to recognize other
languages and other c:ultures .

d. The Native Amérif;an Poor

Ninety - percent of alf resewati'@n-dwening American
indians are poor by government statistics. Just Jess than
50% of all American Indians live on reservations.

The Europeans introduced a new way of life to the North
American continent, but for the Indians it was disastrous and final.
Whole tribes were wiped ou! by the White men's exploitation,
diseases and continued conflict. By the end of the nineteenth
century, most of the remnants of the poor Indian nations were
herded onto barren reservations, often far from their original
homelands. Today, of some 810,070 American Indians, whether
living on reservations or in other rural and urban areas, almost all
experience har
1974, the average annual income fngure of $1,900 for Indians was
about the lowest family income in the United States. )

Among Indians who live on reservations, or almost half of the
Indian population, the incidence of poor nutrition-related conditions

or diseases — like anemia, diabetes, obesity, kwashiorkor (severe
-malnutrition in infants and children caused by a diet too high in
carbahydrates and too low in proteins), infant mortality, etc, — is

generally hlghar than for all other Americans. According to the
Bureau of Indian - Affairs, the incidence of good health for- all
Indians, even those living outside reservations, is gengrally lower
than for other Americans. Other economic and social statistics also
shortchange the Native American,

According to Census Bureau figures for 1970, average number of
years completed in school is about 8.5 for Indians, but it is almost

" 11 years for the U.S. population as a whole. Unemployment is

- higher; median income is lower.. A recent study done for the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare showed that in 1970,
urban-Indian families averaged less than $4,000 annual income.
Emplayment in professional or managerial occupations is very low.
Access to medical and dental care, as well as to other social and

:: c:amrnumty services, is very poor for those Indians living on

- reservations. Housing on reservations is largely substandard, and

- often has no resemblance whatsoever to the meaning generally.
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attached to the word “house.” The DHEW study previously
mentioned estimated that about 19% of all urban Indians live in
avercrowded and dilapidated housing, compared with a nationai
average figure of 7% of the total population.

among the most systematically deprived — resented, neglected,
powerless. And after some one hundred fifty years of this insensi-
tivity and inhumanity, a Commission appointed by President John-
son in 1969 cited a number of factors which contribute to the gen-
eral attitude of bureaucratic failure to assist the Indian people. It
was found that most non-=Indians know very little about the Indian
customs and lifestyle, yet many "manage” Indian affairs from their
Washington offices. There is a general lack of vision and historical
last few years, several militant indian groups have received national
attention as they have tried to force the government's hand at
Wounded Knee and Pine Ridge, while others have begun
cooperative industries, cultural education and restoration programs
and legal actions against illegal incursions on Indian land rights

_ .and treaties. Rising out of poverty is difficult enough; rising out of

a colonial status that was illegally imposed more than a century ago
will be-even more difficult to accomplish. ’

e. The Pacific/Asian Poor

[t is hard to tell which group in America is experiencing the worst
economic disadvantages. American Indians are certainly at the
bottom of many statistical scales. However, even today when many
more cultural groups have begun to advocate for themselves on a
national scale, the Pacific/Asian Americans, also referred to as
Oriental Americans, are often forgotten. Many different nationali-
ties, cultures, languages and histories are commonly lumped -
together by most Americans who refer to everyone as “Chinese™ or .
“Japanese” or, more simply, “Oriental.,” The Pacific/Asian
American population includes Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Filipino,
Guamanian, Aleut, Malayan, Samoan, Hawaiian, Eskimo, Viet-
namese and other Asian or Indian peoples.

According to Census Bureau figures for 1974, there were about
2.1 million people counted as Oriental Americans, It is difficult to

‘determine just how many were assumed to be poor, since statistics -

are combined with those of the American Indian population. (This
combining of figures tends to result in lower percentages and
estimates than would be obtained by detailing statistics for each

-group independently). Together, about-18% of the two groups’ total - -
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population of over 2.9 million people were classified below the
poverty level.

Some C.unsus figures for 1970 give general social indicators for
various of the Pacific/Asian groups. For example, native born
Hawaiian men tend to earn less income than other men who have
migrated to the Hawaiian islands, including Chinese, Japanese and
Whites. In 1970, the median income for Hawailan men was $2,931,
and with the cost of living in Hawaii varying between 20% and 25%
higher than on the mainland, this is an extremely inadequate figure.

Among more than one million Chinese and Japanese Americans,
general educational attainment is high. About 25% of Chinese
males over the age of 16 have obtained college degrees; for
Japanese males the figure was over 19%, according to Census
figures for 1970. Nevertheless, it is .not uncommon te find
considerable disparity between educational attainment or qualiifica-
tions and actual employment status. Only about 33% of U.S. born
Japanese men hold professional or managerial positions. Many
Japanese and Chinese immigrants who had been employed in

professional, managerial or technical jobs at home have been

forced. to change to less skilled, -lower paying. jobs-in-the-U.5. — ...

Among Chinese men in the U.5., about 25% are employed as

_ service workers, a figure that is higher than averages for other
groups: for Whites, about 14% ; for Blacks, about 21%, and for
Spanish speaking, about 15%, according to 1970 figures. None. of
these trends is changing significantly at present, a fact which
indicates that it is still hard for young Oriental American men to
obtain positions for which they may. be properly trained, either
because of higher unemployment for all minorities, or because of
racial discrimination in hiring practices. ,

Although the majority of Chinese and Japanese Americans live in
several large Northeastern and Western cities, the Census Bureau
shows the Korean population to be slightly more dispersed. Among
Koreans, there is a preponderance of female-headed families, with
small children, yet with extremely low incomes. Many Koreans do
not as yet have enough facility in English to obtain jobs for which
they are sufficiently trained.

Further Census Bureau figures show that for Filipino Americans,
the third-largest of all Pacific/Asian groups, less than half of all
men have completed high school, Those who are trained with
certain skills often find language a barrier in obtaining employment
The majority of working Filipino men, who are predominantly
middle-aged, work at low paying laborer jobs ar on small farms in

- rural areas. However, with the meager incomes they rﬁake}they’
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at least five members.

Since 1970 was the first census year when statistics were
compiled on a larger scale for all Pacific/Asian Americans, many
areas are lacking in reliable indicators of actual social and
economic status. There is still much institutional and personal
racism.experienced by Pacific/Asian pegplés in America. There is.
little knowledge of the Pacific/Asian experiefice, and much
stereotyping of these various nationalities into one large mass of
inscrutable foreigners.

Combatting the poverty of urban ghettos or of rural hinterlands is
aven harder when people and institutions almost do not know that
you exist. The usual problems to be overcome — housing, heaith
care, legal representation, consumer protection, participation in
community social welfare programs — are compounded with
additional ones like immigration regulations, language barriers, and
cultural ignorance on the part of one's neighbors.

f. Summary: The Curse of Racism
- Each of the different ethnic groups described above has suffered

_Its own brand of racial or regional prejudice. Some group of people

city. ghetto project or a country or mountain town. There is a
derogatory name for every single nationality of people supposedly
representing the "meiting pot” of the United States.

For too long, non-White cultural groups and White ethnic peoples
have been excluded from equal treatment in our society. Their
cultures and heritages were considered a source of embarrassment

. by those of their people who tried to become assimilated into the -

dominant society. Americanization was seen as accepting values

- and patterns of life offered by the existing institutions as the only

way to "get ahead.” Now, many minorities have realized that they
got only as far as prejudiced and imperfect institutions and peaple
‘would let them get. They have found that they must work within
their own lifestyles and communities to claim a just share of this

' society’s promise. Pride in one's self is the key to power, not

merely imitation of another's lifestyle. Social maturity is now.
symbolized by cultural self-awareness, and the more cuitures that

: c,éri be bound together to work in true community spirit and mutual

respect, the easier it will be to break the depressing hold of poverty-

" and build toward a community of Americans.
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5. RURAL POVERTY

The existence of poverty in remote rural areas of the United
States is a fact little experienced by millions of Americans. Yet,
about 40% of America’s poorest families and individuals live far
from the view of the urban or suburban eye. According to Census

_Bureau figures for 1974, some 9.6 million poor persons live in

non-metropolitan areas, representing more than one-third of the
total 24.3 million poor.-However, having already arrived at a a larger
total figure of poor in America, closer to some 40 million persons,
we find that about 16 million or 40% live in rural areas of the
country. Rural poverty is just as persistent and debilitating as urban
poverty, but its roots are different. Basically, rural living is being
part of that economic community that derives its wealth from the
development of land and other natural resources. But the economic
returns no longer remain in the rural community. The principal fact
behind rural poverty today is the powerlessness of millions to
control the land they work or live on. Big business interests have
swept. over the rural land areas, from upper New England to
Appalachia to the Great Plains, across the rural South and in the

'—Stjuthern California- farming valleys. - Absentee- farming interests, = -

mining and .industrial firms, large carp@rate manufacturers and
governments own the majority of all the land, and they often use
and abuse it at will. Many of the people who actually live on it are

-now tenants, sharecroppers or squatters, eking out a poor existence

on land whose profits are found in corporate investments and-
banks. According to a profile on “Rural Poverty," prepared by the .
National- Catholic Rural Life Conference and the Campaign for
Human Development in 1973, corporate landholding and non-resi- -
dent or absentee Iandgwriersh:p is growing rapidly in rural America.
Poor people living in rural areas have had to face the continuing
disappearance of the small family-run farm, as it is replaced by
huge, integrated farming combines, operating on automation, not
manpower; the depletion of natural resources like coal, wood and
iron ore, often with irreversible destruction to the land teft behind:
the departure of small manufacturing industries such as mills and
foundries, and with them, perhaps, an opportunity for full-time
employment. Furthermore, the distance and remoteness of some
areas make them prime victims of poor. communications and-
transportation facilities; high prices for goods and products that
are transported in; neglect on the part of federal and state social
service programs which do not operate adequate outreach facilities.
What happens to these 16 million Americans as a result of all.:

i this? Théy suffer poarer health, yet have less ac:c:essnbmty to health
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care services. According to a paper presented by the Rural Housing
Alliance and Rural America, inc., in April, 1975, the U.S. average for
number of doctors per persons is 1 to 781: but in rural areas alone,
the ratio is 1 to 1,400. Since 1963, the number of U.S. counties
without doctors has increased from 98 to 135. The federal
government .is just now begmnmg to establish health clinics in

remote towns,
The consolidation of many local school districts has caused

"huncireds of small local schools to shut down, thus presenting

transportation problems for students who must now travel
sometimes fifty. or more miles daily to school. The resulting
drapaut rate is higher than the national ,average.

empioymem in urban cmes, The Uﬁemplaymgnt rate in grban areas
is even higher than that in rural areas, making it apparent that these
people are moving from bad to worse: from remote, economically
unimportant hinterlands, with no jobs, to Dvercrcswéed Qverspent'
city centers, with no jobs.

Housing in rural-America- is often - substandard.  In- 1973, ‘the -
government put an 18-month moratorium on federally . subsidized
housing starts in most rural areas. Yet, housing for the rural poor is ..
desperately needed. Millions of Americans live in squahd shacks or
in dilapidated huts en Indian reservations.

The government's poverty threshoid for a fczur=p§rsori family
living on a farm in 1974 was $4,302: for an elderly individual on a
farm it was $2,013. Government data generally assumes that the
cost of living is about 15% lower for rural areas, but this figure is
ncﬂ reasanable M@st gaﬂds availablé tg rural residents are the

areas are h:gher reflectmg the m;st of traﬁspgrtatmn to get them
there. Rural residents incur higher expenses traveling to a city or
larger town for medical and dental care. Without high urban taxes,
the cost of living may be lower, but it is not 15% lower.

The rural poor are spread throughout the country, vet too few
people have had contaet with them to realize the hopelessness of
their situation, Where are they? They are in rural New England. In
the state of Maine, for example, small scale potato and other crop

farms have been bypassed by larger agricultural operations. Unable = .

to make a decent living from the land, many of the young people are

moving south to the industrialized cities. of New England, where

‘unemployment, poor hcuskng and high costs await them. .
The rural poor are often pncmred as Qoming from one particular ~



region of the U.S. — Appalachia. Beginning in western New York
and extending to Mississippi, the Appalachian mountain areas are
indeed some of the poorest, most neglected and most abused
stretches of land in America. Strip mining operations have gutted
much of the land; timber companies have stripped many hillsides
bare. The people who live there have no controi over their land,
which is predominantly owned by outside mining, logging, farming

The Rural South represents another situation of absentee-owned

land, with poor Black or White sharecroppers working at the third
most dangerous occupation in the country, farming, yet often
receiving a minute fraction of the crop in return for themselves.
Incomes often do not rise above $2,000 annually. Of some 5.9
- million Blacks living outside metropolitan areas, more than 42%
have incomes below the poverty [evel.

The Great Plains States, wealthy in wheat, corn and other grains,
_are often the victims of corporate land speculation. Some farmers

overextend themselves in trying to produce quantity for highly
concentrated industries, and risk the uncertainties of fluctuating
capital_markets. Small scale farms, operating without.government
subsidies, cannot even begin to compete at these market levels,
Competition for land, for highway development, urban growth, etc.,
has put land prices beyond the reach of all but the rich.

The fertile farm valleys of California are home to thousands of

migrant workers whose poverty existence is, perhaps; somewhat

better known to many Americans in the last few years of militant

‘fighting for economic and labor rights. Progress so far has only
cracked the surface of unfair labor practices, lack of workmen’s
compensation, poor health and dental facilities in transient areas,

availability of community and social service facilities, and poor

. housing provided by farm owners. The average annual income of

migrant workers runs some 25% lower than that for other working

Americans.

Finally, the American Indian Reservations are alsda_ part of poor
~ rural America. It is estimated that the 50% of all Indians who live on
" reservations experience daily hardship at a minimum, and dire

poverty at a maximum. |nadequate education, health and welfare
appropriations cannot begin to break the bonds of poverty
surrounding'the American Indian. )

Rural poverty is no less inhuman than urban poverty, It Is just
" more hidden and more forgotten. Until some form of economic

opportunity can be created in the rural areas, with more local
~_-ownership of land and manufacturing operations, these vast
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‘spaces of the country will continue to waste away, to lose their
population as people seek a better life elsewhere. Coordinated

distribution plans are more necessary now than ever before. Private
sector economic factors alone will not address the problems of
rural United States.

6. URBAN POVERTY

As noted before, the majority of the American population lives in
According to Census Bureau figures for 1974, approximately 142.3
million people, or 68% of the total population, live in metropolitan
areas. The following charts break this down into various groups of
people and locations.

(Numbers in Millions) ,
TOTAL POPULATION TOTAL POVERTY FOPULATION

OCATION - White Black White Black .,
== ) _ — e Al = _
Metropolitan Areas 121.8 (67%) 17.B (75%) 9.2 (57%) 4.9 (66%)

TOTAL FOPULATION ' TOTAL POVERTY PORULATION
IN METROPOLITAN AREAS i METROPOLITAN AREAS
LOCATION ’ ’ White Black White Biack

Inside Ceniral 459 (38%) 137 (77%) 4.5 (49%) 4.0 (82%)

Poverty Areas/Central Cities 52(11% 7.4 (54%) 1.2 (29%) 2.8 (70%)
Suburban Areas 75.8 (62%) 4.1 (23% 47 (51%) 0.9 (18%)
Poverty Areas/Suburbs 3.2 (04%) 1.1 (27%) 0.6 (12%) 0.3 (36%)

To understand the charts, we can explain one of the vertical
columns of figures, for example, “Total Pogulatieﬁlélack and Total
Population in Metropolitan Areas/Black.” We see first that about
17.8 million Blacks, or 75% of the total American Black population
of about 23.7 million, live in metropolitan areas. 73.7 million of -

“these 17.8 million (or 77%) live inside central city neighborhoods.
Within the “poverty pocket” areas of these central cities live about
7.4 million (or 54%) of the 13,7 million Blacks. About 4.7 million -_
-Blacks (or 23% of the 17.8 million figure) live in suburban areas,
‘and of these, about 1.7 million or 27% live within “poverty pocket”
areas of the suburbs. .

The same delineation follows for the other categories listed.

" Government statistics available to the general reader do not break
down figures of this type for all ethnic groups in the United States.
These charts were worked from tables in the Census Bureau's
‘Current Population Reports Series which usually lumps “Negro and
Other Races™ in some tables and, conversely, "White and ‘Other
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Races” in other tables. In this case, it is likely that the figures for

“White Population™ include both White and Spanish speaking
Herman Miller, in his book Rich Man,_ Poor Man, summarizes

some of the urban problems which eventually lead to an increasing

) poverty population:

Virtually all of the white growth is expected to take place
in the suburban ring, whereas the non-white growth is
expected to occur primarily in the central cities . . The
increase in the size of the dependent pagulatmﬁ, as well
as the higher standards of public service that are demand-
ed generally, accounts for much of the rise in expendi-
tures for welfare, education, police protection, and other
public services in cities, (Pp. 66-67).

In a paper prepared by the Economic Research Service of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture and presentéd to the First National
Conference on Rural America in Washington, D.C. in April, 1975,
figures are shown which indicate that the overall trend in the 1970's

is still toward lmmigratlon to urban and suburban areas, and_”_,_,
‘outmlgrahcn from extremely remote rural areas. Althaugh this

immigration 'is not as acute as it was in the period from 1950
through 1969, there was still a population increase in 1974 of about

2.9%. in. metropolitan areas. This figure represents: not only

movement of the domestie population, but alse imrmigration from
abroad. As metropolitan area populations grow, demands on city -
services grow. But, according to Herman Miller, central city areas
and suburban areas do not complement each other in providing
these services to their ever-increasing populations:

Since the volume of business generally depends on the
size ot the population, there has been a great movement
of retail trade to suburban shopping areas. Manufacturing
establishments have also found it advantageous to leave
- the city and most of the new home construction in recent
years has been in the suburbs. As a result, an important
part of the city tax base has been eroded ... . (P. 67).

The cities serve as clearinghouses and central nodes for transpor-

'~ tation, communication, the delivery of goods and services. People,

goods, information, move back and forth through the city to its sur-
rounding area of suburbs anﬂ satellite communities. The ecological
network of relationships around a metropolitan city is all of ‘a
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whale iﬁtermﬁﬁéctéd and intér’dependém Yet, iﬁ guvernmémal
for goods and servu,:és, t;oller:tmg and dusbmsmg them. Eut it has
no ability to make adequate taxation demands upon the suburban
commuter, who loves the city by day, and taking his income with

-him, flees it by night.

Urban poverty personifies the image of needy Americans as seen
by most people. Inadequate social welfare programs cannot serve
the large numbers of people in cities who need unemployment
compensation and income supplements to purchase food and other
necessary items. Federal housing programs are currently under
attack as one of the most inefficient of all government services.
Medical and dental clinies, whether private or public, cannot cope

with the hundreds of people seeking care daily. About 60% of -~

America's poor are crowded, sick, hungry, cold, msdequateiy
housed, poorly clothed, unemployed, aging and, worst of all
neglected in the metropolitan areas of the country. Whether it is
seen in central city slums, surrounded by insufficient services, or in -

- the suburbs, often cut off from essential needs, yet still hardly

recognized as such, poverty in urban America is a sprawling giant
which preys upon some 24 million poor people.

7. THE WORKING POOR

The term “working poor” has only recently been coined to
describe those people who work either full-time or part-time, yet
who never escape the daily routine of being the “have-not's” of
society. We have already seen how hardworking people who earn”
the minimum wage of $2.20 -an hour (or- $4,576 annually) .
automatically fall below the federal government's poverty level '
income of $5,038 for 1974. Our earlier calculations toward a more
reasonable standard of determining poverty presented the Bureau of
Labor Statistics’ Lower Budget figure of $9,198 for an urban family
of four; their figure of $8,639 for a non-metropolitan family of four;

“and a poverty income figure representing 54% of the U.S, median

income (rather than 40%), or $6,934. Additionally, the American .
public reported to the Gallup Poll organization that a minimum -
income of $8,372 for a family of four was necessary to rnamtain a

decent standard of Invmg »
The following chart will give an idea of the median incomes

{gross, before tax payments) of several occupations, for males and
females, at:carding to Census Bureau figures for 1974.
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OCCUPATION GROUP 7 INCOME/MALES INEDME/FEMALES

Ffafessmnﬂlfféghm:gl 5$13.391 S?,éDS
Cralt and Kindred Warkers 10,552 4,885
Clerical and Kindred Workers 9,209 4,699
Operatives and Transpoartation 8218 3.880
Farmers/Farm Managers 4,597

Service Workers 4,540 1,978
Labarers - Nonfarm 3,591 . 2,435
Farm Labaress ’ 1,280

Sales Warkers 1,963

It is easy to see that semi-skilled and unskilled workers are the
least compensated for their work. Previously we have seen that a
large percentage of the workers in these occupations are of one or
another ethnic/racial minority, rather than White. Additionally, the
figures for female workers indicate how difficult it is for a female
head of a household to provide a decent standard of living for her
family. The psychological despair that is conditioned into people
‘who work full-time yet never get ahead is one of the most

; devastatiﬁg effects of working paverty Nc arﬁauﬁt'of thé@rizing" by—

of this despalr NQ 3tatist|cal tables can rsapturé the pain of the 7
hardships and want, as a parent sees his children daoing without.
Working poverty affects some 60% or 25 million of America's
almost 40 million poor. To combat it, federal and local programs
must either organize {o include these people -in adequate social
services and transfer payments, or develop. a labor-intensive
economic development . policy which is truly geared toward full
employment of our people. Gurrently, for example, -renewed
controversy is raging over the Food Stamp Program. Many people
feel, often rightly so, that the excesses of the program are wasting

their money. Certainly if there are people obtaining Food Stamps -
who are not eligible for them, while others who need them are being
overlooked by the program, something needs to be done. President
Ford's 1975 proposal for program reform does not favor the
interests of the working poor; rather it sets its fccus on the most
abjectly poor, and hopes to decrease overall spending on Food
‘Stamps. A more sensitive and important proposal has been offered
- by Senators George McGovern and Robert Dole. In this plan, the
income cutoff level would vary somewhat, allowing certain benefits
to working people, and in fact providing more incentive toward
- working than toward welfare participation.’In its editorial of Octaber
- 29,1975, the Washington Post has praised the Dole-McGovern bill
- as one with “practical reform" pcssibilitnes and considers the Fard

R pmpasal to represent a "pumtive approach.” '
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We have already seen how the general attitude of the government
and the public toward the poor has often been of a punitive nature.
If reforms like the Dole-McGaovern bill and other positive reforms for
different social welfare programs can be passed into law, perhaps
the working poor, as well as the dependent poor, can be lifted out
ot poverty once and for all.

8. A FINAL WORD
Eliminating poverty in America will prove to be a hard task.
Public attitudes toward poverty are negative to start with since
many efforts at reform and change are already tainted with a kind of
clouded condescension and resentment. Before social welfare,
income supplements, health care, education, feeding/nutriticn, -
manpower training and housing reforms, we need personal reform
of our attitudes and feelings about poverty and those of our fellow
citizens who experience it. We need to ask ourselves what social
and economic policy we wish to have for our nation — what kind of =
society we want to live in, and whether it can be obtained without - -
serious concern for the common good. More simplicity in
- administration of -programs can result -in a more impartial- and

. ‘worthwhile system of programs, geared toward assisting those truly -7~

in need, while also reducing overextended = costs: But  less
categorical and investigative standards of é!lglblilty and more local
control, not only by gavernmgnts but also by. community groups,
will have to be accepted by our society as legitimate government . - -
palicy. :

Ideally, poverty should not exist among a commumty cf human
beings, joined together in shared life on this planet. Unfortunately,
that small word, “ideally,” is the major stumbling block behind all’
disputes among men and nations. Thus, to be realistic, one must
start on a smaller, more elemental level, and deal first with the -
immediate tasks at hand. Poverty in America, amid economic
incentives and systems which are designed {o raguire exorbitant
affluence and gross-waste, must not be tolerated by any of us. We
certainly have the capability and resources to contend with it. We
need only the resolve and the love, and a willmgness to die to
ourselves in trying.
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- Theee queetlene eennot be approached without mueh etudy end' ,
”epmperetwe theught Even then |t is extremely eorﬁplex The "0

Welfere pregreme ere underfuﬂded _are’ beeed uppn medequetef
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- etenderde (e.g the use of-an emergeney dlet" as a basis for.food -~

2..Go efnment. petehwprk social welfare approaches have become

- - cumbersome in administration and indirect in their epg:roeeh As
- :-such,’ they-are costly and incomplete. For decades, rnigretion (the =

"_A"frontler " homesteading, mpving to. |nduetnel cmee etc. ) served as:

. 7.a poverty program. But now there : are no new frontiers. It is difficult. .

“-and costly to obtem land; egrieulture is big bpemeee _ Induetnel job

’;l:”develepmeﬁt is growing more slowly- ‘than the pppuletipn and it is.
“.“not located in areas of primary need. Great expenditures of mOﬁey; -
- and effort in the last decade have openedup doors for many poor- -

“people..The' folpe of. Economic. Opportunity’s’ Gpmmumty Action .-
Pregrems among ethere elthpugh failing to eehieve some ‘of their :
grender pb]ecnvee “did prpwde a vehicle’ by- whneh new pphtleel}
‘_Ieederehup empﬁp pepr “people’ ‘was upennfned tremed through
ard- kneeke experlenee end mtrpdueed mto the rnere epﬁven i

O
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pelmeel arenas. But .impediments brought “on_by widespread °
- cultural attitudes which ascribe: poverty to. elmplletle "metwetioh
,explenetlene have been eempeunded by top- heevy government

; programs requnrlng extensive edrntmetretlon Three basic eeheele of -
""f'fftheught -and corresponding’ public ‘policy have "prevailed in.the
©° United States concerning the ex|etenue ef socio- eeonemte lneque
oy .'lty end poverty : S

The Culture of Peverry Appmec:h assumes that peverty is a re- _'
"eult ‘of the poor possessing a distinct subculture_with veluee
"~ and behaviors which differ from those of the domment eeelety
" and which are inedequete A eelf generatmg cyele perpetuates
: ,th|e culture from geheretmn te geheretmn F’eeple can, be ee-

. Qf edueetleh end eeerel services. L L
" b. The Economic System Dyefunetlen Appreeeh eeeumee thet a”

- lower socio-economic class exists because of structural eco-

nomic prcblerrle lnke ehremc: unempleyment ehertege of jebe, =

, “een be offeet by ettemptmg tn hrinh the poor |hte pertletpetlen“ 3
" in the dynamics of_the existing economic system. ‘Otherwise, ™
- meeme memteHEnee _programs. based upon dietnbutlen te the
- poor of income from other greups eurplue wnll he neeeeeery A
. full employment economy is part of thle approach: ’
‘. The Social- Palltreel Syetem Dyefuncnen Appreeeh eeeerte thet
'*peverty end mequelnty exist beeeuee ‘the 'present- pettern of-:

) greup and _power reletlenshlpe eene|etentiy denies eceeee on..
B the pert of the peer te engmfu:ent pehtleel end eeehomie per-

R 'mel-ung structuree in eII inetltutlone (puhlu: and prwete) whu:h
"_;j N ,effeet peeplee lives; broadened economic ownership or guar- -
: anteed annual meeme eccempenled by more puahe plennthg

_ and administrative- influence over private ecunomic sector. or=

) :genlzetlene (whleh are’ eurrently owned by a ‘small- per--.:

- centage of the pepuletmn yet have: elgmfleent puhhe effeet :

because of thelr -5ize); end pohtlcel Qrgemzmg for errlpower= T

:rnent of, the peor end werkmg eleeeee m eeelety .

S Mueh debete hee eeeurred over whleh theery end lte reeultmg
E f:, ehenge eppreech is eeeurete “Three pemte ere erucrel here f:ret
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tewerd ernpewerment ef and mvelvement in the deeleien rnekxngr

,_development among ‘them, .whzther- created - from. inside - the -
~gcommunity in a process ef dielegu
wltheut by mtervenore lnte the pepr cemmunlty) Thlrdly,‘

e personal values and- organizational patterns: will have to- ehenge »
‘poverty is a reletlenehlp, and when ene perty changes 50 -
'does the -other.” - , .

, feelth basically unehenged They have tried to cover. over gaps- ln'_?:
the performance of f our eyetern or else have ettempted to eesimllete o
© - the poor; into the eyetem See:el “services, edueetlen, cetegpricel»

brief, but ill- eeneewed fhrtetxen with -empowerment threugh 0OEO

) culturel refprrnetlen or to eeenpmle policy edjuetr’nent {i.e., thev
?";'eyetern is ekey yeu ere net ekey) Hewever it is important to netev

“that’ several essential features of the “welfare e3p|tellern" approach- -

heve never been xmplernented

(1)lneeme eupplernent pregrerne heve been inedequete "and
,':punmve beeeuee ‘of eetegencel"'ehg:p:llty requirements -

.. which attach a social stigma'to" recipients, assume that pov- - - - °
“erty is'a tempprery eendmen requlre meeelve edmmletretive Lol

control,-and- rneunteln levele of eupport too’ lew to reelly free .
. _recipients from marginality. No consistent and general mceme

 , memtenenee pelley exists. Blame falls on the mdnvnduel
-bursaucratic mefflcleney ls cxted as eefflclent reeeen te eur=
= tail programs:: s ST T : ’

“has’ been made” ‘part_of government or prlvete ‘anti- peverty ef--
ferte Edueeuen tremmg end eervleee whleh ere not- eupple—
mented by ijS end lneerne are- medequete U S tex pellenee

process . by ‘the . poor - imply. mdigeneue cultural - ‘changes . and ! ’

id eetlpn or inculcated frem}‘ o

chenge in the dem:nent eeenety as’ well Allpcet:on pf reeeureee,‘ -

: The policies- pureued in the United Stetee can be greuped under' s
: e;the heedlng of “welfere cepltehem" (Appreeehee1 ang' 3, They have ER
U left the existing’ pewer relationships and dletrlbutlen of lneome and ;i

i stopgap “income " supplement pregreme (AFDG," unemplgymemr-@ R
-, compensation, Social Seeurlty, Food Stamps,. etc.) and. job trelnmg

-heve been’ given  major: empheele in_ gevernment .anti- povertyf’_.,‘_;
: 'pregreme Legel esenetenee legislative  and reguletery efferte and: """

-'~';'Con1mun|ty Aetlen Pregreme heve also been’ ettempted ‘As such,” -
- social poluey has. _basically. assumed . that’ exuetmg eec:o=eeenemle,«- h
- systems are essentially functional; needing only tinkering _and - -
* adjustment. Program emphasis _has been- given to individual and~ -

(2) No cemprehenelve full emplnyn‘ient plen or ij ereetlen pellcyf' L
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and - technalﬂgy contmue tQ de emphasme Iabar—mtenswe deag
vEIGpment attempting to cut costs and utilize energy-driven_

- technology for the sake of profit and production, but at the:
- cost of jobs and_income. Hence we mamtalr. ,‘ cansum’r—
oriented scn:la! pgln:y rather than one of distribution and. :
.,t|c|pat|an Labor unions cantribute to' this by demanding"
h|gher wages: and - benefits rather. than DWﬁEFEhIp and . pro-

' dugti :|ty incentives, Earpuratuons campaund the problem-by:-
L - seeking high profit rates and practicing inflatmnary target pri
E ,V’V S ing, and passmg all casts on to the ccmsurner Includmg the
e labor-unions. - : e S

The third school of thaught has not been: tested or- |mplemented
because it requires serious changes in the roles of government,

: EGGﬁDmIG ‘planning and mvestmem and’ Existlng cultural and
L palmcal valuésw Thére is sermus questlaﬁ that a._ natl :

’tmn:and decer\trallzatmn seem tc: ccmtradlct blg central: gaver
,ment Yet a natmnal taxatmn and caardmatlgn paln::y wauld be

STRATEGY TRIED

Cullural snd
id

Social Services
Adapt *

Assu’mlau EL]LTURE i3 PUVERT“ - Education . -
. e l - )
Wellare {transfer
o MWELFARE 2| . payments inade. - DT
" CAPITALISM quate}
— = Sanal Security
Unemplayment Cam-
X . pensation -
... ECONOMIC SYSTEM AFOC
DYSFUNCTION - |Foud Stamps
Ii . Jab Training
A
1 L
= T
. dEEEM |Eh!l
=L Empnwmmem ipootty -
. do d rl ded|
R e ,SUEIALIFULITIEM;; one. undertundedl o
S - SYSTEM DYSFUNE Lo e o “!‘53\ Euaramggd In:ami e

R!:Ilslnbuuun of |n5umglwgillh oW

TN -

se:lur plnnmng

Putlic contral over pri

R
i
1
-




C)ne thmg is certam — centrahzed gcvernmént services and~
‘f!’pragrams have . produced cumbersome bureaucracies, and since
= they are patchwark stapgap approachés they often violate values
of. equtty among groups- not favored by the programs (e.g., White
ethmcs become angry because government antldlscnmmatlen
B DGIICIEE fi:u:us on the needs of- Elacks) Universal . pr@grams and -
-- policies, ~seeking “maximum distribution and. participation, are-
- 5necessary But these would almost certamly run mtt: the prevailing -
.. American - values. of. mdmduahsm, personal liberty -and material
" comfort. Psradax:cally, the- cultural ‘values and attntudes upon °
= which current. publlt; pt:ln:y is-based demand equctable solutions .=
7. but stress mdlvtduallsm This condition leads to a fear of systemlc R
appraaches chernment pmgrams hDWEVEI" assnmllate or. ald

’f,-avmdmg systemn: appn:ac:hés they alsa dm:m thémgelves iﬁ
) i,nadequacy This recipe guarantees frustration and invites. publn:
‘w:thdrawal from a humamtarlan ‘social pohcy a

3, In_our saclety, we continue to say "mme“ Whéﬂ we need tc;! say .
‘vl'ours." . Our economy and culture depend “upon the pursuit’ of*
-_'f;mdlwdual economic and pclitical security. Our industrial structure
_’'depends upon constant production and sales which depend upcm

- predictable buying and ccnsqmpttan Advertising creates needs for
i‘{many |tems (whn:h are not absolutely needed) in order to insure - 7
-sales. In_short, we live in a possession-conscious,: thlng oriented-

: r-'soc:ety,bpredmated upon lndmdual achievement and the. abnlity to
fff_prczduca Feelings of lsclatmn and loneliness, of being bas:cally
Tunwanted prevall Paap!g feel that if they clcmt look" aut for

' themselves no one else will, “and they’re probably nght C!ur system

. is not - ccmmumty Drlented cit. does. .not .reward. community -

" consciousness. Hence, one m_an‘s" gain ‘is often seen as another .~
“man's: loss; or as proof of worth versus worthlessness. For

= example, minority. workers. have experienced hard -times entering'

« trade unions because our system is not creatmg ent:ugh ijS for all
i:rworkers (in SpltE of the work ethic), and present union me”bersh:p

" fears-a labor glut.- Many tradesmen are not employed year-round,- -
“and they are more ‘apt to be laid off on sudden notice. With more -
~.members, jobs would be even more scarce. Thus racial exclusivit
-:IS a prcblem amang unu:n members 5 S

G"‘j"-’th of Pfolt oriented economic and political systems whmh't}f.'-_-

""are based upt:n cﬂmprﬂmlses amcng self |nter§sted pcwer power gr ngs L

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



whu:h nenther liberates m:r meets the needs Df reciplents t,héf
‘mablhty of our.society to adopt a just minimum wage for all jobs;
:the underfundmg and abrupt end. of the War on Poverty — all of_
: these manifest an Qperatwe value system whlr:.h fmds it difficult tD
Empathlze with the poor and powerless. Emplayers ‘who pay
substandard wages; large farmowners who pay mdecem wages and -
offer uniﬂhabitable housing to. farm warkers, WhI|E Dppcslng

7 unionization; slum landlords; reatty companies’ which’ buyup .
wcentral city housmg and sell it at scalped prices to the poor or to” -
the government (which intends to finance low-income housing, thus - -
'—‘takmg advantage of FHA and other federally-sponsored’ programs. ...
: des@ﬁed to help the pm:r) food and other central ¢ity merchants .
e . who mark up their prices the day before socnai _security and welfare .
v checks are. due = these and others. are groups with " a- vested
"~ interest in the cantlﬂuance of pcwérty Unemplayment as'a prn:e for
, 'stablllzmg ‘ mﬂatlon and keeping the _profit/investment - cycle"
“healthy: higher and higher mortgage rates; tax privileges” to ‘large
",\:Drpcsratlcms and  to. the more affluent — “these: mamfest the’
. -priorities in our ecanamlc system The pawerless live at the bGttDITI
of a power dxamand whare power — EBDHDITIIE scu:lal and pohtu:al

: — is-concentrated in the tcp half. - ’

— 1/5 ngulaliﬁﬁ, 41% lacome = The Aﬂluenl o

— /5 Fapulnﬁﬁn, 54% Inc}:n'néié The Middie Clﬂss

. POWER -

(L 7 Pnpulgnan,@ d‘?&rlﬁééﬁ‘\é = The Pm;r. RS

PGPuanoN :

) The poor do not have the resources to participate in the freé .
. enterprise system which our society extols. Business is mcreasmgx
ly being dominated by major cz:rparatmns over three-fourths of all -

' manufactunng assetsin the United States are ccntrgllad by 1.6% of i
the corporations. Many corporations depend on gavernme”
contracts or loan guaranties to continue. Thus our gcvernment 15

o tied tt: the lapsu:led system out of necessny = to. prevent econamu: '
‘ghacs Fublu: gDad is medlatéd by restru:twe prlvate gam Thls IS :

: Furthermare whereas tax breaks oil : |mportatu:m quctas an
gcvarnment subsmles and cr:mtrar;;ts are SEEH tr;! be gcu:d and

- c:sften geen as tax burdpns and wasteful GVEF—ExtEHSIDﬂS because

-3 ,
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; they ant y:eld a profit:‘ in terms Df praductlcn They are’
mflatmnary " Dur tax Iaws reward proflt and mvestrnent ﬁ)ur

“these. measures. Ham:e, tax mcentlves and_, gther@ Tvr’ewards,are.
'’ designed to encourage people to invest and maximize profits. The. .
result:is that large scale policy and plannmg are determmed up0n L
V:f-'tms ‘criterion: What is best for the investors. and the ecanarﬁy’? : f e
-~ But-what happens if many. people cannot participate ‘in..the . . ..
- mvestmentlpmm system‘? If- these values Iead tD abandaﬁment cf

,,,,,,

{Dut of labs mcludmg mlddle class peaplé‘? Tr: pclu:les whlch fav@r

s ,‘Iarge agncultural ccr’nbmes makmg it impcssmle f::r the small

. farmer to_compete? - : R
B In the last thirty yéars ‘the share Df tatal maney H"ICQITIE gcmg tD o
2. "the 50% of U.S.-citizens in the bottom’ half of the power diamond :-
N ;ihas remamed ‘constant — at 27% ~The share gmng to the tap 10%
" has also remained the same — about 27%. The top 5% of the.
~pruIat|Dn receives 17% of the mc:‘:me Therefare Iess than 5% m
erLll‘ papulatlan cantrcls ST S

| —'50% of all wealth

- — 83% of all corporate stocks -

. — 90% of all state and local bonds .. -
=- SE%’,LDF all busmesses and prcfessmns

- By not" cnntrcllmg any of the capltal resources or pmductmn )
systems many people m our societly essamlally Iat;k the means for. .- ..
» "Kself .determination, fc::r creatmg some sharé Df the wealth af thlS L
- ;=—sar’ne say in the leIE:y decnsmns of thIS natmn Equal Gppartumty .
. is an ideal in_the United States, but in order to realize .it, in a - '
: " competitive sm:lety, everyone ‘should have an equal start. Wlthaut
Tl this initial equalny, security and devel:‘:pment as“a human bemg
Lthrcugh self-determination and self- help are greatly impeded;"
- - What -all pm:r gmups share in ccmmcm s marglnahty and )
dependence _ they are excluded frDrn 5ecuﬂty aﬁd power over-their - -
own affau’s _Each poor group in the United States belongs to a .
larger - graup WhICh has been dlscnmmated agamst re;ected or- '-'f"
excluded: ST o

‘ Powerlessness comes from being what
sociefy defines as unpradu:hve or

'f“Dbsalesteﬂce -
“;DISEFIfﬁlﬁﬂ'IQﬁfREEISﬁ’I
- Low Economic Return
Dependence ~..

T unwanled, F\nd il cofigs o !Eiy
T low pnte
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“" " . Conclusion

After twa thausand years of Chnst‘s G‘ospel af Love it'is very sad‘ '
tc live.in a warld torn by threats of war, lack of cooperation among == ©

natmns and poverty The real rcat for all thls lies in mans fear,
‘need’ for secunty and cansequent use of power, and inability (from o

; sad expenence) to. trust one another. President Julius Nyerere of . .-

Tanzama has put |t very well m a 5peach to Maryknull m:ssnonaries _' o
. ln 1971 : L : . - .

, 'The real prablem nf the  modern world the thing whh:h"r
. '—,Creates misery,- ‘wars and hatred among men, -is the di-
- vision of mankind inta rich and poor. The sngnlflcant thing <"
" . about the division®’. . . is not ‘simply that one has the re- - o
- sources to prﬁwde comfort. and thg other cannﬂt provuje G e
. basics . .. . 'The man who'is rich has power over the lIVES e
.- of those who are poor:; : : DL
- And. even more lmpﬂrtant is that a SOEIEI aﬁd écgncmlcj,_'_,"
C 17 system natmnally supparts thcse divnsmns and con- - R
“iastantly increases them 50 that the rich get even richerand ~ ~* "~
~the paor get relatlvely paarer and Iess able to camr@l thenr B
- own’ future.: - : Tl
. This c:Dntmues dESpItE all the talk af hurnaﬁ equality, the B
'fight agamst paverty, and of- develapmem Still; rich. in.
S dlvnduals ..=-go on gettmg richer. Sometimes this hap- :
L pens through the deliberate'decisions of the ric:h whﬂ use -
*‘their:wealth “and’ their power to that end. But often, per-
haps more then it happens ﬁgturally as a result of ‘the » = == o,
“normal_ warkmgs of social ‘and ecan@mic systéms men ‘
fhave canstructed far thémselves : L -
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A ""f'ERIcﬁlTY S
o The Campaign will consuder for fundmg tthE pijs:ts that Ehow_

- - members. Strongly encouraged are those pTDjéCtS that will generate

) actlvaE, help fc:rm a mDrE mutually understandmg scciEty

' ThIS bccklet haE attempted tD descnbe some cf the Eomplex ﬂi-

',mensmns of poverty in the United States in 1975 in a concise way,

hapefully providing an |nfcrmaimnal rescurce.and suggesting some
thoughts for further mvest«gatlcn into. the causEE of paverty itis

 our hope. that -the material here will be helpful in leading to'a - -
~ deepening concern, personal |nvest|gat|on of issues and one’ 's Gwn{'
"T—:fEE“ﬂQS and persnnal or.group. commitment to action. . ST

The Campaign’ for Human > Development Encaurages EEIf hEIp':_‘:i ¢

: grcups to submit proposals that will effect social and/or economic . -

change in the:r ccmmunmes In order to qualify for- funding either

through the Natmnal CHD Office or from the, focal dIQCESE Each'~
-;,prapcsal rnuEt meet certam reqUIremEntE

. Foous o S
S All DTQJECtS SEIEGtEd for fundmg rnust benefit thE poor and at IEEEt B
_. . 50%.of those benefiting from™a project-must. be from low income -

frgrc\ups The - poor must have thé-dominant voice . ln plannmg,;

|mplememmg and dwectmg thE pl’DjEC‘.t

pramlse of creating-change and deveiopment among .community"

cagperatlmn among and within diverse gmups and, through thEIT‘ .

ALLDCATIDN OF FUNDS

) VThE C‘.ampalgﬁ ‘distributes “funds to Drgamzatmns thE{ ';a‘fé :

Service tax-exempt number. If this is not possible, then a grant may'.ﬁ .
- he chaﬁnElEd thraugh a sponsoring agency. Funds are distributed S
“.. quarterly. on a.grant | basis, .upon receipt of a Eatlsfactary pragress e

ir;rEpart and financial® EtatemEnt

TO APPLY

g further mfcrmatlon wntE . L R

mc:curparated and non- pn‘:lflt thus having an IntEfﬁEl .Revenue

“The Gampalgn appllcatmn fc:rrn w:th Entena and gundEImEE fcr"'
- funding is available thraugh thE Natmﬁal folce m Washmgtcn For-

. CAMPAIGN FOR HLJMAN DEVELOPMENT
.7 United States Catholic Conference et
71812 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.-
' ~;:7\fva:;h|ﬁglﬂn E‘r C. EGGDQ '
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5 _,‘lneeme Hequired 1o a-New One-Family Home, 1955, 1965, ..

':1'14‘._.“Lewr'ne|=:iere Cr’itieel' of— HUD.” Th'e» Weehingten ‘ Pest.
__September 26, 1975. . e S

HuNeee AND NLJTemeN

1. u S Department of Agnculture Agrn;u!tursl Reeeereh Serwee .-

: e “USDA Femlly Food Plans, 1974, (Report of ‘a-Talk by Betty -
Peterkm) and “Cost of Food at Home for the _Economy- Food -

<. Plan, the Low-Cost Food Plan, the Moderate Food Plan and thef ‘
leerel Feod F‘Ien,’f ueDA eubncauan No. GFEngE

2 Ll S Department ef Agneulture Fned aﬁd Nutntmn Senm:e .
“Feed Stemp Facts:- Alletmente and Purchase Fteqmremente
July.ie?e " USDA Publlcetmn No.. FNS-‘?D R o

11975," The Econemlee Department of NAHB, Washington, D.C. .~ " "~

:3 u. S &.enele aeiect Eemrmttee on Nutrmen and Humen Neecie,"i

rings in Weehingten -D.C;

Geerge McGevern, Chairman, "Hsz
~June19- -21,-1974," aqd»ffNetl’eneiN
and Recommendation |,” June, 1574, and “Report on Nutrition

\Jtntmn Puhey Study, Hepert :,""_' e

.and Special Groups: Part |. — Food Stamps,” March, 19?5 end ST

"Whe Gete Food Stempe?" Auguet 1, 1975,

4, Cornmumtv 'Jutrltmn Inemute Weekly Hepert !eeeee'ef Meyi"

_ 15,-1975; May 22, 1975; ‘May 29, 19757 .Juﬁe19 1975 .July 10,
T 1975 “and July 31,1975, ‘ . .

'eed Fer People Net Fer Pref:f A Seureebaak on the Feed o

ftc:ﬁ Df" Bellentme Feperbeek Beeke 1975
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

]

“Hill Overrides ‘Ford's Veto. of Nutrition &ill,” Article in the
Washington Post: October 8, 1975,

POPULATION

. U.S. Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census: “1970

Census of Population, Volume I, U.S. Summary,” and. "Popula-
tion of the United States: Trends and Prospects: 1950-1260,"
Publication No. P-23, 49; May, 1974. : '

RURAL POVERTY :

. Rural Housing Alliance and Rural America, Inc., “Working

Papers Presented to the First National Conference on Rural

America, Washington, D.C., April 1417, 19?5

“Rural Poverty,” Paper Frepared by Stephen Bossi, N’atisnalg,
Catholic Rural Life Ganferaﬁce and the Campaign for Human '

~-Development, June, 1973,

SOCIAL WELFARE PROGRAMS

. u.s. Départment of Health, Education and Weltare; Social and

Rehabilitation Service: “Social Services '75: A Citizen's Hand-
book," DHEW Publication No. SRS— -75-23038. '

. U §. Department of Health, Education and Welfare National

Genter for Social Statistics: “Aid to Families with Dependent
Children: Standards for Basic Needs, July, 1974,” Publication

No. SRS—75-03200; and “AFDC: State Maximums and Other .

Limitations on Money Payments,” Publication No. SRS—75-

03201; and. “Findings of the 1973 AFDC Study, Part I," Pub-
hcalmn No. 8RS—74-03764; and “Public’ Assistance Statlst;cs Y

December 1974 " Pubhcatmn No. SR§—75-03100.

Social Security Administration: Office of Research and Sta- 7
tistics: “Supplemental Security Income State and County. Data,
December, 1974;" Publication No. 007-75; and "Supplemental
Securlty lﬂEDmE State and County Data March, 1975 "
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. "Food Stamps: Out Of Control?" Article in U.S. News and

World Report, SegtembEH 1975; and “Computer Chaos in New
Welfare Plan,” Article in same issue. .

5. Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the United States,

Wright Patman, Chairman. “Paper No. 14: Public Welfare and
Work Incentives: Theory and Practice,” April 15, 1974; and
“Income Security for Americans:. Recommendations of the Pub-
lic Welfare Study,” Decemnber 5, 1974; and "Paper No. 20:
Handbook of Public Income Transfer Programs, 1975,
December 31, 1974.

5. Joe A. Miller and Louis A. Ferman, Welfare Careers and Low

Wage Employment. U.S. Department of Labor Study Contract
No. 515-24-69-05, Washington, D.C., December, 1972.

. Stephen M. Rose, The Betrayal of the Poor: The Transformation
of Community Action. Schenkman Publlshmg Co.: Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 1972. :

8. “Supplemental Security Income,” A Series of Five Arﬁcles‘iﬁ the -

Washington Stfar: September 4, 1975; September 7, 1975:
September 8,_.1975; September 9, 1975; and September
12, 1975. :




Appendix:

1970 Decennial Census
Data on Poverty

The Population of the United States, Puerto 50 and Guam in T
poverty, by U.S. Catholic Conferance Ecclesiastics{ Regions.

. 'Ass_e’nibied»by’thé Allocations Staff of the Campaign for Human
Development. '
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