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POVERTY, HUNGER, AND THE WELFARE
SYSTEM

TUESDAY, AUGUST 5, 1986
House or REPRESENTATIVES;
SeLEcT COMMITTEE ON HUNGER,

Washington, DC.

The select committee met; pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a:m:, in
room 311, Cannon House Office Building; Hon. Mickey Leland
(chairman of the committee) presiding.
~ Members present: Representatives Panetta, Fazm, Dorgan, Rou-
kema, Emerson, Giliman, and Bereuter.

. OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MICKEY LELAND; A _
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS
Chalrman Leranp. We are gomgi:o ‘commence now: I would like

to wish_everyone a good morning. Welcome to the Select Commit-
tee on Hunger’s investigation of poverty, hunger, and the welfare
system.

1 want to thank our rankmg minority member, Congres%woman

Roukema; for her keen interest and. support of today s proceedings.
She has done a lot to facilitate this activity and I would like to
extend my personal thanks for her leadership:

This morning we will focus on th* causes and consequences. of
speaﬁc interrelated conditions that are eroding the general welfare
of millions of individuals; of commumtles, and of the Nation itself.
These grave problems include: The increasing number of people,
particularly children, living in poverty and consequently threat-
ened by hunger; increasing numbers of families headed by womer

alone living in poverty; and the inabxhty of people in poverty to
access the labor market.

lems have emerged as issues warrantmg mdespreadfggtlfo;;aj con-
cern. In more recent years, there seems to be a consensus that
these conditions merit a new focus on the national ag'ehda ‘howev-
er, controversy abounds as to the extent of their existence, their
causes, and how they can most appropriately be solved.

In mmEle terms, to eradicate poverty and hunger, we must know
the underlying reasons for their presence. Surely, there is no single
reasor. why 33.7 million Americans live in poverty. Similarly, there
are a myriad of issues that require examination before we can
laurnch feasible mechanisms to provide these individuals a path to

self-sufficiency. o
1
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_, Today, the select committee will draw from the expertise of indi-
viduals who are nationally recognized in the field of welfare and
poverty research in order to gain a more accurate and comprehen-

sive understanding of the complicated issues we must address
Through this forum, we will discuss the divergent views on the ori-
gins of these problems and solid options that car put us on the
right track to real solutions to the welfare dilemma. .

Before 1 yield to the other members present, I would like to
make a personal observation about the importance of -this hearing.
In certain_areas of Texas, people live in conditions comparable. to

those in the Third World: In Appalachia we encounter a similar
situation. In many of our inner cities, there is a new culture rising:
It is a_culture of the poverty that is decimating the American
dream for many of its inhabitants. L

1 ask myself why people must endure this deprivation in a

Nation as wealthy in human and natural resources as our own. It
is my hope_with this hearing and ~thers to follow that we can
begin to understand and resolve the great questions facing the ref-
ormation of our social policy. S
For the henefit of those in the audience, I would like to briefly

explain the format for today’s proceedings. We will hear from two

panels. Each witness will present a brief opening statement. after
which we will proceed with questions from the committee. Should
any witness on the panel being heard wish to offer remarks to a
response from one of the other witnesses, such an _opportunity will
be presented. There are a number of iscues we wish to address.
Therefore, I would request that responses be brief, = -

- Let me also welcome a great soldier in the battle against poverty

in this Nation, a person who has, indeed, written several books on

the issues that we will involve ourselves with here today. He is an
expert in_his own right, a_person from across the capitol who. be-
longs to the other body of Congress. I welcome Senator Daniel Pat-
rick Moynihan, a very good friend of this committee, one who has
always responded very positively when we have asked him to par-

ti%iﬁéte in our activities. We are very happy that he could join us
today. o o o .
_ T also want to welcome Representative Richard Gephardt, who
himself is leading the charge here to try to organize welfare reform
in the Congress of the United States. He is the chairman of the
Democratic caucus, and we are very proud to have him participate
here today. S o . .
Let me now yield to the person who has initiated this hearing
and a person on whom I have counted over the years as my rank-
ing minority member on the committee. She, in her own right, has
led the charge against hunger and poverty in this country. May 1

present Marge Roukema from New Jersey. -
[The prepared statement of Mr. Leland appears at the conclusion
of the hearing, see p. 66.]
OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MARGE ROUKEMA; A REPRE-
SENTATIVEE IN CQNGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY
- Mrs. Roukema. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Of course, I want to
thank you; Chairman Leland, for scheduling this important hear-
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ing. The chairman was very receptive to my request for the hear-

ing and I appreciate his attentiveness. I trust it will be a signifi-
cant time for all of us, a first step in addressing the intractable
gi‘bbléﬁié posed by poverty and the welfare system in the United
tates. - - - - - - - -
I am pleased to welcome our witnesses here this morning for this
discussion about the central issues of hunger. and poverty, and
extend our profound appreciation for the imposition on their time
and their generous acceptance: I also wish to greet Senztor Moyni-

han and our other guest, Congressman Gephardt. - =
My interest and concern about the problems of poverty,; especial-
ly among female-headed households, predates my involvement on

this particular committee. In the early part of the decade the ef-
fects of the tragic erosion of our national child siipport system was

dramatized by a chilling increase in the child support caseload in
my own New Jersey congressional district.

__ Further investigation produced frightening statistics. In 1980
there were 8.5 million single-parent households representing 21

percent of all families nationwide. Of these; 90 percent were
headed by women. Of all the women in possession of legal child

support orders; only 39 percent receive any money at all. Two-

thirds of these families are dependent on Aid to Families With De-
pendant Children [AFDC] Program. Clearly, where there is no col-
lection of child support, children and families fall into poverty.
~ Several of us in the House introduced legislation to address this
disturbing trend, and we successfully passed the national child sup-
port enforcement amendments which became effective October
1985. Among its-major reforms the bill provides for the withholding
of wages from delinquent fathers and applies its provisions to all
familics, not just those receiving AFDC. That is one effort that I
think Congress has undertaken effectively in the fight against pov-
erty, particularly for women and children. - .
- But tragically, hunger and poverty are not receding. In 1984,
over 14 percent of our_population; 33.7 million people, lived below
the poverty line, including 21 percent of the children under age 18.
These statistics become. even more disturbing upon recognition that
during 1984, Féderal, States, and local governments spent a total of
$134 biilion on programs for the poor: . S
Now, it is not my purpose or our purpose here today to challenge

the accuracy of the data or debate the methodology of collecting
the data, but rather to understand the underlying socioeconomic

trends which drive these data. These trends are deepening and in-
clude the disititegration of the family, the shift from an industrial

economy to a service economy, and the deinstitutionalization of the
mentallyil. ... .
. More troubling is. the phenomenon of unemployment among
healthy men who either will not seek a job or are not employable.
Some attribute the problem to the failure of education. Others view
it as a consequence of failed welfare policies. In any case, the demo-

graphics are contributing to poverty and hunger. .

__For example, female-headed households are much more likely to
Live below the poverty line than are male-headed households. In
1982, a Census Bureau study evaluated the effects of changes in

family composition on income levels for black and white families. It

8
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found that the decline in the proportion of traditional husband/
wife families and the increase in wife-only families profoundly af-
fected family income levels. The increase in teenage pregnancy and
divorce rates has measurably contributed to the growth of these
poverty households: . .~ . - S
__ Nationwide, especially in the urban areas; the honieless are the
most visible of our poor, and this committee has studied the prob-
lems of homelessness. Clearly, communities were ill-prepareg,for
the movement toward deinstitutionalization of the mentally ill in
the 1960’s and 1970’s. This movement is a major factor for the

growth of the homeless population. In addition, drugs and alcohol
have had a debilitating effect on the poor and homeless. Until we
come to grips with the failed deinstitutionalization policy of the
past two decades and the problems of Siibstaiice abiice, the home-

less population will continue to suffer; if not grow:

—Clearly, those living in poverty are not a homogeneous group.
They are individuals with varied needs and strengths. They are re-
cently divorced mothers, teenage parents, uinemployed men, elderly

widows; the underemployed, the mentally ill homeless;, and chil-
dren. With such diversity there is clearly no single cause just as
there is no single cure, ) . S -
_ The time has come for a comprehensive poverty debate to which
I hope and expect this hearing will make a major contribution: An
understanding of the related trends may assist us in determining a
course of action. All the solutions to the problems of poverty
cannot and will not come from the Federal Government. However,
the Federal Government has a role to play in insuring that individ-
uals in our society have a reasonable opportunity to attain and
maintain a decent standard of living. But, the real responsibility
rests with the families and with the community. = = =
_ And as we are seeing today; at the State and local level there is
substantial imaginative experimentation which may produce tangi-
ble results. I am referring most notably to the workfare experi-
ments in Massachusetts, California, and other areas. These pro-
grams are being instituted quite effectively. = - =
.. Mr. Chairman, I would like to note that I am encouraged that
the President has called for a sweeping study of welfare reform
which is being conducted within the administration by the Domes-
tic Policy Council. And I would respectfully requesi, since the
study’s report is expected to be made public in December; that this
commiittee ask in September for a hearing. At this hearing, the ad-
ministration can provide a progress report on what iis study has
revealed so far and what its recommendations might be. - =
_.Chairman LeLAND. The Chair would be 1nost interested in moni-
toring this activity. Representative Roukema thank you for your
statement. == __ o ) . )

- Mrs. Roukema. Given our schedule, there may be a problem, but
I think that there is probably no more important issue than wel-
fare reformi on the agenda for this Congress, and more imporiantly,
thy next, I would like to know what the administration’s study has

indicated thus far. S
_- In any case; I thank the witnesses for being here today and am

most pleased that you, Chairman Leland, have been able to set up
this hearing. I look forward to it$ results.

3



5
[The prepared statement of Mrs. Roukema uppesars at the conclu-

sion of the hearing; see p: 67:] - . o
Chairman LeLanD. The Chair woiild now like to recognize Sena-

tor Moynihan for any statement that he might wish to present.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, A USS.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OVF NEW YORK
_ Senator MoYNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank you and the committee
for asking me here. I guess I would want to make two points that I

would like to ack this committee to put on its agenda because I think
they are part of your general survey.

_When these issues first came up in the early 1960’s; the standard

of the country was up to a high of hunger, poverty in a society that
was well off. Almost a quarter of a century has passed and the

nical change. B, o - . . -
I don’t know how to define it. For example; median family
income in this country has been flat gince 15 years. There cannot
have been a time in the last three centuries of this Nation where
15 years_has not changed median family income. - .
__ Something like hourly wages are 15 cents an hour below what
they were in 1973. In the last 18 years, manufacturing levels have

decreased 15 percent. That means; if you can hang onto your job
for 100 years, you might get an hourly raise at that rate. =~
. And one other point; it zoes somewhere to productivity. We have
had a post-war period of about 30 years where our productivity rate

insured an increase: In every 25 years it doubled: = ,
_In the rate of the 1980’s, it would take 51 years. In the past, our

standard of living—it’s got to be the aggregate: It’s got_to be the
subject—it’s just average. Some people think the White House——

Chairman LetAND. Mr. Gephardt.
_ STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT, A

REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Mr. GEPHARDT. ] just thank you; Mr. Chairman; and Mrs. Rouke-
ma, for having this hearing. I am thrilled to be here today. I appre-

ciate your including me; and I appreciate the panel that you have
constructed. It is obvious that we have the opportunity to look at

the last 20 years and to learn from it. I know. that there is dis-
agreement about what those 20 years have meant, but .he evidence

is there; and_we have the obligation to understand that history; as
we try to forge a better and iiﬁﬁi‘b\"éd prograimi for the future, and I

am_ thrilled to be here. N _ .l
Chairman LELAND. The gentleman from Nebraska; Mr. Bereuter.
OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DOUG BEREUTER, A REPRESENT-
~fIVE IN CONGRES3 FRGM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA

Mr. BEREUTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

. You and the gentle lady from New Jersey are to be commended
for these hearings. I will have to leave off and on this morning, be-

cause we are having a markup on an agriculture enhancement bill

210
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in the Committee on Foreign Affairs in which I have a great inter:
est, but I will be here as much as possible.

I do hope that the witnesses may look at a particular matter and
perhaps offer some views, and sore resource suggestions:

I have a feeling that a ]Jarge number of people who are illegal
aliens in this country are living in poverty; and I wonder to what
extent they are counted and to what extent they may be leaving
that poverty-stricken status; and at what rate: - o
- So, I hope that if any of you have some light to shed in that area,
that you will make that contribution for this Member and for the
select committee. @~ =

Thank you, Mr. Chairman: .

Chairman LeELAND. Mr. Levin.

STATEMENT OF HON. SANDER M. LEVIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN

CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. Levin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. o :
__As with the others, I am very pleased to be here. I lock forward
to the testimony. - - - L

It is said that there is evolving more common ground. I look for-
ward to hear from the panels whether we are or aren’t. ]
__I have had the opportunity to talk to a number of people on the
House side, and on the Senate; on welfare: I believe this hearing
today will focus on. the public—whatever the disagreement. The
common feeling needs more work:

Thank you. o

Chairman LELAND. Mr. Gilman:

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, A REPRE-
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK
__Mr. GumaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I too want to join
my colleagues in commending you and the gentle lady from New
Jersey for arranging these hearings: I feel certain that it is going
to help Congress collect the expert information thdt we need to try
to faghion more effective programs, and it is good to see the senior

Senator from New York joining us today, Senator Moynihan.

As a member of the Select Committee on Hunger, along with my
colleagues, we have certainly heard a great deal of very important
testimony.over the past few months. As we try to gather the mate-
rial and the information needed to take another look at where we
are.in domestic hunger, and what we can do about digging into this
problem. o o - -
--There is significant evidence that the problem of hunger in our

Nation is not diminishing, and; on the other hand, is increasing at
too fast arate.

Health indicators such as infant mortality and low birth weight
rates are on the rise in rural America. Growth stunting among
urban poor children due to inadequate nutrition is also too
common today. = == . : S
- The postneonatal death rate is on the upswing nationally for the
first time in some 20 years. That is largely attributed to inadequate
prenatal riutrition and care.

4
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Millions of needy Americans under current law are unserved by

our Food Stamp Program; and we certainly found that when we
went to New York not tov long ago. There was a lack of informa-

tion; a lack of outreach to the people who could make use of the

programs that are available.
 Participants in the Food Stamp Program at the present t1me are

are still living i in poverty

. Some of the officials or the experts who will appear before us
today, I am sure, will attest to the growing number of American

families whose daily diets are nutntlonaily deficient.

low-income families are going to be prowded with the means for
adequate nutrition,. then hunger will continue to spiral in our

Nation. Food is certamLy a basic human need, and access to ade-

quate food should remain a right for every American if we are
going to make certain that the Congress maintains our Nation’s

historic commitment to the right to food. _ -
Accordingly, Mr. Chairman; and our ranking m1nor1ty member, I
look forward to hearing fromiour distinguished witnesses today,

and I, too; have two other hearings going on at the same time, so 1
will try to be in and out as frequently as I can.

Thank you.

Chairman LELAND. I thank the gentleman from New York

I would like to proceed with today’s hearing by calling forth our
first panel of witnesses: Ms. Mary Jo Bane; Mr. Michael Novak,

and Mr. Peter Gottschalk.

Please come forward and take your seats at the witness table:

Let me briefly introduce each of the panel members.

Ms. Bane, it is a pleasure to have you before the committee
agaln Before 1 proceed, 1 would like to congratulate you on your

School where she has conducted extzansive research on the femini-

zatrorLof poverty; is the executive deputy commissioner of the New

York State Department of Social Services.

Mr. Gottschalk is professor of economics at Bowdoin College in
Maine and a research affiliate with the University of Wisconsin In-
stitiite for Research on Poverty. He has coiripleted fellowships with

the Brookmgs Instltutlon and the National Science Foundation;
and is widely published in areas of social policy.

Mr. Novak presently holds the George Frederick Jewett Chair in
Rellglon and Public Policy at the American Enterprise Institute.
He is a well-respected theologian who has authored numerous

books in the areas of philosophy; theology, politics; economics, and

poverty.
1t is indeed a pleasure to have all of you with us:
Thank you for your participation. You may proceed.

12
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.. Now; when_intelligent public leaders draw the attention of such
folks to a problem they have never even thought about—hunger in
Africa, jeiijjri’rbnmentaly issues as of 20 years ago, the dangers of
smoking, the health benefits of jogging—it is incredible that no
church in-America could have gotten as many Amiericans out jog-
ging as a mora! discipline, as we have managed to achieve by other
routes in the last 10 years—that seems to work. It is amazing the
changes that can occur in the moral life, if you begin to see how
important our institutions of culture are in rawing our attention
to things. And, politically, you do play a role in that. o ,
__ Mrs. Roukema. Well; you are as aware as T that one of the next
members of our next panel has written giiite a controversial book,

whose basic premise is that what we have been doing has been niis-
directed and misguided and_has reinforced the problem. He, there-

fore, recommends that we should abandon a good number of those
programs. . - - . o

On the other side of the issue, we do know that there will be a
good number of proposals for either modification or new programs,
or to use the perjorative to throw more money at the existing pro-
grams. After all, there has been considerable criticism of our

present administration, that much of the current problem is a con-
sequence of cutbacks in programs. That is debatable, because obvi-
ously, program cutbacks have not led to some of the underlying so-
cioeconomic trends that have caused us to reexamine the whole
thrust of the welfare system. There is a problem: = )
_..Have the solutions been part of the problem or is tnere quite a
different problem, quite a different et of circumstances working?
And whether we like it or not; this Congress and the next are
going to have to deal with that. And as long as the taxpayers are
picking up the tab; it is not only an appropriate subject for public
policy debate, but demands action. I just hope that we take the
right action. Maybe in some cases the thing to do is not to take
action at all, and in other cases it is to restructure the workfare
programs. = i . ,

I would be happy if you would comment. =~ L
- Mr. Novak. Charles Murray has; I think; a penetrating article in
the current issue of the Public Interest, joining two points. First,
that Government actions sometimes have symbolic effects, effects

upon valves that_were. not entirely thought through and were not

part of the original intention of those programs. ‘And, second,
changes in_the culture or cultural values can dramatically affect
behavior. It is not the case that poor_people or poor persons have

had as many children out of wedlock as is currently happening.
Granted that the numbers are falling slightly, as Professor Gotts-
chalk said, still, the percentage is almost unprecedented. So some-
thing has changed in the culture, it would seem, and in the values.
_Now, some of the things that Government programs of the 1960’s
did, while achieving much good—please let me underline the fact
that they did a.great deal of good, as well—is that they did soften

the consequences of pregnancy among unmarried young - women.
One could well calculate that if one had a child one could get by,
because one could see a great many other. persons getting by; not

terribly well, but getting by, and perhaps better than some others
without a child.
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STATEMENT OF MARY JO BANE, EXECUTIVE DEPUTY COMMIS-

SIONER, NEW_YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERV-

ICES; PROFESSOR OF PUBLIC POLICY; JOHN F: KENNEDY

SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT, HARVARD UNIVERSITY ,
__Ms. BANE. Good morning. My name is Mary Jo Bane; executive
deputy commissioner of the New York State Department of Social
Services and professor of public policy on leave from Harvard Uni-
versity’s Kennedy School of Government. For a Task Force on Pov-

erty and Welfare organized at the request of Governor Cuomo; I
and my staff have been looking at the characteristics of poverty in
New York State and the Nation; with an eye toward identifying
policies that can speak to the diversity of the problem. Our task
force has been struck, as most observers have, by the many faces of
poverty in our State. This morning I wotld like to share a few as-
pects of that diversity.

Firsta fewfgets. . . . ]
__About one-fifth of the Nation’s poor are either elderly or so dis-
abled that they cannot work enough to support their families. De-
spite_the enormous progress made against poverty among this
group. over the last few decades, and despite the relative generosit

of SSA and SSI benefits, this group still exists. . - oY
About two-thirds of the nonelderly poor live in households where

someone works; in many cases; full year full time. These are the
working poor, often short term to be sure, who seldom get welfare
and often have inadequate health insurance. The roots of their pov-
erty are limited work hours, low wages, or large families. .
_Between 85 and 40 percent of the Nation’s_poor, in the mid-
1980’s were children and their caretakers in families headed by
women. Though not a majority of the poor, this group has grown
substantially as a proportion of the poor over the last 15 years.

Only about 6 percent of the poor in 1980 were blacks or Hispan-
ics living in those-areas of the 100 largest cities of the country that
were 40 percent or more poor. These are the large city minority
ghettos—a very tight definition of them to be sure; but I believe

the definition inplicit in the most powerful recent journalistic por-
trayals. In New York State; by contrast; that number is 20 percent
of the poor in inner-city ghettos; still a minority, but large gnpygs_h
to give New Yorkers a somewhat different perspective on the pro
lem: o ) -
- We believe that these different groups among the poor should be
thought about in different ways, when one is thinking about policy.
Let me comment on two: the working poor and the minority ghet-
tos.. . _ - - - o
We believe, like everyone else these days; I suspect, that work is

better than welfare and that policies ought to be designed to
embody and promote that value. There are two ways tc ensure that

difference: to make welfare worse; or to make work better. I believe
that this country has gone quite far enough, through declining ben-
efits and quite horrendous administrative requirements, to make
life on welfare unpleasant. L . L

But we can do more to reward those who are str@gli'ig to sup-

port their families outside of welfare. The tax reform bill, and its

expansion of the earned income tax credit, are extremely impor-
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tant steps. We could do even more to supplement the earnings of

larger families with childrei;, perhaps through something like a
children’s allowance. And we could certainly do more to provide

health insurance and perhaps day care and other services to the
working poor. =

The problem of ghetto poverty _is much more difficult: One can
take some comfort; therefore, in the fact that we are talking about
is that of the 35 million persons in poverty, 1.5 to 2 million are
residents of high poverty urban areas For these areas; the proper
approach is probably to encourage, in a variety of ways, activities

of religious and community groups directed especially at children
and young people. Goveriiment aiso nieeds to ensiire that education-
al and work opportunities are available to residents of these areas,
so that work and motivation can indeed pay off. Genuine experi-
mentation with a diversity of public and private approaches is the
key to what must be done.

Thank you.

Chairman Eetanp. Thank you:
STATEMENT OF PETER GOTTSCHALK PROFESSOR UF ECONOM-

ICS, BOWDOIN COLLEGE; RESEARCH AFFILIATE, INSTITUTE
FOR RESEARGH ON POVERTY, UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN

Mr. GortscHALK. Thank you.

-1 am going to briefly summarize the testimony that Sheldon Dan-
ziger and I prepared for the committee and I will submit the writ-
ten testimony for the record.

~ Chairman LeLanD. Let me just state that the testlmony w1ll be

rIze;
Mr. GO’ITSCHALK Thank you.

Let.me start by describing both_the size of the poverty group;
and the size of the underclass, and then I want to move to some
specific policy recommendations: _

__As has been said before; there are about 33 m1lhon poor. people
Over 14 percent of the populatlonm currently poor: Those numbers
are pretty widely agreed upon. We know the poverty rates have
gone up from the 11- to 12-percent range achieved during the late
1970’s to the 14- to 15-percent range we are currently expenencmg
So poverty rates are up.

_How large is the nnderclass, and has it grown? Here—it’s a
nightmare to try to pin down what we mean by the underclass. We

have developed two definitions: By the lcosest deﬁmtron, we esti-
mate that there are, roughly; for every person in the underclass,
three people who are poor; so even if we include people 1n all areas,
of all races, who are receiving. AFDC—who are receiving welfare
for long periods of time, we end up with roughly one person in the
underclass for every three people who are poor.

If we use a tighter defimtlonl we come up with 33 people who are

poor for every person in the underclass; and I think that this basi-
cally reinforces Mary Jo’s point that the underclass is a very small

part. of the poverty population, and should be perceived as such.
We have poverty policies; and we are turning to policies dealing

5
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Wi.thésthe underclass. Those should be clearly separated in our
minds.. o o - - - B
While we believe that the underclass is relatively small com-

pared to the poverty population, it does seem to be increasing and
that is a cause for real concern. I was surprised at the increase in

the proportion of people living in the low-income areas that Mary
dJo has alluded to. And so it is a small group; but it is. growing and
therefore of some concern: That is the perspective which we use in
developing our policy recommendations: : -

One policy approach, popular in some circles, is to say the econo-

my will take care of those people who aren’t in the un erclass, and
we are going to change programs to make the underclass disap-
pear. We are going to rely on growth for the vast majority of the
poor and programmatic changes for the others. . .
__Everything which we have done has tended to show that growth
by itself will not take care of those 83 million people of which a
minority are in the underclass. Our latest estimates are that in
1985, poverty rates will go down from 14.4 to 14.2 percent. Maybe if
we are lucky, poverty rates will go down to the high 15’s. We will
still be substantially above where we were in the 1970%s.

__We have had a recovery. It has been a relatively robust recovery,
and that by itself i3 not siifficient to bring poverty rates anywhere
near what we even achieved during the 1970’s, much less what we
hoped to achieve in the 1960’s. Growth is something which we

want, something which will help, but it is certainly not sufficient.
S0, you need programs. I think there is no question about that.
We look at two different kinds of programs. First, is tax reform.
Obviously, Congress is to be commended. We have come a long
way. We are helping low-income people. I think the facts are by
now well known. There are some areas which could be expanded,

and I will tick them off, or you can look at the testimony for de-

S. S . o S o
We would advocate restoring the EITC, the earned income tax
credit, to its_level of the 1970’s in real term: Second, we would
make child care credits refundable. They are currently not—if you

are not paying taxes, the child care credit does not do you any
ood.

g * - - o 777;77777 . ~ . ~
_ Finally, we advocate. changing the personal exemptions to a tax
credit for people who don’t itemize. So, those are just the kinds of
things that you can do to try to help the working poor who make
up.a large proportion of the poverty population.

On welfare reform, the current_debate has, in fact, made us
rethink our position. I think like a lot of people; I was initially not
very positive about workfare. I think still in many forms it is the

wrong approach, but I think that there is room for change.

_ What we propose is splitting off long-term welfare recipients
from short-term recipients. As a rule of thumb, I will tatk about

short-term recipients of 6 years or less. That is basically the time
to raise one child to school age. @~ = . ]
Qur view is that during those first 6 years, have a program
which supports work, which allows the. AFJ%C mothers to make de-
cisions on her own about what is best for her circumstances. Some

people would choose work. If you look at the Massachusetts pro-

15
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gram, there are lots of welfare recipients who want the work. Lots
of them want training.

We have been shocked to find that people continue to work.
under AFDC even when there is no material gain from receiving
AFDC after the 33% disregard is lost. You know that Congress
changed the law so that after a specific length of time welfare re-

cipients are. no longer eligible for 30%. In this regard, every dollar

they earn, they lose a dollar’s worth of benefits; people continue to
work in spite of that: - - - -
__So, for the short-term recipients, be supportive. I think that the
Massachusetts ET Program is a good model. We would make some

changes; some modifications to that program; namely; allowing
people to. work as much as they wanted. I think any program
which claims to support work should also allow work. You will find
that such a_change may be expensive since in fact AFDC mothers
want to work and when given the chance, they will work.
- For longer term recipients, I am not comfortable with extended
benefits. I don’t think that it is a very good life to be on AFDC for
long periods of time, for.the mother herself, quite apart from the
taxpayer. Things should be done to try to help long-term recipients
off the program: - . - - : -
_ What we advocate is a program which offered services and re-
quired. work of the able-bodied after 6 years. It is not a cruel pro-
posal; it is a proposal which basically said; after 6 years you will be
offered a job; and that job will be the way society will support you:
We will no longer provide for long-term welfare recipients who can

work: For those who can’t work; they should be covered under an
expanded, Supplemental Security Income Program. = -

- So; 1 think that we have moved in the direction of splitting the
AFDC population into the short-term recipients and the long-term
recipients; realizing the vast_majority of AFDC recipients are on
for very, very short periods of time. It would be a_grave mistake to

treat those women as if they were long-term recipients. I think it is

demeaning; I think it is counterproductive. = = = =

.. But loug-term people who have shown by their own_action that

they are going to be on the program for a long time, that is a dif-

ferent story:
Thankyou. -
_[The prepared statement of Mr. Gottschalk appears at the con-

clusion of the hearing; see p. 74.]

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL NOVAK; GEORGE FREDERICK JEWETT
CHAIR IN RELIGION AND PUBLIC POLICY; AMERICAN ENTER-
PRISE INSTITUTE
_Mr. Novak: Mr: Chairman; your_kind invitation came at a time

of the year when it was impossible for me to prepare a paper.

. However, I do submit for the record a longer paper called On
Social Invention, which should be appearing this month in the

Yale Law and Policy Review on the subject you have assigned:
Mr. Chairman, I am not a social scientist, only a poor theologian.

Ever since theologians had difficulty counting angels on pins, we
have been diffident in our use of numbers, and in any such matters

I would happily defer to my colleagues.

6
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If 1 have any standing to speak, it is perhaps because of a long-

time interest in the family and public policy, an interest which I

owe to Senator Moynihan from more than 20 years ago.-Also, I am
chairing a working seminar of 20-some scholars on family and wel-
fare, about which we hope to write a report by the end of this year.
I wonld.like: to mention in my testimony four of the themes
which I think 've will be following out and exploring. @ .
One of the characteristics of the welfare debate at the moment is
agreement about a fresh start: There is a remarkable degree of hu-
mility in the air, as virtually everyone recognizes that programs, or
initiatives; or hopes; that they had once supported didn’t work out
as fully as they had hoped. @~ =~ o :
__Second, there is a_very strong tendency now to disaggregate, as

Professor Bane and Professor Gottschalk suggested Jjust a moment

ago; to separate out different ones among the poor from others. It

seems clear, for example, that a significant percentage of the poor
must be composed of graduate students, if ‘they are married and
have two children but do not have an income of more than $11,000,
as they would not at most universities kriown to me. So we now
disaggregate among the poor—who are the poor? What -different

tvpes of approaches might one take for different sorts of predica-
ments? = L - - - - - R

Third, to seek comfort. As we have already heard; and as almost
everyone in the field is doing, to_look at the problems of poor
people, by disaggregating them, and pointing out that many of the
problems are much smaller than we usually think, in the sense

that we could really do something about them. One can sometimes

be overwhelmed by 33 million_altogether, but when you look at a
particular segment of 2 or 3 million or 4 million, you see that, hey,

we could do something about that; S i
_So, to seek comfort, too; I think; is a very good and important
move; politically speaking. T
Fourth, there is a decisive move; mirrored in our politics as well

as in our intellectual life; from issues to values. This means looking

at reality and at problems; not solely in terms of issues; as we often
used to do; but in_terms of some of the underlying values that are
there or that we think ought to be there and that we would like to
encourage and support, if they are missing there. .
__Now, I would like to exemplify these points: They have already
been exemplified in our testimony, and I will be very surprised if

they don’t continue to be: Permit me to make very brief comments
on four facts, if I may call them that, and the lines of thought that
they suggest. - T

First. The first is that 98.1 percent of intact families—that is;
where husband and wife stay together—are not poor. I think that
is a very significant fact, one of the most significant facts, because

it points to a way out. If you can manage to keep husband and wife

together, your chances are 93.1 percent not to be poor—not 100

proof, but pretty good: How can we encourage and strengthen and

reward thcse who manage to stay together? @~ =
_Second. Of the 7 million families in poverty, 1 million fall short

of the poverty line only by $1,000 or less. I find that one of those
comforting facts. And another 1 million only by $2,000. And, again,

'Y
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a third one. So, a significant percentage of our 7 million families
are very close to getting above the poverty line. =
_Third. The entire poverty shortfall, for our 7 million families; is
about $35 billion. That is; families do tend to earn some money,
and if you take the income they already have, not counting non-

cash benefits, just the income they already have, and subtract that
from the amount of money they would need—the 7 million families

times the full amounts to reach the poverty line—you get the
shortfail. . - e o .
- _Once one thinks of it in these dollar terms; one sees, it is not
such an immense amount, after all. That is one of the mosi. com-
forting facts that inspires us to action, and gives rise to the convic-
tion that we reaily could break in on this and achieve something.

_ Fourth. The most forgotten player in the poverty field s in one
of the communities the most hardhit, the black community, znd is
the voung black male. In a way; the emphasis on the feminization
of poverty is misleading, because it draws attention away from the

fact that never in American history, and not often in the history of
civilized societies anywhere, has there been such widespread aban-
donment of women by young men: o -
. The odd thing to explain to ourselves is how it should suddenly
happen_that so many are willing to become -fathers but not hiis-
bands. I think it won’t do to say only that behind this lies a crisis
of unemployment. That is certainly true, but typically unemploy-
ment has led males to become neither husbands nor fathers. =

_ _Cornel West, a colleague. of mine at the Yale School of Divinitgi;

has written in the currext issue of The Christian Century; July 1
%" * the pervasiveness of sexual and military images used by the mass media
and deployed by the advertising industry in order to entice and titillate consumers.
And now I quote further: . -
Since the end of the postwar economic boom, new strategies have been used to
stimulate consumption, especially strategies aimed at American youth that project
sexual activity as instant fulfillment and violence as the focus of machismo identity.
This market activity has contributed greatly to the disorientation and the confusion
of Anierican youth, and with less nd fewer_opportunities bear the
t of this ciltural chaos. Are we to .that black yonth; isolated froim
the labor market, marginalized by decrepit urban schools, devalued by alienating
ideals of beatity, and targeted by an unprecedented drug invasion, exhibit high rates
of crimme and teenage pregnancy? ) N
_. Now, I find that quote significant, because it appears in an arti

23, 1986, a paragraph I would like to quote. He writes about—

cle that is mostly engaged in the problems we are treating in this
seminar; but criticizing the black conservative thinkers that Profes-
sor West is opposed to, for neglecting the value questions. =

.. And that 1s ti:> poini on. which I want to conclude. I believe
there may be something to be learned about the social cuiture of
the young male, about the values that are quite suddenly imping-
ing on the young male in our society; and leading to choices among

significant numbers of young males quite differerit from choices
made by young males before; in our society or elsewhere; ..

I noted in Richard Freeman’s new book on black yoiith unem-

ployment, a powerful book; one small fact that caught. my atten-
tion; among those interviewed in this study, about 2,000 youths in

the urban ghettos that Professor Bane mentioned a moment ago, a
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generous estimate of how youngsters between the ages of 17 and 24
are spending their time. A generous estimate, say the researchers,
is that they spend about 17 minutes a day on anything that could

be considered socially useful behavior. They spend long hours hang-
ing out. They do not spend more than 17 minutes on anything that

could be called self-improvement, learning skills; doing the work in
forth. . ) . . L .
_So when we say social program, it seems to me that there might
be a good deal of payoff in thinking not only cf the political aspects
of social, and not only on the economic aspects of social, but also on
the cultural aspect of what we mean by social. What does it take to
generate a culture of self-improvement, in which persons teach
themselves to read and teach themselves other skills; make them-
selves ready to hold jobs, and teach themselves those attitudes and
those habits crucial to holding jobs? And, indeed; those attitudes

and_those habits crucial to finding and making jobs for themselves:
__What payoff might there be in concentrating, in_ particular, on

the culture of young males; in these respects? In the 19th _century,
a great many volunteer programs in the United States did concen-

trate precisely on. such problems, and quite dramatically changed
the way of life of Americans. -

Thank you very much; Mr. Chairman: o . o
_[Material submitted by Mr. Novak appears at the conclusion of the
hearing; see p: 148:] __ ) i

Chairman LELAND. Thank you.

Tet me just ask the panel members if they have any statements
or comments they would like to make in regard to what views have
just been presented by their colleagues serving on the panel with
them '

em.
If not; I will call first on the Senator for questions, since I am
aware he is going to have to leave ugsoon. .
__Senator. MoyNtuaN. Mr. Chairman, I have several comments.
First of all, I,th,ank,,this’agsanelfgfr its very careful work. . . -

I think the notion of disaggregating the large poverty population
gives us a better idea of exactly who the poor are and how we can
best assist them. . o ot

1 would also want to make tv.o points; The first is that we have. a
real problem, which I wonder if the committee woiild not want to
think about. A lot.of you, 1 know, are aware of this; that we have
trained ourselves, improperly, to think of these problems of poverty

in terms of income. We began measuring these things, and not that
long. All these things we are talking about, the institiite that Pro-

fessor Gottschalk talked about came out of the OEO legislation in

that period. The Census began to measure income, and they

worked up a poverty. line: It is no more than a nutritional formu-
la—or the level like the Feenam [ph.] level in England in the 18th
century, three times the minimum diet that the Department of Ag-
riciilture, the market basket to keep a family of four alive. Multi-

ply it by three; that is the poverty line. That is nothing more than
what it was and is to thisday. . =~~~ .. . - .
_ Just recently, we have learned to measure wealth. And, boy,
have we gotten a surprise. The Census Bureau 4 weeks ago made
its first ever study of wealth in America. And, wow; are some of
these things spread out. Where the white-black income ratio is. 2 to
1, the white-black wealth ratio is 12 to 1. And then you get down

o

1



15

and you begin to see an aspect of poverty that I think—now we are
beginning to be able to measure it: You never do anything about a
problem, Mr. Chairman, until you learn to measure it.

We are beginning to see that there is a wealth component, I

think—and I ask the paiiel. For éxample, if you want to really see

poverty; you see the female-headed family with an income under

10,000. For black families of that level, the median household
wealth is $88. e .
- At the same time, we are beginning to find in a new study of the

Joint Economic Committee, 35 percent of the wealth in the country

is owned by one-half of 1 percent, the top one-half of 1 percent of
the population. And I think something about the prospering capac-

ities of household resources—is there anything to hide, is there

anything—boy, Now, in the olden times we had an—outlet. :
- I wonder if that impression of wealth doesn’t interest the pane]
and if they could think of a way we could usefully think about it
Mary Jo, you always have ideas: . S

Ms. BANE. As you say, Senator, starting to measure it is surely
part of—part of what we are talking about.

I have not spent much time thinking about it. [—— ;
___Mrs. RoukeEMA. Excuse me: Could you please pull the microphone
up? We cannot hear you.

_ Ms. BANE. That’s just as well because I am not sure I hava an
answer to the Senator’s question, so it is probably just as well;

. The facts that the Senator has pointed out, which just came out
from the Census Bureau, are truly startling: And I think they will,
as time goes on, become a componernt of the way we talk about pov-
erty. I think it may end up helping us further disaggregate the
groups that we .are worried about, helping us further refine: I
mean, my guess is, for example, that we would see if we could do it,
that some of the working poor, some of the short-term poor have
some assets behind them, have some butfers; and that the group
which is both long-term low income and no assets is another way of
defining the groups who are most likely to be in poverty for a long
__What that implies, I am not sure. Wealth is obviously a good
thing. And perhaps there are ways to—we talk about encouraging

work; through the kinds of reforms we want to make in welfare; we
should probably also talk about encouraging savings and encourag-
ing the development of somie of these buffers, which is something

we have not, I “hink, spert much time on—at least I haven’t..
_Mr. Novax: Mr. Chairman, the same study by the Censvs

Bureau broke out the components of wealth: And they are highly
interesting. The chief component of wealth is homeownership. The

second great correlaticn is; in fact; an intact family. And the third
great correlation .is education; at least a high school education

while a college education means even more. So in some ways we

see that the very same things that lead out of poverty in income

lead also to accumulation of assets: In fact, one of the main eco-
nomic functions of the family in history has been exactly to create
such aseets and to pass them on to a younger generation. Family is
typically the reason why older generations work so hard, and sacri-

fice many things, so that their young will begin on the iadder a bit



16
ahead of where they began: And one of the chief ways of doing that
has been through ownership in a home. = =~
- By the way, home ownership is also, or was—the time may have

flown us by; but it was ir the last 15 years—one of the easier ways

in which poor people could have begun to arcumulate assets, be-
cause in our inner citic for many years property was being offered
very cheap—the FHA <ould not get rid of it, could not unload. it
even at token sums of money. And many of these homes were de-
stroyed, quite needlessly. If instead we had had programs encourag-
ing homecwnership, and the building up of assets through that
ownership, then when the subsequent gentrification hit, those who
owned those homes would have been very well placed, indeed.

_So I do think that the Senator is quite right; that tying these two
issues together, showing. people how to. begin accumulating and
caring for assets, and helping their assets to appreciate, is a very

important step in moving out of poverty:
Mr. GorTscHALE. I have nothing to add.

Senator MoyN1HaN: Mr: Chairman, I do appreciate those coni-
now coming out, . L

Chairman LELAND. Thank vou; Senator. =

Ms. Bane; to what extent can changes in poverty rates be attrib-
uted to changes in the family structure? =

‘Ms. BANE. We are all going to have our own set of numbers; and
I am not even sure I remember what my own are. = -
__ I think what you see when you look over time is that the propor-
tion of the poor who are members of female-headed families has
gone up. Variations in poverty are very cyclical, so that if you
wanted to_ask to what extent was the change in poverty between
1980 and 1985, due to changes in family structure, the answer is

not much: The number of female-headed families soit of crumbled

in two-parent families because of the recession. = =~ == =
__There _is_another question which is part cf that, which is to—I

spoke about to_this_committee earlier here—the extent to which
female-headed families cause poverty versus the reciprocal of that;

that is, the extent to which female-headed families come out of pov-
erty. And I have done a couple of things, trying to losck at the
extent to which if the girls had indeed married the fathers of their
children would they still be poor. And as far as I can tell among
the black community, about half of them still would be; thcugh
there are obviously a lot of different ways to. do that. ..
_So I think that this family structure question is obviously a very
important one: It is not the only one we ought to be thinking about
in poverty, but a very important one. I think it is a very complicat-
ed one; and ¥ think one that we are going to have to spend a lot of
time worryingabout. =~~~ - . - -

Mr. GorrscHark: The rough rule of thumb in the back of my
mind is that poverty increases by roughly a tenth of a point :very
year due to changing family composition: So if we had had the
same composition as last year, poverty rates would have been 14.3
percent instead of 14:4 percent. It is not large, as Mary Jo says; but
it mounts up year rfter year. But the large changes in poverty are

2
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coming mainly from changes in the economic conditions ifi the
wider economy. That is the first point. o )
_The second point is that we know very, very little about how to
influence family composition. I think that most of us suppert the

family, think it is a good thing. We live in families ourselves and.
therefore, we think it is a good thing. But I am not sure how one
influences p@e%]l% And, furthermore, while at the same time cer-
tainly applauding any profamily move, recognizing that for some
families, and probably a small minority; divorce is not the worst
thing that happens to people. Sometimes, divorces are in fact the
best thing. And in some ways welfare has allowed women, people
who are in a bad family situation, -to get out of that; have support

for a <hort period of time until they get their act together, and
then to moveon. = = S i
- Again, one wants to disaggregate. We are not saying it is gredt
for 14-year-old women fo have kids on their own without a father.

That is certainly not what I am saying. But at the same time, let

}ifs;;rjb’j;jtéi't acting as if the only healthy situation is man and wife
orever. _ o o
___Chairman LELAND. It would seem, Mr. Novak, that you placed a
great deal of importance on just that fact; that for two parents to
stay together; to »wld the family together meant that the happiness
or wealth of the family could be enjoyed. ] . )
Can you just comment on what incentives. can be put in place to
encourage two-parent families to stay together; if, in fact, that is
what you are saying? = =~~~ e R
_Mr. Novax. Well, I do think that is the right question, Mr:

Chairman, and a good way to start thinking aboutit. =~ =
_ Let me point out that the Census Bureau reported last year,
when the poverty figures came out, that if we had had exactly the
same family structure, the same Ppercentage of intact families in
1984 as we had had in 1959, we would have had 4.6 million fewer

persons in poverty last year. That would have brought the poverty

rate down to the 12-percent range; which was our significant low.
The poverty rate was between 11 and 12 in the early 1970’s. ,

-- Four million six hundred thousand is not_everybody in poverty;
it is a small percentage of those in poverty. But it would be awfully
great if you had a program that could ease 4.6 million persons out
of poverty in any given short period. That would be a major step
forward. = ~ "7 ] -
_ Among incentives that you mentioned were what are the great
needs of the family, and what do families actually do? If a family
teaches youngsters to work hard and to be enterprising and inven-
tive in their wcrk, if it teaches them how to read before they -come

to school, if it teaches them a sense of ‘respect for others and con-
cern for the general welfare and for the general society, it provides
incalculable services to the Republic: It does something which the
Government, with all its forces and men, can barely do if the
family does not do it. I have said before that the family is the origi-
nal Department of Health and Human Services, and I would add of
education. And when it does its work well it makes the task of Gov-
ernment agencies much, much lighter. o o -
Wouldn't there be a way to meet what is one of the most difficult
tasks of families today, to provide assistance in the education of

22



18
their children? To give an incentive encouraging education. By the
way, in the book on black youth unemployment that I mentioned;
grades were a very good predictor of success in jobs; the higher the

grade, the better the success in holding a job. And as the author
speculates, this has something more to do with character than with

talent. So couldn’t one encourage this pursuit of higher education
among the poor? I think that what the Congress is now doing in
the tax reform, in lowering the. tax burden on poor families and
families just above the poverty line is much to be praised. It has
always seemed to me -a bit silly to be giving people food stamps

with one hand; and then taxing their income with the other hand.
This new step forward, I think, and the new, enlarged personal ex-
emption for children, will show that the country values the service
which families are providing for the Republic; by bringing up good,
Sg%ligi;giti'zeiis prepared to carry their own weight and the weight of
others:. .. _ . A ] : -
_Also, those of us who are older have to count o these younger
folks tn_support us. There wre more and more of us and fewer and
fewer of them. So we hepe they arz very good citizens. :
Chairman LELAND. Mrs. Roukem: o - S
Mrs. Roukema. Mr. Novak; I sm sorry. I did not hear that last
comme€iit, but it made the chairman ch.iickle.

Could you repeat it for my beuefit? . _ ] o

_Mr. Novak. I just said that, well, those of us who are getting
older are getting more and more concerned about the smaller
cohort of younger people who have to support us in the future. So
the more of those younger folks who are brought up to be very

good; public-spirited citizens, enterprising and hard-working; the
better for our future. .
~ Mrs: RoukeMa: In other words, it is a matter of self-preservation
in a sense—self-perpetuation.. = =
Mr. Novak. It is very good for the country. S
_Mrs. RoukeMa. You have oper:ed up so_many avenues of discus-
sion here that I hardly know where to begin. -

However, while we are disaggregating the poverty statistics; I
would like to reiterate how important child support legislation-is.

This legislation was crafted to deal with the growing phenomenon
of men with perfectly viable incomes who are simply abandoning
their families. Now, that has got to say something about *he value
system tkat is underlying our culture today. Because this situation
is so shocking and disgraceful, Congress acted propitiously. I be-

lieve it relates to and makes me empathetic to Mr. Novak’s stress
on family structure. = ___ . _ -
- Now, some may think that theological, but I think it makes emi-
nently good social sense to focus on the family. But I do not know
how to get from that basic premise to the reforms that we want in
society. Child support legislation is one way, where Congress said
on behalf of the society that this is not acceptable behavior; you
have to take responsibility for the economic support of your chil-
dren. That is one way. i
 There must be other pieces of legislation that we could support,
for instance, income tax reform.
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__Before I continue, I want to say that I am sorry that Dr. Loury,
who was scheduled to be here today, had to cancel because of iil.
ness.in his family, or he would heve been on this panel. . . _
__I hope you all have seen a television program hosted by Bill
Moyers, in- which Dr. Loury, Jesse Jackson, Eleanor Holmes
Norton; and some others had a roundtable discussion on documen-
tary film that graphically illustrated the shocking details of the
problem of teenage pregnancy. Dr. Loury, an effective conservative
spokesman, found himself in startling agreement with Jesse Jack-
son when they discussed the underlying value problem in the com-
mbtcl)nity, that 18 contributing to teenage pregnancy and what to ¢
about it. S A . — - . .
1 suspect that what is leading to our calls for wholesale welfare
reform is the growing awareness of the problem of teetiage preg-
nancy combined with high unemployment. _ o
_ I would like to have Mr. Novak and Ms: Bane and Dr. Gottschalk

address not the abstraction of the numbers, but the concrete prob-

lems that are alarming Americans—which are problems of valies
in some respect. We do not know gtiite how to deal with them.

__Ms. BANE. Working in Government; especially in a welfare bu-
reaucracy in a State that includes New York City, has certainly
made me considerably more humble about what Governmernt can
do than I used to be as a professor. And I think I am especially

humble about what Government can do with regard to the problem

of families and character and values. = S
__ 1 think the child support legislation that the Congress passed last
year is an extraordinarily important step in that direction. There

is a lot more work to do for us in implementing it and in gxtjendinag
it so that it is a genuine fact for every man who fathers a chil ;

that he will be : 2sponsible for supporting that child: We have a
long way to go; but I think it _is one of the most important things
that Governmert can do. And we have to send that message not
only to the middle-class men, who are well enough off to get di-
vorced and who are not paying their child support; but to the
young men in the ghettoes who perhaps do not have income now,
but still ought to get the message that they are responsible for
their children. = . : S

- So I think that is a very important thing that Government can
do and may be one of the most important vehicles we have for
giving that message. @~ - S ; : :

_ In terms of values and characters—and I think we have to rely
not on Government for preaching about that; but on the churches,
on_the communities; on the parents; on groups-in society who touch
the lives of young men and women. I think Government can ‘help
thei to happen. I think to some extent we can stay out of their
way. 1 think to some extent we can support them. But I just have
become more convinced that that very tough issue is one for Gov-
ernment—one where Government needs to recognize its limitations
and needs to be the partner with the groups who are better at
doing it than weare. = L ) .
_ Mr. GorrscHALK. I agree: I think that there are places where
Government can help and I think there are places where Govern-
ment wants to make changes and has relatively few policy handles.
I applaud any attempt to strengthén the family; but I have read
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solutions other than child support, which has in fact worked. Wis-
consin was one of the_initiators of that policy, it is a good policy, it
was in the right direction.. -~~~ -~ .

At the same time; earlier on; we were talking about how if
you're disaggregating, you say this is a raanageable problem, I
think it is also useful in this instance to recognize that the problem
of teenage pregnancy is a large problem, but one which is not

growing. And that comeg—— - == _
Mrs. RoukeEmA. Not what? I'm sorry, not—

Mr. Gorrscualk. Not growing. .~ -~ - -
. Let me give you an example. The figures are exceedingly mis-
leading. The figures which you hear over and over again in the
press, the percentage of chf?dren growing up .in houszhclds with
unmarried teenage mothers is growing. That is absolutely irue. I

am_.not contesting that number. The reason.that that is happening
is that married women are having fewer children. =~~~
__Liet me give you the example which I think makes the whole
thing clear. Suppose that all married black women stopped having

children: What would happen to the percentage of black children
growing up in unmarried households? It would go to 100 percent.

That is what wonld happen. It would all of a sudden go to 160 per-
cent, no matter how many children they had. The fact is that preg-
nancy rates among unmarried black teenagers is coming down: It
is still extraordinarily high. It is still way too high for good social
policy: We should try to do something. But it is not worse. It is
marginally comingdown. . o ..
_ So again; I think it is important to try to understand the facts
behind the issue. I do not think we can do a lot about teenage preg-
nancy except through advocacy within those cultural settings
within the black community, and I applaud all of those. But at tae
same time I think it is important to keep the problem in its proper
perspective. - - - -
_ Mr. Novak. Congresswoman, there is a set of experiments in
Wisconsin on the child support laws about which our seminar had
a briefing. I think Professor Gottschalk would be in a better posi-
tion to describe it at greater length. I cannot give you the details of
it. But it does seem to me worth looking into. It looks like the most
serious .and comprehensive of any program that I have encoun-
tered, although I am not a specialist in thatarea. = -

. To your other question, I would like again to point out that one
thing Government can do is help to draw attention to problems. It
is not always necessary for Government to act only through
making laws. There may be very little for Government to do in the

area of family and family values through the making of laws: On
the other hand, there is é,%‘,éét deal that can be done through call-
ing the attention of the public, and especially to those who tend to
lead the attention of the public, to the crisis of values. I do not
know a good word for it. Shall I say media elites or shall 1 say the
people, meaning the kind of people who show up in People Maga-

zine? Those are not all kinds of people; but they_ are the people who
tend to be used in advertisements to draw our attention to products
and to causes of all sorts: That small number does set the stand-
ards for what is in, what is sophisticated, what has status. Their
values percolate rigiit down to every level of society.

]
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.. Now; when_intelligent public leaders draw the attention of such
folks to a problem they have never even thought about—hunger in
Africa, ,éiij?iibnmentaly issues as of 20 years ago, the dangers of
smoking, the health benefits of jogging—it is incredible that no
church in-America could have gotten as many Amiericans out jog-

ging as a moral discipline, as we have managed to achieve by other

routes in the last 10 years—that seems to work. It is amazing the
changes that can occur in the moral life, if you begin to see how
important our institutions of culture are in grawin’g our attention
to things. And, politically, you do play a role in that. o ,
__ Mrs. Roukema. Well; you are as aware as T that one of the next
members of our next panel has written giiite a controversial book,
whose basic premise is that what we have been doing has been mis.
directed and misguided and_has reinforced the problem. He, there-
fore, recommends that we should abandon a good number of those
programs. L e .
On the other side of the issue; we do know that there will be a

good number of proposals for either modification or new Pprograms,

or to use the perjorative to throw more money at the existing pro-
grams. After alri’; there has been considerable criticism of our
present administration, that much of the current problem is a con-
sequence of cutbacks in programs. That is debatable, because obvi-
ously, program cutbacks have not led to some of the underlying so-

cloeconomic trends that have caused us to reexamine the whole
thrust of the welfare system. There is a problem: = )
_..Have the solutions been part of the problem or is tnere quite a
different problem, quite a different et of circumstances working?
And whether we like it or not; this Congress and the niext are
going to have to deal with that. And as long as the taxpayers are
picking up the tab; it is not only an appropriate subject for public
policy debate, but demands action. I just hope that we take the
right action. Maybe in some cases the thing to do is not to take
action at all, and in other cases it is to restructure the workfare
programs. = i . ,
I would be happy if you would comment. =~ L

- Mr. Novak. Charles Murray has; I think; a penetrating article in
the current issue of the Public Interest, Jjoining two points: First,

that Government actions sometimes have symbolic effects, effects

upon valves that were not entirely thought through and were not
part of the original intention of those programs. And, second,
changes in the culture or cultural values can dramatically affect
behavior. It is not the case that poor_people or poor persons have
had as many children out of wedlock as is currently happening.
Granted that the numbers are falling slightly, as Professor Gotts-
chalk said, still, the percentage is almost unprecedented. So some-
thing has changed in the culture; it would seem; and in the values.

_Now, some of the things that Government programs of the 1960’s
did, while achieving much good—please let me underline the fact
that they did a.great deal of good, as well—is that they did soften
the consequences of pregnancy among unmarried young - women.
One could well calculate that if one had a child one could get by,
because one could see a great many other. persons getting by; not

terribly well, but getting by, and perhaps better than some others
without a child.
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Second, Government programs. offering such assistance had, in

part; the effect of removing the stigina, the moral stigma, attached

to that sort of behavior. And not only that, they gave that sort of
behavior a higher status. There are special programs in high
schiools that young pregnant women are drawn to and attend to.
They get special attention and special care. =~
 Now, once young women have such children; clearly they need
belp, and a good society will bring them help; no doubt about it.

The fate of society is involved in the help given such children. On
the other hand, how to do that without encouraging more such be-
havior is the most difficult assignment, which we really have not
figured out how to meet. But that is where thought is now focused.
And I hope we come up with some better ideas.

Mrs. Roukema. Thank you. L

Mr. GoTTscHALK. Let me try to respond to your questiom. .

It seems to me that Congress is going to have a very difficult de-

cision to make if, in fact, welfare reform does become the next im-
portant issue; you are faced with a dilemma. There is a large group
of women who need public assistance during short periods of time.
The_vast majority of people who are ever on AFDC receive AFDC
for less than 2 years. It is literally the hand out when you need
that hand. There is no question in my mind that getting rid of the
program would severely affect large numbers of women who need
help; who are not falling into the culture of poverty. At the same
time; there is a much smaller number who are in fact on the pro-
gram a long time. For them, you may very well want to restructure
the program. That is the dilemma. Do you hurt a lot of women in

order to change the values of the small number?

I am not convinced of the argument that the expansion of the
programs during the 1960’s changed values. I am simply not con-
vinced of that. I know of no hard empirical evidence. I think that
the Public Interest article by Charles Murray in fact admits that
there is no hard empirical evidence. And, therefore, what we are
left with is our own impression. .

I happen to be someone who grew up in West Virginia during
the 1950’s and 1960’s. West Virginia is not a rich State. During the
1950’s and 1960’s we did not have the growth in welfare—in the

early 1960’s; we did not have the large welfare programs. All

around me were families; black and white, who were living in the
cilture of poverty. If you look at the Moyers report, you could take

that and play it backward and say this is 1959, West Virginia;
people were saying exactly the same thing. You can go back to the
Poor Laws of England. People have said for decades, forever, that
poverty is caused by cultural phenomenon. It is an argument. It
seems to me that, of course; for a minority of the poor that is true.
The question which Congress is going to have to face is, does the
program cause that culture. _ _ o o

I know of no evidence, and I dare say that if I were sitting in
your. chair having to make the decision between hurting a large
number of women who need the programs for a short time in order
to, hopefully, change the culture of the minority who_are on the
program for a long period of time, I don’t know how I would——

Ms. Bane: I want fo get in on this one; too, needless to say.

":*‘,2'?
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_ The other part of the dilemma, of course; that we face with these
programs is a conviction that I think most of us vould share, that

we do not.in fact want to visit the sins of the parents upon the chil-

dren. And children of the girls that we are talking about are, in

fact, our future and deserve our support and our help: They de-
serve our support through public assistance programs. Their moth-
ers deserve our help in getting back to school so they can be better
mothers to our children: And I think that even if we do have some
affect on the behavior on their mothers, our responsibility for those
children requires that we do the kinds of things for them that I
think many of us are talking about. = S
., Yor their mothers, I think there have to be different tacts. I
think Marion Wright Adelman’s poster of the ,girl holding_ her
baby, which says, “It’s like being grounded for 1 -years,” I think
the offering of opportunities to both the boys and the girls; so that
having a child is not the only way of becoming an adult, we have
got to do those things: e }
- But I would feel bad about us as a society if we used the piinish-
ment of the children as a way of attempting to affect the behavior
of their parents. ~~ ~ S - o
_ ’Miié' RoukeMA: Thank you; Mr. Chairman. And I thank the
panel. T

Chairman LeLanD, Mr. Levin. - ]
- Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, maybe I should defer to members of
the committee—— o o

Chairman Leranp. Thank you very much. They have a high
regard for your interest. =

Mr. LevIiN. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee. Let me, if I might, follow up. _ e
. Dr: Novak; you mentioned four themes which tended to focus on
the last of the four—humility. And I think, though it isn’t typical,
perhaps, around here; there 1s some easier agreement on that issue
than on some others. Disaggregation, I think that more and more
solIcan accept that: .= . - . ] ) .
_ Your last thought involved moving from issues to values. And 1
would like to, if I might; share with you the application of that
through one of the areas—it is only one of them—which you spent
some time on:. And that is unemployment among minority youth,
especially among black youth. . s

- We know that 30 or_35 years ago, half the white youth in Amer-
ica were jv”bfrfljgirjgjp;dfhé,lg of the black youth were working;MTod’a’{,
that figure for white youth _remains at about 50 percent; for blac
youth, it is about 10 or 15 percent. There has been & dramatic

change; a negative one, for minority youth, blacks, Hispanics; and
others. S o -

__And you talked about lsoking at the socia! programs not only
economically, but also in terms of their cultural aspects: And I very
much_agree with this and the emphasis on values. But I think we
need to explore carefully- what that means. I think a good test of
any idea is its implementation. So if you would, taking into account
the striking figures on minority youth, especially black youth; un-
employment, what do we do and how do you apply your approach
to some programs that have been working? For example; the Job

Corps Program; which I think has -had. some record of success
among youth and perticularly among black youth.
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So tell us what we do in the next year or two; or the next 5 years
under your approach? S
. Mr. Novak. You are asking your question of one who has neither
practiced in the implementation nor a social scientist and, there-
fore; I am not certain I can take on myself the burden of your test,
the implementation test. I think you’re asking the question in the
r}ilght area, though. I would approach it; and that is all I can do, in
this way. - S - - -
.. As I look over the research in a field not my own, I am struck by
the number of times that authors mention the importance of those
aptitudes which have to do less with the technical aptitude of doing
the job, and more with the sort of aptitude of showing up on time,
not being late; not being absent from your job, having the requisite
courtesies and munners that go with the job: That sort of thing can
be taught, but youngsters need to know that in the approach to
jobs there is a whole range of personal and moral; as well as eco-
nomic skills; that need to be learned. And they need to have the
opportunity to begin to learn those in their local communities: = .
_ There are two things abouit those local commtunities that catch

my attention right away. First; the amount of work that needs to
be done in them even without pay. That is to say, one sees all sorts

of things that are inm need of painting and redoing, replastering,
puttying, and the windows—there is no absence of work in the
same places where there are lots of workers who are not working:
-_And that provides the opportunity for putting those two togeth-

er, the work undone and the unemployed workers. And doing that
in a siistained and active way which has the added aspect of pro-

viding practice in those things that make one highly employable.
_In short, what 'm coming to are the remarkable number of
young people who are not so much unemployed as unemployable.
They do not have a very good work record, for example, of holding
onto jobs even when they get them. We should find out more about
why that happens—it’s not normal that that happens. There are
techniques one can use to show people how not to have that
happen. We haven’t concentrated enough on that aspect of employ-
ment. . I . . o - .
-Mr. Levin. I'd like the others to comment, but isn’t every effec-
tive training program focused on those aspects values you might
call them, as well as the mechanical aspects of it? - .

So if that’s true; and I think it is; it seems to me that where your
comments lead you is toward some emphasis on training the unem-
ployable. Very much keeping in mind the importance of the
values—the value system, as well as the mechanical aspects of
training programs. . _ . . _ oo . ________ __ ___

Mrs. Novak. But one thing to keep in mind is that right in the
communities where they are now living, there are persons who
would like to see this work available in the immediate environ-
ment. Aren’t you impressed by the initiative in the Congress to

allo- private ownership of public hiousing? And don’t you think
that -at strengthens the hand of those in the community who

wai. - upgrade the assets that they have, and to begin to care for
thoses And doesn’t that give them a stake in teaching their young-
sters how to do the various things around the house; putty the win-
dows; plaster holes in the walls; paint, and the rest? And don’t you
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think that that will have a long-term payoff in the employability of
those youngsters? - = , - S
.. I believe there are interventions in local communities that help
the people in the local communities who already have good habits

of werk, and know how to_teach them. You don't exactly use Gov-

ernment teachers to come in and do that. If yon help to. strerngthen
the hand of those who already have the talents and skills in the

community, and help them to take the leadership in the communi-

ty, rather than yield leadership to the agents of grester dissipation

of energies, who now tend to be gaining leadership in those com-

munities. At least, that is now happening, if what we're reading; at
least about the urban ghettos that Professor Bane started off by
mentioning; is correct. ; e
- Mr. GorrscHALK. Let me give you examples of one program—of
two programs. - - S
The first just comes from what I read in the Washington Post
yesterday, and I’'m making no judgment about whether the allega-
tion is true or not, but if the allegation in the Washington Post is
correct, the District of Columbia has a summer program in which
kids aren’t exﬁecf/e'd to work. That is the alicgation. If that allega-
tion is true, that seems to me to_be the best way of instilling the
wrong values. There are things the Government can do if you set
up a program; at least put enough mon:g into it and to line up real
work, work which is required, not make work. Require that the
people come in on time because there is work to be done.
So it seems to me that if, and I underline if, I have absolutely no
outside information whether the allegation is true or not, you can
set up the wrong kinds of programs, you can set up programs
which do exactly the opposite of what you want. That’s the first
point. e ]
_-Second: point concerns a program which I know much more
about—the Job Corps Program which is exceedingly -successful:

Now, what differentiates the Job Corps from most training pro-

grams? It’s an expensive program. @ L
. .The notion that what we can do is to bring in a ghetto youth, tell
him to comb his hair, and shine his shoes -before he goes out for
work, and say hello when the personnel director greets him, that
Wﬂlﬁet the person a job is ludicrous. There is no evidence that that
works. . S , ,

- Just simply telling people this is how to behave, go out there and
behave, that's a cheap program, and you get what you pay for.
There’s no evidznce that just simply giving people minimal skills is
going to make a difference. If you're going to attack the problem
seriously; it’s going to cost a lot of money..
- And I think that’s again the dilemma. How sericvs are we about

getting that small minority of the poor, but the minority who has
the most serious problems, the underclass; out of their situation.
It’s going to cost a lot of money because there are no easy fixes.
The reason that you all aren’t getting a lot of suggestion is because
all the easy fixes have been tried, and they haven't worked.

There are programs for long-term welfare recipients: The hardest
group to deal with, one would think. There are programs which
work for them, called Supported Work Program. Again; a very ex-
pensive program. You can get long-term AFDC mothers to work
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and to make the _transition to be self-supporting; but not just by
telling them how to behave during a job interview. -

__Ms. BaNE. There may be some ways to use the welfare system on
this one that- could -be_worth experimenting with, -though please
don’t pass a lot of it. I think one of the other things;, Professor
Novak, that’s coming out of the conversations going on across the
political spectrum; is a recognition-on_all sides of mutual obliga-

tions of clients and Government in & welfare system,; and a willing-
ness to say; “Yes; we really are ready to have some requirements,”
but there are some things that you must_do to get a welfare grant,
pot only fill out 75 pages of forms, which is a major requirement,

but perhaps some more productive things that would take 17 min-
utes. Perhaps some more productive thingsaswell. - =~ -
_ And I think a loi of the young men that we're talking about do
have 7 hook to the welfare system. They're part of their mother’s
cases: They’re the father of their girl friend’s case. Perhaps in some
States they’re on their own case. And I think there are ways. that
we could use workfare like programs; or schoolfare; which might be
a new idea, to say to some of the young men as a part of your obli-
gation in this system you have to—if you’re not back in school, and
we think that’s what you should be doing, then you have a respon-
sibility to participate in some kind of a productive work program.
I think there’s some experiments that would be interesting to do
there and see how much of that—how much of that could go on.
Chairman LELAND. Mr. Dorgan._ . - S
_ Mr. DorcaNn. Thank you; Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the invita-
tion to join you today. I'm sorry I didn’t hear the opening state-
ments, but I'm very interested in the subject and glad to hear your
comments. — - - - - - - - s - o
Two specific legislative proposals have been debated over the last
geveral years, and one for a much longer period of time. The one
proposal that is relatively new I believe emanates from the State of
Wisconsin concerning grandparents’ responsibility if, in fact; a
child is born out of wedlock to their daughter. And I know it was
controversial in that State. . S ; ] o
__I'd be interested in your reactions to that plan, if you've heard of
it and whether you think it holds any hope in urginf parents to be
a_little more responsible in dealing with that problem with their
own children. : : ] o
_ Ms. BANE. It is a controversial program, and I gather that there
hasn’t been too much going on even in Wisconsin. .
_ In our State, and I think in most States as well, parents are al-
ready under law, responsible for the support of their minor chil-
dren up through a variety of ages, and you have to enforce it
through the family court, and the family court judges come in
trying to enforce that kind of support responsibility. He says, give
me a break. I'm supposed to be taking care of child abuse cases.
My enthusiasm, I guess, is less for that kind of law; not because I
don’t think parents should be responsible for the support of their
children. I just think it would be awfully hard to really use it to
make a difference. I think the kind of sym*:olic statement that par-
ents have that responsibility, and ought to try to be controlling; is
perhaps important; but; boy; I don’t think it's a very easily imple-

mentable law, or one that would have any discernible effect.
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Mr. Novak: Congressman, when you asked your question they
were changing our microphone and both of us missed the key word.
Which State? === = e

Mr. DorGAN. I think it’s Wisconsin; if I'm not mistaken:

Mr. Novak. I simply missed the— e

Mr. DorGAN. The grandparent liability, and the teenage preg-
nancy situation. R T
. Mr. GorrscHALK. I guess I'm dumbfounded. I don’t have an opin-
ion on that law. _ o - S

Mr: Dorcan. That never stops us from making a statement:

_.Mr. Novak. The other program—¥'m trying in my owi mind to
discern. some . approach to this national probiem of poverty that
might be politically acceptable. I live in a -conservative area in
downstate Illinois. There is not a great deal of empathy for the
problems of the poor; urban or rural poor. There is a belief that
they will always be worthless no matter how much we spend, or
what we do. And I think that translates now into what'’s happened
over the last at least 5 or 6 years under this administration where
we've done very little. And assume that other forces within the
economy or within the Government could create the climate that
might improve the environment for people who are not as success-
ful. But it clearly has not worked, and, in fact, has been a failure
by statistical measures. - - . _ - -
One of the other proposals has been the §qigg§ji’diquﬂ a uriversal
service for those after high school where rich and poor; black and
white, would all be expected to give 1 year of service to the coun-
try. Some could translate it into military service; others iu terms of
just serving through Government agencies. . .
- But it strikes me that it may be us'1 as a vehicle for the last
gasp, the last effort, to try to provide literacy skills for those who
have missed it for a number of years, some work experience; per-
haps some training. 'm wondering if that is wishful thinking,
. At that point do you feel that the student who has been a chron-

ic_failure in school for years and years could be turned around
even if we move from his normal environment; his or her normal
environment? L L - o
. Ms. Bank. I personally think national service is a terrific idea.
I'm a Peace Corps veteran. I think everybody should have done it.
1 figured out, I think, that it will cost about $30 billion a year—
other people probably have more accurate estimates than I in order
to kind of feed and clothe the folk, 3 million of them a year, and, of
course, most of the_people who would be participating in the_pro-
gram would not be the people that we are talking about here. Most
of the g@@fjg people are not; in fact, more disadvantaged, and they
would be the large bulk of the progtam. @
- So, €8 I say, I personally think it’s a wonderful idea because I
think. it conveys a sense of service and commitment, and so on,
that I would like to_encourage, but I'm not sure at this point it
would be the best way to spend that kind of money, and that we
might be better able to devote that money to literacy progrems and
job programs, and so on, for a group who leads it rather than
spreading it across a whole region, o -
_Mr. GorrscHAtxk. In this case I do have an opinion very much
like Mary Jo’s. I'm a strong believer that we owe society something
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that we have moral responsibility, and I think that universal serv-
ice is a way for us to visibly sign ontv that. The reason it’s expen-
sive is because programs are expensive when you’re talking about
doing something more than just a little patch work.

_1_think that for many males who aren’t directly taking care of
children, that it is-a very expensive strategy to get at that group.
As far as implementing it; would you require service of a teenager
with a child? If not, then you won'’t be g éttii,i% .to that group. And

once again, we’ll find that it’s very, very difficult to get to that
group. . - o
_ But in principle; I would applaud any move in that direction. As
far as it costing $30 billion, the a.swer may be that your constitu-
ents, or_the people from Maine where I come from, aren’t going to
spend $30 billion in poverty programs, but might very well be will-
ing to spend $30 billion on the national program: I think big bucks
are big bucks in certain context, and little bucks in other context.
 So I have not studied the issue personally. It’s just something m
my own personal value system that tells me it’s a very, very good
idea, one which would certainly sell in Maine: I’'m convinced it’s &
much more sellable program. o o

_Mr. Novak. Now, in the four themes that I began with, 1 hesitat-
ed to include a fifth; responsibility; but my colleagues persuade me
that there is now much greater consensus about that. Almost ev-

erybody is now asl g how_can you also hold people responsible not
only for their actions but for benefits received? Those who re~eive

benefits should; if they cam, make some payment back to society

that gave them those payments. If your aim though with universal
service i8 to zero in on those who have not learned how to read,
and who need help in employable skills, and so forth, why not just
zero in on those without binding everybody in the country? .

Mr. DorcGaN. I wish you could. I hope I've suggested where the
problemis. _ _ . _ T
~ Mr. Novak. But I think that—I don’t agree that that’s at least
the only analysis availables politically. -

For example, my wife’s family is from Iowa where we run a
small farm. It’s a little bit like southern Illinois. And attitudes
about_poverty there are perhaps similar to those in southern Illi-
nois. The county from which my wife comes is one of the poorest in
the State; according to statistics. That embarrasses and infuriates
most_of the people there. Why? It is true that the income of a

farmer with 200 acres or so_could well be under $10,000 a year; the
income. And if he or his wife aren’t working at a local factory or

something like that, they can’t get up to the median for farmers; or
thereabouts; of about $20,000a year. - =

But they don’t think of that income as poor; and how can they
when they have a major asset in their farm? They have perhaps
half a million dollars in assets, at least: So what they are thinking
is poor is a little bit different from what is thought in the urban
environiment. Poverty in that environment also means something
less, when the vast majority of people around you are earning a
net income under $10,000, and when homes sell in the $30,000
range—and food is abundant—you’re in a very different predica-
ment.
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Second; on the targeted programs, if you tatk about black youth
unemployed, please remember that, behind the percentage, you're
talking about 400,000_youngsters. That’s not an immense overpow-
ering number. It’s 400,000. If you simply gave them all the mini-
{pum wage for doing work; it’s not that big a ticket—about $2.6 bil-
ion: :

So if you wanted a service program in which any youngster who
receives benefits from - the Government, through his mother,
through his young girlfriend, through whatever; owes a kind of
gervice, in fuct, you might well pay them that as a-way of giving
the benefit. You might come up with something that does both
things at once instead of onliigne thing, that does both, give them
the benefit, ¢ ~d extract ithe kind of service which is a teaching in-
strument. That teaches them how.to work: And; again; I insist not
just the techniques, but the attitudes that make you feel that

ygluf’re a person of honor, and that you know how to do things your-
self. : -

women for a moment. We were on that subject a moment ago. I
agree entirely with my coﬂeaiues that society wants to take care of
these young children, but perhaps a woman under 20—this is just a
perhaps, a philosopher’s thought, not an implementation thought—
perhaps if the check that went for the benefit of the infant would

There is a second aspect to this. Suppose. we look at the young

not go to the young mother, if she were under 19, under 20, under
some age, but went instead to—in those environments where it’s

Fossible; and many of them are inner city environments; weat to a
local church or other agency, fraternal, or other, where the money
would be used to provide two meals a day, the continuation of a
high school degree, and some job training and infant care. In other
words; if the money were given to the social environment; in which
several such young women would come together, rather to the indi-
vidual. If iou give the benefit directly to the individual, she’s likely
to set up her own apartment, et cetera, and live in a kind of isola-
tion; with her children also in isolation. If you gave the money—
the same money—in a way that brought many together, in an envi-
ronment in which they could learn the necessary skills; the skills
which I think they probably desire to learn, you might step for-
ward on_the value front and simultaneously on the benefit front.

Mr. DorGaN: Thank you ve-y much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman:
_ Chairman LeELAND. Thank you. Let me thank each one of you for

your participation here today. You've been very helpful. _~ =
I would now like to ask that our second panel, Mr. David Ell-

wood, Mr. Charles Murray, Mr. Robert. Greenstein; and Mr. Robert
Reischauer, come forward and be seated at the witness table. @

_ Mr: Ellwood is a professor of public policy at the dohn_F. Kenne-
dy School of Goverament. He has served on the N. Jational Academy

of Science Com: iittee on the Status of Black Americans; the Task
Force on Poverty and Welfare under New York Governor Mario
Cuomo; the Project on the Welfare of Families; under Arizona Gov:
Bruce Babbitt; and as a review panel member of Manpower Dem-

onstration Research Corp.’s work and welfare demonstration eval-
uation. , , , o

Mr. €harles Murray is_a social scientist and writer. He is pres-
ently a senior fellow with the Manhattan Institute for Policy Re-
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search: His published writings include “Losing Ground,” a thought-

provoking historical examination of American social policy. =
Mr. Robert Greenstein is the directv: of the Center on Budget

and Policy Priorities: Prior to his appointment as Administrator of
the Food and Nutrition Service during the Carter administration,
he was project director for the Community Nutrition Institute. Mr.

Greenstein has published numerous articles addressing American
social policy. - o o -
Mr. Robert Reischauer is presently .a senior fellow with the

Brookings Institute. His previous positions include senior vice
president. of the Urban Institute and Deputy Director of the Con-

gressional Budget Office. His writings on the budget process and

political economy have been extensively published. _ -
__Gentlemen,; you may proceed according to the order in which I
have introduced you.
STATEMENT OF DAVID T. ELLWOOD, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF
PUBLIC FOLICY, JOHN F. KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT,
HARVARD UNIVERSITY ] , -
. Mr. ErLwoop. Thank you; Mr: €hairman: The acoustics leave

something to be desired here, 50 I hope people can hear me. =
. I'd like to tackle straight on the questions that you've already
talked about extensively today: What Government does and doesn’t

do for the poor, who is resronsible for poverty, and why people are
poor. . - . . S T
P'd like to focus exclusive:; now on famiilies with children be-

cause I think they evoke our greatest concern: I think that it’s very
useful to think of there being three groups of poor families with
children. The first_group is male-headed families, typically two-
parent families, and I'll use those sort of as synonyms. The second

group is female-headed families, single-parent families. And the

finzl group, and the group frankly that’s gotten all the emphasis
today, and I think somewhat to the detriment of social policy, is
what I would call the isolated or concentrated poor; the ghetto
poor. __ ___ e :
__I would like to start by emphasizing the point that I'll return to
which is that by any reasonable definition the people in these very
poor. areas are about 10 percent of the poor. They are the most
troubled and they have the most serious problems. But when you
see an article by Leon Dash of the Washington Post, or when you
see Bill Moyer’s reports, remember that you're talking about the
worst 10_percent of the poor people, not the other 90 percent. And
if we make all our social policy based on what we see there and the
fears of what we see there, we're going to have a case of the tail
wagging the dog. And I'll return to that briefly. __ .. . =
Let me first talk about male-headed families. Half the kids that

are peor in America are in two-parent male-headed homes. And
these are not mainly people that were lawyers that went to Ver-
ruont. Why are these people- poor? Why are these families poor?
The answer turns out to be incrediby simple. The No. 1 reason is
low pay. The No. 2 reason is jobs. And the No. 8 reason, far down
the line, is disability.
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- Now, that sounds like a little bit of gibberish. But let’s look at
the facts. In 40 percent of the poor families with children; at least 1
percent is working full year, full time. Now, these families are not
poor because they’re lazy or don’t have traditional values: They're
not outside the mainstream. They are the mainstream. The point is
that their earnings are insufficient to raise their family above the
poverty line.

Then there’s another group of about 40 percent; who when asked
why -they didn’t work more, report that they aren’t able to find
work: Are they telling us the truth? I think so. First, most of them
did work some during the year, and second if you look and see

what happens to those people in good times and bad; there’s enor-
moiis variationn indeed. Wheil the iunemployiient rate drops dra-

ipaticaﬂy the number of people in this situation drops dramatical-
Y. o . ... .__:
In fact, one can predict completely ther;qyieraii _poverty rate
full year, full-time male workers, in other words, wages; and the
unemployment rate. That worked in 1960. It worked in 1970. It

work in 1380, and it works today. The economy is what determines
the situation of the overwhelming majority of two-parent families,
the trickle-down thenry in _some sense works for this group. When
the economy is growing, when jobs are increasing; when there are
higher wages, these people do better. = _ :

_ Remember that’s half of the poor children. Don’t get 1 crapped in
the model that all the poor are somehow completely isolated from
our society. It’s a group that’s behaving very much_as part of the
mainstream. They’re left out of the mainstream only in the sense
that they may not have medical protection; they don’t have the
economic position to take care of their children at a level above the
povertyline. .= = = S .
_Next thing I'd like to talk about female-headed families, here the

issue is not nearly so simple: There are two aspects that one needs
to address though, it seems to me.

_ One is there has beran this dramatic increase in the number of
female-headed families, and the question is why. It's very easy to
turn and look and blame the social welfare system, and, in particu-
lar, blame the AFDC and things of thatsort. = = =

The problem with that explanation. is that there’s_been no seri-
ous academic study that’s demonstrated any kind of serious link,
but academic studies seem to convince alriost anyone except the

number of children on AFDC was falling. It's a very hard story-to
tell that everyone is getting into a female-headed familiy in order
to get AFDC when the number of people on the program is going
down: o . ) ) o o

-Why are single mothers poor so often? Part of the reason is the

same ixind of jobs and pay issues as affect two-parent families: Ob-
viously opportunities are more-limited for women than even for

men: Bat part of what's going on also has to do with taking care of
children and household responsibilities.

4
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Why shouldn’t we expect these women to work more? Shouldn’t
we expect them to support themselves? Well; if the goal is to have
women _to be totally self-supporting and to support their families,
then what we’re asking of women is that they work all the time,
full year, full time. Even then a lot of women will still be poor, but
far fewer would. ) ] L .
- Well, with wives working so much isn’t that & reasonable expec-
tation? Wives do. work. Married mothers do work quite of:en; but
they tend to work part time. They rarely work full year, full time.

Only about 30 percent of all mothers work full year, full time; and
even less than that of women with young children. =
_ So_that what you're asking; if you're asking all female-headed
families to work all the time in order to be self-supporting, is if

they do something which is dramatically different from the main-

stream of America, the mainstream of American women. __ .
Now; that may be desirable; but. one also has to ask whether it's

practical. One also has to wonder about the children. Is that what

we want for our children ? Do we want to insist that all mothers in
this sort of situation work all the time? I am skeptical. . )

Finally, if we’re going to talk about responsibility, we have heard
soine talk already about the responsibility of the absent fathers;

snd at times I get the sense that people think we've solved that

one now. Corgress passed a law and we're all set. We're so far

away from th? situation where we’re holding every father responsi-
ble for their child; it's just frightening. o o i
- Less than half of all absent fathers contribute anything toward
child support, and the new law isn’t going to change that very dra-
matically. The big problem is there’s a large number of fathers
that we never go after at all. If you're a father of a child and you
never married the mother, the odds that we’ll actually go and find
you and then get a court settlement are virtually nil: ; :
We ought to expect something from virtually every absent
parent. I'm not saying we should do this because of the money in-
volved, although there is Some money to be had. I'm saying that we

ought to do this because it is right: If we believe in responsibility, it
scems to mie that's a marvelous place to start.

I do think it's reasonable to expect women to do more for them-
selves, but I think part-time work is about as much as is realistic

at this stage, since that’s what most married mothers do, and then
they’re going to need additional support. It's simply not possible in

our society to support yourself on part-time work. = =
_Finally, let me talk abo..t the concentrated poor. And I guess the

most_troubling thing I've hecrd here today, and I hear consistently,
is this group has become our stereotypical person. We talk about
their values. We talk about them this, them that. Well, regardless
of what you believe about this group, remember that the group
that you see on Bill Moyers, and so forth, is maybe 5, maybe 10
percent of the poor population. o ] ;

-Now, it may be the worst 5 or 10 percent. There's no question of
what’s going on there is very; very troubling. But don’t let again
the tail wag the dog. Don’t impose workfare, for example, because
of what we see in the ghettos. Workfare may or_ may not be a good
thing, but what we See in thé ghétto i§ certainly not the basis on
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which that judgment ought to be made when the overwhelming
majority of people just aren’t there.

But what about these concentrations of poor people‘? We hear
about a group of people that has stopped believing in the main-

stream;. stopped having a sense that they should work: Stopped be-

lieving that it’s even possible to leave the sort of underground envi-

ronment that they’re in and move into the mainstream:_
Now, we hear people like Charles Murray on my left here saylng

that a large part_of the reason for this is that we penalize the vir-
tuous and rewarded the dysfunctional. And no doubt, that has hap-

pened to some. degree:
Yet I think the real blame,lles elsewhere

~ We have a social system that concentrates these people, and iso-
lates them, so that all they see around them is other _people that

look just hke them, none of whom have done very well in our socie-
ty; none of them are likely to. We have an educational system that
can’t even teach people to read, that can’t even dimpart discipline.

We have an economic system that seems to offer up so little op-

portunity to people that one can say with a-straight face it’'s much

whole hves rather than get into the mainstream and get some sort

of a_job, or whatever.

This is not a simiple problem This is a problem oj gogcentratlon,
of 1solat10n, of deprivation; of alienation; of discrimination; and
what’s left - is desperatlon And it seems to me that—the best
chance we have is to somehow ofter a hope; offer a route out; give

people a -chance.

Now; there is no question in my mind that the welfare system;
the “whole social welfare system, hasn’t done that. It’s failed to
offer people a real chance. But. I'm not convinced that welfare is
the reason that people see no hope. This problem existed in the
1960’s before much of the welfare expansion: I don’t think the
problem is that the ghetto poor have been coddled—that they
haven’t been kicked in the pants enough. I think they’ve been
kicked in the pants for their whole life. If the system is to offer a
serious route out we must do a lot. The answer involves jobs, it
may involve work-fare; it involves education. It involves a much
more serious and comprehensive kind of approach than any other
sort of make-shift little rinky-dink program that a lot of us like to
advocate or talk about.

So my conclusion is this. When you disaggregate the poor you do
see these three groups, and the key groups have very differeiit
problems. With male-headed families it’s the traditional old jobs

and psy. Now, that sounds liberal, but it’s also conservative be-

cause trickle-down works for them. With female-headed families
jobs are a part of the story; but also is the problem of the children,

and what we care about the children: .

~_And for the concentrated poor, it’s muich more dlfﬁcult and miich
more complicated than any one story, any one answer.

. _We have to find a way to offer hope. Some people—when we do
find a way, oftentimes s people respond, but the fact of the matter is
right now what you see is desperation and alienation.

Thank you very much:
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- [Material submitted by Mr. Eilwood appears at the conclusion of

the hearing, see p: 85;%, ) L
Chairman LeLAND. Thank you. Mr. Murray.
STATEMENT OF CHARLES MURRAY, SENIOR FELLOW,
MANHATTAN INSTITUTE FOR POLICY RESEARCH

~ Mr. Murray. When the committee invited me to testify I had to
tell them that because of the variety of commitments I simply
would not be able to prepare my statement, and they nonetheless
very kindly told me that I could come along and respond to ques-
tions if they were available: So I will stick to that.

of this inquiry is, and-I associate myself with a lot of what some of

the other speakers have said, including David Ellwood a minute

ago, about the variegated nature of the problem;, and to some
extent, clarifying what it is that we are asking, is going to be very
important in deciding which statistics make sense; and what way,
and what programs might work and might not:

Chairman LeLaNp. Thank you. Mr. Greenstein.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT GREENSTEIN, DIRECTOR, CENTER ON

BUDGET AND POLICY PRIORITIES

Mr: GREENSTEIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
-- I'd like to simply cover three general areas. One; some issues re-
lating to the impact of the larger economy in trying to distinguish
the realities from some myths in the poverty area:. Second; a few
brief comments on what are some of the underlying factors on the
increase of hunger that may be related to the larger issues before
us today: And, tiiird, a couple of comments on future policy direc-
tion. - S .
_ A8 Peter Gottschalk stated during the first panel, I think the evi-
dence is very strong and largely uncontrovertible that the single
largest factor behind the increase in poverty in recent years has
been the economy. = - = = = ; S -
_ Some of the best work on this has been done by Mr. Ellwood in
tracking, for example, the median-family income and poverty rates.
He has shown that for nonelderly poverty rates there is almost a
perfect match with trends in median-family income; and pointed
out that since the median family is not on welfare or in the public
asgistance programs, it is hard to blame the welfare system for
what is happening to the median family. === .
— In addition to that, Peter Gottschalk and his colleague, Sheldon
Danziger, have done some very interesting work in this area that
really should give us some pause that shows that going back to
1973, when you divide all family children into five groups. by
income, five quintilez, the poorest, and next to the poorest; and so
forth; that for the bottom fifth if there is a drop in average dispos-
able income—for the family of four—of 34 percent after adjusting
for inflation. Even after you adjust the family size, there is a drop
of 25 percent: _ S
__They also show large drops; not as large but still quite signifi-
cant, for the next to the bottom fifth and the middle fifth, familiés
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with chrldren which again tell us that there are larger econonuc
trends going on here that go-way beyond the poverty population in

general, and even further beyond that 10 percent of concentrated
poor that we’ve heard about today. :

One of the most important themes, and you've heard some about
it today, is what’s been going on with the working poor. Let me
mention a few census statrstrcs.

Fiist, the number of prime worklng age 1nd1v1duals who work
that are still poor. has increased about 60 percent since 1978; and
now exceeds 7 miillion people. These are people who work on thie
average of 30 weeks a year and don’t escape poverty.

Second, the number of people who work full time, year round
and are st111 poor now exceeds 2 million, and that group also has
grown by about 60 percent since about 1978 -

_There_are now 2.5_million children in f'amrhes in wh1ch the

minutes ago when you look at who these full time, year round
poor fémlhéé are, contrary to what we might assume before we

look at the data; it turns out that 80 percent of those families have
. two parents; in more than two-thirds of those families there is a

full time, year round male worker, and 80 percent of those families
are ,W,hlte

When we look at What’s been gomg on there we see a number of
thmgs - First, a larger proportion of the new Jjobs created in the

economy now are. low-wage. gobs than was true in the 1960’s or
probably even in the early 1970’s. :
Second; and again some of the best work. here has been done by
Peter Gottschalk there is a growing trend that goes back 15 years
or so toward g‘reater wage_inequality. The people with the lowest
paid jobs, don’t do as well over time as those receivinig average

wages,
And third, the minimum -wage. has fallen 25 percent in relation

to inflation or the poverty line since January 1981; the last time it
was adjusted. —

- For a person workmg full t1me year round at the rninirniirn
wage; in a_ family of four, that fa.unly is now- $4,000 below the pov-
erty line. A family of three is $1,500 below the poverty line, and a
family of two is_belnw the poverty line as well. You can go back 5,
6, 7; 8 years and find that many people; especially smaller. fam111es
workmg full time, year round ¢t the minimum wage, were above
the poverty line.

These are broader economic factors. They are not related in any

major way to the directions we have or have not taken in the wel-

fare system:. . .
The other pomt I would make is that we have a long -range trend

here. We appear to have an increasing trend toward low-wage jobs
being created. Moreover, there appears to be a continuing trend to-

wards wage inequality. The minimum wage is continuing to fall
further behind the poverty line.

Some. of us believe that this is an important issue not only for
economics but for the values that we have been talking about.
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For those of us who are from, let’s say, a white middle-class back-
ground and you’re offered a job in your early 20’s, perhaps not too
far above the minimum wage, you know that’s the beginning of a
career ladder, and you're going to move up. __

For people whose background does not allow them to have that
same kind of vision of a career ladder; there is a growing prospect
of a number of years of work at low wages below the poverty line.
Often if you leave public assistance you lose your health care.
Child care may not_be available, particularly for families with
larger numbers of children. You can be worse off working than
leaving public assistance. S B} o

I think the number of us looking at these alarming figures are

increasingly coming to believe that improving the conditions of the
work force is. a- precondition for dealing with some of the other
problems; including some of the underclass problems: We are not
going to encourage people to make greater efforts unless the work-
ing_poor_look more like the heros; but increasingly our economic
and political policy have made them, to oversimplify a bit, the
chumps rather than the heros. - S .

- That’s the direction we’ve been going. The working poor have
been the single group most disadvantaged by the budget cuts of
recent years. - - -

__Having said that; let me make a few comments about the budget

cuts: Again, the work of Gottschalk and Danziger show that while

the economy is the single largest factor to the increase in poverty
in recent years, the second largest factor has been changes in as-
sistance programs. The budget cuts made at Federal and State
levels play a much larger factor in the big increase in poverty in
the last 5 years than the demographic changes.

" The Ways and Means Committee staff has compiled some statis-
tics that are published by the Ways and Means Committee in what
is commonly known as the Green Book which many of us use as
the Bible for poverty. .~ .

I jast want to mention one or two of these statistics: In 1979 Fed-
eral cash F ~efit P??@S,Wei‘é, lifting out of poverty nearly 5 mil-

lion people wnd families with children, or 22 pircent of the number
of people in-those families who would otherwise have been poor.

Today only 14.5 percent of the people in families with children
are removed from poverty by those programs. It can be argued that
this is not the way to look_ at it because this approach doesn’t in-
clude the value of noncash benefits. So it is important to consider a
second set of figures from the Green Book which analyzes a broad-
er measure of poverty counting food and housing, and using after
tax income. = L o o
.- Here the figures are even more startling. In 1979, 37 percent.of
those individuals and families with childen who would otherwise
have been poor were removed from poverty by these programs.
Over one-third were removed from poverty. _

In 1984 only 18 percent of these individuals and families were re-
moved frem poverty. We removed half as many of families with

ch%lgren from poverty through programs as we did in the late
1970,
_ We see growing trends in inequality. We see this in the poverty
figures as well as in the Census income distribution figures. Census
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income distribution figures show the widest gap since 1947 between
rich and poor: Even small changes in inequality can have large im-
pacts on the poverty figures. _

_ A few qulck points on the hunger issue. How can it be that al-
though we’re spending $19 or $20 bllhon a year on food assistance
programs, hunger seems to be increasing in this country. The key
program, of course, is the Food Stamp Program. Food stamp bene-
fits are tied to the Thrifty Food Plan, which is an artificially set
plan just as the poverty line itself is somewhat artificial.

The Agriculture Department data shows that only one-terith of

families spending for food at the cost of that plan get the recom-

mended daily allowances for basic nutrients., Does that mean that

90 percent of food stamp families are malnourished or undernour-
ished? No, it does not.

The last household food consumption data frcm the late 1970°s
showed that, at that _point, half of all food stamp families supple-
mented the Food Stamp_Thrifty Food Plan with enough additional
food expenditures out of their own pockets that they were able to
get the recommended daily allowances .

_ I would suggest that the pnmary development since the late

Unemployment has been above T Percent for 6 strmght years; the
longest period of that since the 1930’s.

_Second, and most importantly, the poorest group of the unem-

plqyed—the long-term unemployed—increased in number by 56

percent_from 1986 through 1985. While there was an increase in
the long-term unemployment, however, there was a_tremendous

shrinkage in unemployment insarance coverage; so assistance for

the lonig-terim iinéniployed has basically disappeared.

Last. year only one-third of the unemployed received nnemploy-

ment insurance in the average month, an all timé record low for
the Unemployment Insurance Program

_- Finally, in mentioning David Ellwood '8 pomt of the people who
want to work but car’t find full-time work, the Census data show
that the number of persons who work part time for economic rea-
sons, in other words they want to work full time but can’t find full-
time jobs; increased 23 percent from 1980 to 19&5.

As I mentioned, wages have eroded in purchasing power, and, of
course, welfare benefits have fallen 35 percent after adjustment for
inflation—25 percent if you-add in food stamps—since 1970.

In other words, more long-term unemployment; less income
through wages, less mcome through cash ‘welfare, and finally and

partlculariy important; increasing expenses for poor people partlcu-
larly in the area of housiiig have contribiited to the receiit incredse

in_poverty. .
Two quizk _lousmgf' igures that I think are very mgmficant F1rst

the latest Ce:sus data shows that 50 percent_of all low income

renter household's, those with incomes below $7,000 a year, now

pay_at least 60 percent of _their income to rent and utilities. You
don’t have much money left for other basic expenses if you’re

paying 60 percent for rent and utilities:
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Second, that figure has increased dramatically in recent years. In
1975, the data show that there were fewer than 4 milfion low-
income households paying more than half their income for rent
and utilitics: By 1983, there were more than 6 million households
with low incomes paying more than half their income for rent ané
utilities: , S
Where do we go from here on this issue? Let me just quickly

mention a number of things, none of which will make a dramatic

impact but each can make a modest impact. Most of them have
been mentioned befcre today. Tax reform, of course: I think we
need to go further in the future and adjust the earned income. tax
credit by family size to be of more benefit to large families. This is
something Bob Reischauer has been working on particularly. Wel-
fare assistance is adjusted by family size but the earned income tax
credit is not. o o
__Again, we have to look at the connection between programs and
values. If you want to emphasize the value of work, then we have
to do more for the larger families with the earned income tax
credit to adjust it by family size. . - =
Second, I would like to see States follow the Federal lead and

have States remove people below the poverty line from the State
income tax code; just as we're doing at the Federal level. :

.. The child support area I think is important as well. Representa-
tive Dorgan asked about the Wisconsin grandparent experiment. 1
would agree that the project will not have that large of an impact,
but a Jot of us are_ much more interested in_the rest of the Wiscon-
sin program that Michael Novak mentioned. In brief, the program

sets a standard of percentage of income that appiies as the award
to all absent parents tinless the court makes the finding otherwise;

17 percent of earnings there for one child or 20 percent for two are
automatically withheld from wages. Unlike the 1984 act which
Congress passed, this would be automatic and would not require a
prior determination of delinqueney. .=~ =
Third, a child support insurance level: The State fills in the gap
up to that level if the amount of child support withheld from the

absent_parents wages does not reach that level. Some of the data
from the Institute for Research on Poverty suggest that if this ap-

proach works, it could have a significant antipoverty effect and

also boost work incentives. Currently, when you gain a dollar fronr
working, you lose a dollar in welfare. But if you get an additional
dollar from work, you don’t lose a dollar in child support pay-
ments. - - -

~ In the work and welfare area, Peter Gottschalk mentioned an
important idea of a 2-year system of concentrating on the long-
term recipients and not sprzading our limited resources thin with
cheap programs over everybody. I'm worried now that in the Food

Stamp Program we may end up going in the wrong direction in

thisarea. .
And also in the work and welfare area; we need to change the

procedures we now have whereby we have a 100-percei:t marginal

tax rate. We have a 27-percent top tax rate in tax reform bill, but
after your fourth month on the job in welfare you lose a full dollar

in assistance for every additional dollar you earn:
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W,Health care must be made more _available to the workmg poor
who are not on welfare. Medlcald provisions, included in. both
Houses’ reconciliation bills this vear; are a significant step in that
direction. Much greater experimentation with unemployment pro-

grams for_young_males; as hus been mentioned; and work and
school programs for high school students are partlcularly _impor-
tant.. Stoppmg discriminating. against_two-parent families in wel-
fare by covering them, as well as single-parent families; which the
Ways and Means reconciliation bill, addresses, is important. And
investing more in those preventlve programs_for children that
work and that can have important long-range effects such as WIC,
Head Start, and compensatory education; should be a priority. .
Having gaid that, I will say that even if you did all of théé'é

things; a large part of the problem would still be with us: It’s not
going to suddenly go away. But I think each of these steps can

have some modest but significant impact in moving us in the right
direction. _ .
[Material submltted by Mr. Greenstein appears at the conclusion
of the hearing; see p. 107.]
Chairman LELAND. Thank you very much. Mr. Reischauer.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT REISCHAUER, SENIOR FELLOW,; THE
BROOKINGS INSTITUTION

- Mr. ReiscHAUER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a few general
observations about policy directions for the future, and will try not
to bludgeon you with any more statistics. I think you’ve had a suf-
ficient dose for the morning:

Over the course of the past few -years a broad consensus has de-
veloped around the proposxtlon that our existing welfare programs
aren’t doing their job very well. Some people have focused on the

fact that welfare doesn’t prov1de even a mlmmally adequate level
of support for a family in need in some regions of the country.
Other observers have focused on the fact that our existing pro-
grams don’t do much to provide a path out of dependency. They
don’t encourage mdependence gelf-sufficiency, and even can facili-
tate perverse types of hehavior.

The fact that conservatives and liberals have started a dialog

about the shortcommgs of our existing welfare. programs. has cre-
ated a receptive climate for new approaches, experimentation, and

reform: This climate presents us with an opportunity: But it also
presents a risk, for when it comes to policy change we are a nation
that is attracted to the quick fix or the silver bullet. We have little
tolerance for slow-plodding change; even in areas of policy which
are as admittedly complex as welfare

~ The current welfare dialog is focusing on work-welfare 1mt1a-
tives, notions of increased recipient.- obligation, programs that
strengthen child support payments; and the increased devolution of
responsibility to State and local governments. Bach of these thrusts
deserves encouragement and further support; however; we should
not promise miracles. Specifically, we should moderate our expecta-

tions for reform and shouid make sure the pubhc doesn’t develop
unrealistic expectations.
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This is trie on a number of dimensions. First; we should make it

clear that, in the short-run, work initiatives, increased recipient ob-

ligations, strengthened child support, or devolution, are likely to
have only very small impact, on the size of the welfare caseload
and on the well-being of recipients. In fact; some of these imitiatives
could have detrimental impacts on the recipients.

Jobs may not be available in many locations. Welfare recipients
may not have the skills to fill them. Family obligations; transporta-
tion problems or day care problems may limit the ability of welfare
recipients to take advantage of work initiatives. -

__Second, we should make it clear that these initiatives are not

which are into this in a serious way, have found out. = :

Similarly, while we can do a better job getting absent fathers to
support their children, many of the fathzars of welfare children who
are not now peying any form of child support have very little in
the way of income to share. = = = . o

Third, we should be aware that all of the new initiatives that
we’re talking about could have some undesired short-run repercus-
sions. For example, a strengthened program of child support such
as_ Wisconsin is_experimenting with; could have the effect of reduc-
ing the work effort of some absent fathers; it could encourage some
of these men to pursue careers in the underground economy; it
could lead to an increased incidence of abuse of ex-wives or chil-
dren; it could force unwilling pregnant women to have abortions; it
could push somie of the noncistodial fatheér’s new families below
the poverty level L , ;
_-Similarly, work welfare programs will take some_mothers out of
the house and will lead to an increase in latchkey children in some
of the most dangerous neighborhoods in our country. Some un-

pleasant situations might arise as a result of this. @~~~
__Also, when one speaks of devolution of responsibility to the

States, one has to be aware that this may result in some cases in
greater inequities and some hardships; as well as some positive in-
novations. S R
__The fact that; in the short run; these initiatives won’t cause case-
loads to shrivel, won’t lead to massive budget savings, and could
produce some negative consequences shouldn’t keep us from pursu-
ing these ideas..Compared to other alternatives, they hold out the

most: promise for the. long run. But even in the long run we
shouldn’t expect that the welfare system will be able to salvage the
wreckage that our other institutions have generated. As long as we
tolerate high rates of unemployment, full-time jobs that do not pay

enough to support a family beyond the poverty level, an education
system that fails the majority of our inner city and rural children,

and patterns of residential segregation that isolated our most dis-
advantaged citizens, we can’t expect any welfare system, no matter

how informed and enlightened, to be very successful:
Thankyou.
Chairman LeLanp. Thank you very much:
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Mr EHwood Mr Murrays wntmgs theonze that pubhc assust-

dramatlc overmmphficatlon Mr. Murray clalms the whgleisyfsftefng
of what we've been saying about the poor; what we've been doing
for the poor, hias sent a message that somehow or other bad behav-
ior is rewarded; and good behavior is not.. )

My basic response to that i is twofold. There is a narrow construc-
tion of the argument, which is that some how or other our carrent
welfare system has caused a great deal of the problem. And again;
I think if you look out and you notice the fact that.1 already men-

tioned that the number of people on welfare has fallen while the
problem hag increased, and when you look and see the fact that the

group that we aﬂ taik abont as being one of the warst groups—the

you become skeptical:

I think that his argument lends itself to dangerous oversimplifi-
cation. What is going on in the ghettos—I've talked aboiit a little
bit _before—is a. combination of factors: imstitutions that have
broken down, opportunities that aren’t there, educational institu-
tions that are not. teaching and to some degree, a welfare system
that doesn’t seem to care and pushes the wrong direction.

But it’s important to rem<mber - much of Mr. Murray’s argument
when he talks; much of what we've seen is focused on this small

group of people. Let’s not forget the male-headed family, half of the

poor. 1 It s very clear they re right msrde the. manrstream, and 1 in the

that jobs and pay are a factor, as well as the question of what we
want—how we want to raise our children.

Chairman LELAND. Mr. Murray, would you care to respond?

Mr. MurrAaY. Well; I guess over the last 20 minutes I’ ve——after a
certaii point all you can do really is sputter

Ghalrman I:meND Then spntter

numbers in this venue: This is not the nght place to do it:
In one sense the good news is that the bad news is wrong; and 1
associate myself with some of the remarks such as that 1 have re-

namics which is the longltudmal data base that has been usedffor

so many of the numbers that have been provided today. And with
all the work I did with it, one of the simplest statistics was one
that I said to myself had to be & wrong numbez. In fact, 1 called up
Greg Duncan, and others involved in the the panel study, because I
was shocked by it. The number is this. That in 1970, among black

males witk just a high school education; they did have a high
school education, but no college, so this is very basic stuff with a

very dxsadvantaged group; the poverty rate is 5 percent. More pre-
cisely 4.7 percent in the panel study of income dynamics, for all
those ages 20 to 64 for heading households then: -

_ That is an incredibly !low numbker. And in that sense; we are
looking at a situation in which there’s lots of good news.
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Similarly, I think one of the most telling accusations which is
made about the current system is the one that says look; people

can work full time and still be poor: - T
__So one of the things I did with thesz data was to pull out all the
cases of people who in 1970 had worked more than 1,500 hours that
year. I think it was 1,500. In other words, worked an awful lot of

that year and were still beneath the poverty line. And I said, well,
what happened to them subsequently?

What happened to them was those people who are poor and have

worked that much; about two-thirds to three-fourths of them not
only got out of poverty immediately the next year or so, but moved
right up to middle class. And what we are observing was an age
phenomenon. In most.cases where they were young and they were
getting started and they just moved up very quickly, and that’s
very positiveand verygood. . . .
__ And when I took t?;ose who remained poor in 1986, it turned out
that the numbers didn’t quite match up with the image. The image
of someone who is working full time and still beneath_the poverty
line is somebody who was crouched in misSery, probably in some
urban ghetto, and is working like crazy but just can’t make ewvugh
to pull life together. - . - .. -
- Well, in fact, of the ones who remained poor at that time—there
were three who were disabled. Disability is a problem in that
regard: The other frur lived in small towns, rural areas. One of
them had an_income of $16,000; but he was beneath the poverty
line because there were a lot of kids. That situation puts you be-
neath the poverty line. . S : -

Another was a single man with no children in a rural area
making $7,000. Now, if you ask me, can_a single person making
$7,000 in South Bronx make a decent life for himself, the answer is
no. If the question is whether a person making $7,000 can make a
reasonable life for himself in a rural a-ea of this country, the
answer is yes. And I say that as an old inhabitant of Towa: _ .

However, and I apologize for this being a somewhat mere lengthy

response than I initially intended, having said that; there remains
a very large number of people in this country who are not partici-
pating in this society. and who have cut themselves off from partici-
pation for the rest of their lives. And that is what is referred to as

this relatively small number. Well, the number, however you fur-
ther define it, is enough that as a nation we can’t just ignore it.

__ And having said thet then, I h.ave to reveal myself as the authen-
tic radical that I am, because I do not think that there is any
change in the welfare system that is going to fix it. I do think there
is a change in social policy that will fix it; but it has to cover sever-
al different areas at one time: C
_Yoii do have to have the changes in education; and they don’t re-
quire. expensive new curricula. They don’t require exotic new
teaching techniir 8. What we have to do is do what we've known
how to do for n...enia which is teach those youngsters who are
ré%%i; to learn. That’s a good first step. .. . . ; —

What we have to do in poor communities is make people safe be-
cause one of the most. basic questions of forming communities is
safety, and we have failed in that purpose.
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We have to in our welfare system in a variety of ways say, look;
you are a person who is responsible for your own fate. You are not

a_lump. We are not going_to_count the dollars coming in and say
$12,000 is better than $11,000 even if the $12,000 is a combination
of welfare and work; and $11 ;000 is only from work: But it has to
be a change in our whole attitude about individual’s responsibility.
And now I am starting to go on far too long; and I will stop by just
pointing out that there are no easy fixes, as they’ve all said, but I
do think social pohcy is much more to blame, as they’ve acknowl-
edged.

_ Mr. GREENSTEIN. A couple of pomts In one of the points that’s

been made; and Charles Murray just alluded to it, the word disag-
gregation has been used:.There is an important. difference between
the people who are poor for a shorter period and then escape pover-

ty—whether they work their way out or. they get married or what-
ever—and those who stay poor for a longer period. It does not
make sense to say the current programs are damaging to every-
body and ought to be abolished when you have such a large

number of people who precisely need this assistance to get over
this short period and who then work their way out of poverty. I

‘think a helpful way to look at the current programs is that they do
a good job—although there could certainly be a better job done—in
increasing income and improving proper nutrition, and . helping
% eople who are poor for a short time get cver that difficult period.

ut for those people who aie poor for a long period of time, the
frograms alleviate the distizss and hardship, bit don’t provide a

dder out of poverty. .

So what we need to look for are additirnal thmgs we can do to
provide a_ladder out; but not instead of providing the basic assist-
ance that’s needed. I think a poinit that riost of us would agree on
is that it is much harder to figure out programs which will have a
dramatic impact in providing a ladder out rather than providing
sugport over a difficult period.

ome of the things that have had better results, Supported Work

Program that was mentioned, arc more experiswe There are some
experiments which yield some hopeful signs. 1 think there’s one ex-

poriment going on in New York now that links the idea of guaran-

teeing a part-time minimum-wage job during the school year; and a

full-time minimum wage job during the summer for high school

students who stay. in school. ]
Those kinds of experiments may - be some of the avenues to

gursue, and some of us would also hope that in order to address the
eteriorating situation of the working poor, we will encourage

more_people to make the necessary efforts that will help them get
ocut of poverty
‘There’s one additional point that I wanted to make on thls line:
When we hear the discussion of the so-called corrosive effects of
the exmtmg system, one of the principal—if not the principal—
ints that is made is that we have a larger welfare system-than
we did 20 or 30 years ago when we had more illegitimacy; and that
there is some kind of direct relationship here..
. To be fair, Charles Murray does not say this in hlB book. Others
have said this.
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As was discussed in the first panel the facts are much more com-

plicated than that. In fact, when you look at illegitimate birth
rates for young black women, they are lower now than they were

back around 1960. Moreover, the period when these rates declined
the most was in the 1960’s, precisely the period when welfare was
expanded most. _ . : - -
- - Now; let me be clear. I am not saying that welfare was responsi-
ble for that. What I’m saying is there is not any kind of good evi-
dence; whether you look-at David- Ellwood and Mary Jo Bane's

study of welfare and family structure; or you simply look at illegit-
imate birth rates over time, you find that there has been a greater
increase in illegitimate birth rates among white middle class
women than among young black women over this period. Because

the married birth rates have gone down so much among blacks, the
proportion of all those born out of wedlock has gone up. =~
___If welfare were causing illegitimacy; we would expect not just the
proportion to go up; we would expect that for every 1,000 unmar-
ried young black women, the number having children out of wed-
%@k would rise as welfare increased: The opposite has occurred, in
act. -

Chairman LeLanp: Mr: Reischauer:

Mr. RelsCHAUER. Enough has been said. S
__Chairman . Mr. Murray, you were rathar animated when
Mr. Greenstein was talking about the birth rate among unmarried
black women. Would you like to comment on that?

Mr. Murray. Well, you see, it makes a big difference to a com-
munity as to whether there are fathers in it. So the problem that is
presented by illegitimacy, especially in black communities, has
very little to do with Phyllis Schafly, or the moral majority, or any

other statements of how people ought to be devating.
- It also has very little to do with the number of women who are
having children because you have birth rates driven by all sorts of
factors. The start and extremely important fact is that in poor
black communities roughly 70 to 80_percent of all babies born are
being born-to single women. And it is not the total number of

babies _that’s the problem: It’s that when babies are being born
that’s the situation_they’re being born into, and there is—as Sena-

tor Moynihan could attest to more eloquently than I—historically
these communities break down. You've got to have fathers. =
So we have to quit talking about these kinds of numbers as if

there’s no problem out there, or if the problem is somehow not seri-
ous, and I guess that is a response I've had all morning to the num-

bers that I've heard thrown around. The problem is intensely seri-
ous in certain communities. =~~~ -
Chairman Leranp. Before I call on Mr. Ellwood to make his com-

ments, let- me just ask one question. I am the product of a poor
black community; and also a child from a household where there

was. no- father present. My mother raised two boys by herself. 1
made the statement at_a retreat 2 weeks ago. It was a retreat of
natjonal black leaders in politics and business. People there were
mogtly concerned about some statements that had been made, espe-
cially with regard to the Moyers’ report about the breakdown of
the black family and the black community, because cf the absence
of black males heading families.

49



45

I talked about my own_ evolution. When my father loft our
family, I was 3 years old. My mother was left to fend for herself
and two sons. She decided, with_ the encouragement of my grand-
mother—her mother—to go back to school. She_started all over

again. She had dropped out of Howard University to marry my
father, and lost all of her wollege credits. She reenrolled at Texas
Southern University in Houston. She worked for $30 to $40 a week
at Marshall Drug Store at Lyon’s Avenue in the fifth quarter. At
the time this was the poorest black community in Houston: She
was able to rear her two boys by herself, pretty much, except for
the fact that we lived in our grandmother’s house. Both of her chil-
dren, my brother and myself, became pharmacists. I went on to

become a Member of the U.S. Congress. I don’t know what kind of

statement that makes. I can cite for you the example of one woman
who works in my district office wlio lived and who grew up under
somewhat very similar circumstances. e
Her father, I think, died at a very, very early age. Her mother
reared two children by herself. She is now, by the way, an elemen.
tary school principal in Houston. I, personally, know of several
other examples—these are not Jjust isolated cases. AS a matter of

fact, my mother tended to associate herself with people in relative-
ly the same situation. . T B}

How does that relate to what you're talking about? I mean, it
seems that we're not necessarily in bad shape. I think to some
extent other than the fact I'm a politician, I have led a rather
wholesome life, and my community hopefully is a little better off
for the fact.that my mother had the fortitude to Berve as an exam-
ple to my brother and me, and hopefully for other young black
children who might not have had a father or a mother. =
__Mr. Murrav. I guess it relates. in a couple of ways. One is that I
don’t know how old you are; Congressmar.

Chairman Leranp. I am 41. Il be 42 this year.

Mr. MURRAY. So when you are growing up, and I don’t know ex-
actly where you grew up, but in the population at large if you were
living in an all black community growing w—

Chairman LeLanD. Let me say this too; I've never sat in a class-
room in my life with a white student. = _ [

Mr. Murray. OK. If you were in a black community in the 1950’s
and 1940’s when you were growing up, coming of age, and you
didn’t have a father, but roughly in those years ago 80 percent of
black youngsters who were being born did have fathers, and there
was in that community a whole lot of different kinds of people.
And so0 one part of the answer is that there is a real problem of
proportions here. So that when we are talking about—well, the fig-
ures for Harlem saggest about 20 percent of the youngsters being
born in Harlem have fathers in the house when they’re being born,
is a radically different situation from the one you grew up with;

And the second part of the answer; of course, is that there is

nothing that intrinsically says that a woman cannot raise children

by herself. But I think it has been disastrous for us to take that
true statement and say, well, this is just an alternatjve lifestyle to
have a child without a father. That in the aggregate just doesn’t
work out that way:
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_ You know. Farrah Fawcett wants to have a baby without a hus-
band, well, she has the money. She has a lot of things she can do to
take care of that child: When you're talking about an 18-, 19-year-
old girl with no education, no money, no father for the child, you’re

talking about a very different situation. It’s not the kind of situa-

tion that we can tolerate lirge numbers in the community engag-
ingin it: . . R R
 However, having said that, one quick addendum: We are not
looking at fundamental interracial phenomena. It is striking to me

that something that has gotten as much press as illegitimate births

should have had so I'“iic done on the most obvious of all questions,

what is the relationship. of illegitimate births to socioeconomic
status. And the only work I've been able to do on_it, rummagin

g
around in the Library of Congress, is to come up. with the State of
Ohio which does publish natality data by rac., by single- or two-
parent family, and by town: And you can link that up with 1980
data on the percent beneath the poverty line, and with the propor-
tion of people with a high school education. In other. words, with

one measure of economics, and one measure of education, and,
guess what? Poor white folks have i]leﬁitim&iéi ratios right now
that are just éb@ﬂtéé,higah, as the ones that got Senator Moynihan
so excited in the early 1960’s that he wrote his report on the black
_The rich white families and the illegitimacy ratios is just about
the same as they were in 1940. Poor. black families have extraordi-
narily high_illegitimacy ratios. Middle class black families have

pretty low illegitimacy ratios. It’s about time that we quit referring
to this as being a pervasive thing that happens at all levels of soci-
ety and everybody is doing it, and that we quit talking about it as
ratio. It is a socioeconomically grounded phenomenon, and has
enormous implications. - - :
Chairman LeLanp. Mr. Ellwood.. =~ - S
. Mr. Eriwoob. There are two or three things I guess I would like
to emphasize. First, this is not just a black phenomenon, it’s true,
but it's very much more serious than the black community, even
controlling Federal income, or anything else. It’s very, very differ-
ent. - S o i
There is no such thing as a white ghetto. It doesn’t exist: The
only possible examples are in Appalachia, but_a portion of poor
whites live in concentrated poor white communities. They are inte-

grated into the rest of the society; where blacks are isolated.

="And I don't particularly want to comment on the specific work of
Mr. Murray that I've seep, but in_general the widespread view, 1
thirk, among those that studied the illegitimacy, and so forth, is

that there’s a,mat)ior racial component. Obviously why that is and
how to understand it I think is a very difficult thing. o
The second thing I'd like to say is I agree entirely that anybody
that minimizes the notion: of illegitimacy, or the fact that people
are—that children are being born to never married mothers in
large numbers, is doing the world a disservice: I completely agree
Witbthat; P o T T i -
" But I also believe the people are doing the world a disservice who

want to point to the very simple reasons for that, and very simple
answers to that. And the notion that somehow or other it’s the wel-

;,TA [

5k
et 3




47

fare system that's the cause of all this evil is not supported in gen-
eral by the facts that—when people look at it. S
___But that is not the same as say ing it’s not a serious problem that
we don’t need to d 0 something, t%lz;lt we need to work extraordinari-

ly hard on. There is little disagreement on the view that the wel-
fare system certainly has done almost nothing to help combat the
gn@érlyiﬁg problems. The hard part is figuring out what to do to
__Still, I'd like to reiterate for the last time, it is not the whole
poverty problem. People tend not to want to help people like that
because they look so different, and seem so foreign. But the fact of
the matter is there are an awful lot of poor people. And it’s brae.
Mr. Murray is absolutely correct. An awful lot of the two-parent
families are short-term poor families and we do nothing for them
during the period of stress and hardship, and many of them are not
just 1 year. Many of them are several years. But the fact of the
matter is if you're in a stable two- arent home you rarely spend
your entire lifetime poor. That’s true. But you still are poor a lot,
and a lot of the poor children -living in our country are those
people. And to say that because they are not poor their whole lives,
therefore, they aren’t worthy of our attention or consideration,
misses two facts; . _ e _ . B

- First of all, people really are suffering. Second, to some degree,
the deprivation, instability, and_problems of two parent families

may be a contributing factor to the formation of single parent fam-
ilies which have much more difficult problems. And so ignoring
those tegeopl’e’ﬁ problems I think is short-sighted, as well as mean
spirited. = S T S
. Chairman LeLano. Let me not monopolize the discussion. I'll go
to my colleague, Mrs. Roukema. . . . = o i
Mrs. RoukeMA. Thank you; Mr. Chairman: I'm not quite sure
where we are in this discussion: I'm with Mr. Murray on that sub-
Ject; By the way, I do appreciate all the panels for being here, and
you’ve been patient -with your time. = - L
I'm going to try not to get further enmeshed in the statistical
game that’s going on here. For those of you that were here during
my opening statement, I made a categorical statement that it is not
our concern, or certainly not mine, to debate the accuracy of the
data; or the methodology used. . o
- My concern is about the socioeconomic trefids and demographic
changes. I take it as given that we have an enormous problem on
our hands. And I take it as a given that we’ve been spending enor-

that we in this room and the American people in their own minds;
differentiate the problem. And Americans ar very generous in
wanting to help the so-called truly needy, the disabled, the elderly,
the people who cannot fend for themselves because of mental or
ph,:;rsxicaip disabilities. That’s their disaggregation. @~ =

. The reason for the title for this hearing, the reason that ‘the
Democrats have a caucus committee on the subject, and the reason
the President has announced a commission study on _welfare
reform is because we know that there’s something wrong. And Mr.
Murray is the only one, even though I disagree with him in some

part; who has addressed what’s wrong: The rest of you gentlemen
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are sitting here today trying to.say that there isn’t anything
wrong, that it's just a matter of looking at the statistics. _ __

_ Well; I'm telling you, it’s not. There’s something wrong. MTr.
Greenstein, 1 hope you would correct me if I'm wrong, but if I

heard you correctly; I think you were suggesting that all we need is
more money spent on the same kinds of programs.

Mr:. GREENSTEIN. Absolutely not. = - - . .
_ Mrs. RoukeMmA. Please correct me; and differentiate yourself
from your statement, and what is currently going on. Then I want

to have Mr. Murray immediately jump in and tell me, Mr. Murray,

what do you think about workfare programs, the work incentive
programs, that are now being experimented with at State and local

levels in the context of your book, “Losing Ground.”

Go ahead; Mr. Greenstein. -
 Mr. GREENSTEIN: Let me first say that I don’t think what P'm
saying for David Ellwood or Bob Reischauer in the slightest is that

there isn’t a serious problem, It may not be useful to get into an
endless debate on statistics. Nor would it be useful to get into a
debate as to who can beat their breast the most over how serious
the problem is. But 1 do not think there is anyone on this panel
who disagrees with what you have said, or disagrees with Charles
Murray’s points on the seriousness of the problem: } o
Let me make one particular point here. In commernting on the
issue of illegitimacy as I did earlier, in some ways it would be pref-

erable if illegitimacy -was_due to_the welfare system. We ‘would
know how to address it. We would change the welfare system and
golve the problem. - S e
. What we're trying to say is; and 1 think particularly the work of

David Ellwood shows this, that these very serious problems are not

primarily due to the welfare system. They are due to such intricate
and deep underlying changes, not all of which any of us under-
stand, that it makes it extremely difficult to figure out policy
changes that will have a dramatic impact rather than a modest
impact. - - . - . - . . o

" think what Bob Reischauer was trying to say was that we can

talk about a number of things we should do, but let’s not make the
mistake that was made in the war on poverty in the -mid-1960’s and

say we're going to do a few of these things and the problem Is
going to go away. It's much more serious than that. A number of

us are trying to suggest that another mistake that was made in the
1960’s when people said if we help people help themselves by creat-

ing economic opportunity agencies; and model cities, and job train-
ing; the poverty will gradually disappear, completely ignoring the
critical role of the economy: That was too much ignored then and
sometimes in the discussions I think that’s too much ignored now.
" One additional point that I think a_number of us are ‘making is
that not only do you Lave to distinguish long-term and short-term
welfare dependency, you should distinguish long-term and short-
term poverty—people who are poor on a short-term basis and
people who are poor €1 a long-term basis: S

When you look at all people who are poor in any year or over

any 10-year period, and you divide them into long- and short-term

poor, what you find is that the proportion of white people in a
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given year who are long-term poor is much less than the propor-
tion of black people who are long-term poor. = o
_And that; indeed, is a very significant racial difference about
which we should be concerned..

- Now, in terms of what we should do about this, I thiiik because

my opening statement ran on longer than I intended. I gave a very
cursory sort of mention of a number of areas. But I think if you
look at these areas, what will strike you is that they do not primar-
ily suggest that we take the existing benefit programs and spend a
lot more money on a lot more benefits:. — o
In fact, what I have suggested is primarily a nonwelfare benefit
approach in terms of what we should do. -
The issue of reducing taxes for poor people and adjusting the
earned income tax credit by family size; one in which people such
as those at the Heritage Foundation strongly agree; is not a tradi-
tional more-benefit approach. -
-~ 1 am enthusiastic—potentially enthusiastic waiting to see the

actual results in real life of the Wisconsin Child Support Experi-
ment. Program. which is inuch tougher on child support than the
1984 law that the Congress passed. @~ » L

. Mrs. Roukema. Which, by the way, New dersey is also institut-
ing, ] : L o

-- Mr. GReeNsTEIN. I weuld hope that a number of States institiute
different variations, not all exactly the same as the Wisconsin
model, so that we can find out whi gapproachesfwork and begin to
move at the Federal level in those directions. If a successful ap-
proach is that significant, we probably should have a role for the
Federal Government in this area, but it’s premature until we get
the results from States. States are serving a useful purpose as a
laboratory on the child support and other areas.

In the work and welfare area, my concern is, as others have

stated, that the important question is not, as has often been posed,
the way these programs have been run or the number of job place-
ments. A lot of those short-term poor will get jobs on their own
anyway. It's become a way for managers to justify budgets without
really changing the underlying situation. We need to know a lot
more about what strategies might be effective there and then move
in that direction. - = = o S

_ I do think in the area of health care the direction the Congress

has been moving since 1984 is the right one; that is; to start break-
ing the links between welfare and health care. This is not a prowel-
fare speech I am making here. We must change the situation

where the main avenue to getting health care is going on welfare.
But if a woman with young children gets a low-wage job, she loses
__What is in the reconciliation bills; as you know, has been cospor-
sored by everyone from Henry Waxman to Strom Thurmond. ’Emt
is an drea where I am glad to see there is bipartisan support. The

whole emphasis I have been placing on making it more economical-
ly attractive to work—as I think Mary Jo Bane said earlier, I could
sum up some of what I am saying in her statement—*“Do you make
welfare more unattractive or make work more attractive, make

conditions better for people who work?”’
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_ 1 think we have to do a lot wrore to make conditions better for
people who work through health care and things of that sort. The
one place where I specifically refer to the need for increased invest-

ment; and these tend to be relatively small programs, are in those

childrens’ preventive programs that have proved particularly at-
tractive and effective. I would note that the Senate as well as the
House have assumed in this year’s budget resolution even before
the conference increases in programs like Head Start and Wi and
ccmgensatpry, education. . ... . L -

I do think in the more traditional area that there are a couple of

issues we have to look at:. I do think it is stili a very serious prcb-
lem that welfare benefits vary as much as they do among States
and are as low as they are in the South and some other States. I do
think it is a serious problem ihat welfare benefits have fallen 35

gercent in _real terms since 1970. These are largely as a result of
tate policies, not Federal. . - = -- - - -

But as David Ellwood and others have said; we have conducted
an experiment where some States have had low welfare payments
and some have had high, and in every place; payments have
dropped and we have not had any social benefit from it in terms of
changing valdes. I do think that the States need to do better there.

There may be some Federal policy interventions, but the basic mes-
sage here is nonwelfare approaches to supplement what we are
doing now, to try to provide ladders out of poverty;, and enhance
the situation of the working poor to make work more attractive.

Mrs. RoukemA. Thank you. o . - .
. Mr. Murray, in your answer, would you also address yourself to
the question of the high unemployment rate among young black
males and whether you view this as a failure of education, a failure
of programs or a problem of unemployability? )

Mr. Murray. First;-on the workfare programs speaking as an

evaluator which I was for many years on such programs; I will
make a prediction which is that these programs will show modest

initial success because of what social scientist call the Hawthorn
effect; which is that once you start something it tends to produce

short-term positive results and then a couple of things will happen.
" One, is that there will continue to be more and more exceptions

to the workfare requirements. So, it starts out with being women
with children under 6 do not have to work and men who have cer-
tain kinds of disabilities do not have to. Those will get relaxed and
made more complicated. The peoplé who are administering the pro-
gram will find it exceedingly difficult both to screen accurately by
these criteria and they will find it difficult to come up with the
jobs and supervise them so that they are real jobs. - .- =
" And we will end up with a replay of the kinds of problems we
faced in CETA where people are socialized into precisely the wrong
message. They hear you go to the place and the whole scam is to

figure out how to get your benefit without doing any work.
 Now, what I am most afraid of is that they are going to be stig-
matized from both sides. They are going to be raking leaves in the
court house lawn and the middle class folks will drive by in their
cars and say; at last; we have gotten some of these welfare loafers
to work. And the people from the neighborhood are going to drive
by and they are going to say that guy is so dumb he cannot even
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get out of the workfare requirement. So; there is no optimism oni
my part. ST — s e
- Micke:- Kaus in the New Republic stated quite precisely what

you have to do to.make a workfare program work and that is to be
far more Draconjan than anybody is willing to propose. Mickey

Kaus in effect said; we have no welfare for you, but we do have a
Job: It pays less than minimum wage. If you want to show up and

work at that job then you get paid for it, and if you do not want to
show up and work at that job then you do not get anything. Now,
that would work probably if you could actually implement it, but I
do_not think that is in the cards.

__Now, let me suggest a very different view of the unemployment
problem among young black males or among young_males period,

and it goes like this. Once upon a time in the dim, dark past 1963

and previous to that there was a clear bright line between working
and not working. If you had a job you got nothing. And -if you were
on welfare amlgvou got a job your welfare disappeared altogether
immediately, 100 percent cut. , , . S
. The notion was to have a job put you ir. a fundamentally differ-
ent social class than not having a job and to be chronically unem-
ployed was. to be a different kind of person than people who are

employed. If you are_temporarily unemployed you get_unemploy-
ment insurance; but that is because of the vicissitudes of the econo-
my and everybody understands that distinction. . o
- _I suggest to you that in order for a young black man with low
education to take pride in working 8 hours a day at a lousy job for
fairly low wage, he is not going to do it because you provide him
with no career ladder. For poorly educated people with no experi-
ence there has never been in the history of the world a career
ladder. That is not the way you get into the work force and that is
not the way you get security. They are not going to provide that.
. Y2u are not going to raise the wages enough to make him proud
of wiiat he is doing. The way he is going to take satisfaction in his

life, working at_a job which is no fun for money that is not a whole

lot is because of the satisfaction that comes from saying to himiself,
if it were not for me my wife and children would be suffering: I am
taking :are. They need me. And when you take away that, when
you say to peorle they can get along without you and the very sub-

stantive way we say that. = = - o
. When you take the work situation and you erase that clear
bright line and you have food stamps for people who have incomes
that are too low and you have these other benefits and it is all jimat

one continuum from people whose entire income comes from wel-

fare; the people whose entire income comes froin work. There is no
real difference. We have destroyed one of the fundamental—I do
not want to use the word incentives. because that Sounds too cold.
- You have destroyed one of the fundemental reasons why working

is an important component in the pursuit of _happiness; if I may
use that phrase. So, if you want to talk about unemployment prob-

lems among young black males I do not think the strategies we are
talking about of the three members of the panel a:e going to make
a bit of difference: B B

I think that we have seen in Boston with 3.5 percent unemploy-

ment now for the last couple of years, how little is taken off the
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top of an unacceptable high black youth unemployment rate. And
- we simply have to start rethinking from scratch precisely what it
is that social policy ought to do in terms of making rules for peo-
ples lives. = . .
Mrs. Roukema. Thank you. =~ - -

~ Chairman LerLanp. If the gentlemen will suspend for just a
minute. I am going to have to leave. I want to apologize to the pan-
elists for my departure. However; I will turn the gavel over to Con-
gressman_Panetta, someone who has vast experience in this area.

" Before I leave I would like to recognize the presence of the youth
group from St. Paul’s Luthern Church in Monroe, NY. They are ac-

companied by Reverend Panetta. We would like to thank you for
coming toour hearing. -
Mrs. Roukema: I believe Mr. Murray has completed his answer.
Mr. Reischaver. _ . - - - - - -
Mr: ReEiscHavER: I would like to take issues with Charles’ gloomy
prediction of what will happen with respect to the workfare initia-

tives. As T suggested in. my opening statement, the benefits that
can come from the work initiatives that are being experimented
with in California; in Massachusetts and in a number of other
States are modest overall. . . . - - S
But, they are not going to whither away after the spot light of
national media attention is turned off. It is true that efforts like
this have failed in the past. They have failed for three reasons. The
ﬁﬁjsfg ‘reason is that we have never devoted sufficient resources to
them. = o o ) S S
 Second, the attitudes of the administrators have been generally
negative in the past. These attitudes were that these welfare
W@}a{en are not in a position to work and should not be required to
work. . - :
 And third, they failed because it is very difficuilt to get a woman
with a young child and a 9th or 10th grade education into the labor

force especially when she has had very little in the way of previous
work experience. _____ - o -
_ Now, the first two of those three reason for past failures have
disappeared. We are beginning a national debate about devoting
significant resources to these programs.. . . _ . . o

More importantly, the general attitude, that of the public and of
administrators, about these programs has shifted. It has shifted in
the direction of recognizing that we should require some obligation
cn the part of the recipients, and that there is some hope that
women with these characteristics can find and hold jobs. I think
that those two changes will mean that we will see modest effects of
these programs over a sustained period.of time. - -
_ _Mrs. Roukema: I would like to yield now to my colleague from
Missouri, Mr. Emerson. - - . ..

Mr. EmErsoN. Thank you very much for yielding. - - -
- I would like to follow up on something here. The Nutrition Sub-
committee of the House Agriculture Committee, which is chaired
by Chairman Panetta and on which I am the ranking. member,

were looking into the workfare issue several years ago. We went to
San Diego and had a wonderful experience there. - .

We met with the hoard of supervisors; the mayor and city council
aiid the administrators of the Workfare Program; and the people
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who_were the beneficiaries of it. The total political spectrum was
involved in a very positive way. Evetyone from avowed libertarians
to avowed socialist and a lot of Republicans and Democrats and
conservatives and liberals were involved. = _

__.This was recommended to_us by our three colleagues from San
Diego, who also' covered the. political spectruei. Duncan Hunter
sort of a_conservative Republican, Jim Bates a liberal Democrat,
and Bill Lowry is in the middle: They all had nothing but positive
things to_say about workfare. As a matter of fact; I think they have
all testified on several occasions before our subcommittee. We

could not find anything wrong with workfare in San Diego.. )
We asked, can somebody say something bad about it? Everyone

was so positive. The people who were on the program were saying,

this is really helping me. You know, I am learning a skill. If they
were not actually assigned to some public service job. they were in

a job search club. We interviewed them: We talked with them.

__They would say, this is_really terrific. -You know, it gets me out
of my apartment. I come down here and the require me to make a
certain number of phone calls_to try to ﬁjji{é _job. Everything was
very, very positive about it. We know that the example in Massa-
chusetts is having some good beneficial results. @ .
There was a pilot program in Springfield, MO, that I heard was

working pretty well, but it became involved in the local debate of

those who believe in the efficacy of workfare and those who do not.

Those who do not won out and consequently that pilot program
was discontinued. . - .. T N .
__Ido not think that other than for San Diego and Massachusetis
we have a great deal on the table in terms of how workfare works
and how it does not work. From what I have seen of it, I think it is
a step, a _positive step going in the right direction: S
__Now, I hear here both positive and negative comments aboiit
workfare: I wonder if there 1y reac

t there would be any reaction in terms of what
I have said. Do we really know enough about i
.. I might say we have considered this in the Nutrition Subcommit-
tee last year in the farm bill legislation in which the Food Stamp

Program was. reauthorized. Chairman Panettz and I have an em.
ployment training scction of the bill that has purposely a lot of

dexibility in it. We did not want to be ‘heavy handed and tell every-
body how it ought to work, but we have said to thzs States you have

to come up with an employment and training rogram. I think

they have got to have that. Th

ey have got to get some data in on

how they would propose to run it in another couple of months.

. We purposely left to the States a great deal of flexibility in de-
signing their Employment Training Program recognizing that what
might work in San Diego or Massachusetts might not work in Cape

Girardeau; MO, or Ridgewood; NJ. That is why we wanted to have
the flexibility there. - =~ =~ L -
-__Would any of you care to comment on that. Can we really apply
national standards or is flexibility a good thing, or is the whole
idea of workfare employment and training, is right or is it wrong?
_ Mr. REISCHAUER. I will try to answer that in several ways. First,
I think we should make it clear that the term workfare means 50

different things in the 50 different States, It means assisting wel-

fare recipients find jobs; job counseling, training, and supportive
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work as well as being required to work in a public service job in
return for receiving one’s welfare benefits. So, we are talking about
a wide range of activities.

" The evidence that the MDRC Corp. has amassed in the course of
evaluating roughly a dozen of these programs is that they modestly

improve the chances of getting 2 job particularly for women who
have very little in the way of previous experience in the labor
force. With. respsct to men on the AFDC-U; these programs have
had virtually no impact. -- - . .

" These programs have operated in States as varied as Arkansas,
Maryland; California;, and Massachusetts. So, we have some sense
that what we are seeing is not a function of a vibrant. economy in
one particular State. If one only locked at San Diego or at the ET
experience in Massachusetts, one would have to be suspicious that
what we were seeing was the result of an overheated economy; that
women who had no work experience were being drawn into the

labor force by the high level of economiic activity. But there are
modest impacts in places like Arkansas and Baltimore where the
economy has been less vibrant. So, I think we can be modestly opti-
mistic about these programs.

" The final point that you made, I think, is a terribly important
one. It was that what has characterized these programs to date is

diversity. Each State has designed a program that matches the
problems that it faces with its particular clientele to the environ-
ment that has been created by its local job market and economic
situation. - - i .
"1 think that it is essential in the future to permit a lot of flexibil-

ity by the States. This does not mean that these programs should
be a State-only responsibility. The Federal Government should pro-
vide some of the resources because the MDRC evidence shows that

these programs is the Federal Government. - .. o
Also, the findings suggest a_goslow approach with respect to

the major financial beneficiary of the savings that results from

work requirement for the Food Stamp Program. This conclusion
arises because the most successful groups are the AFDC mothers

with little work experience. The folks who are deemed eligible for
work programs under food stamps_ do not have the same character-

istics as AFDC mothers. They look more like the AFDC-U recipi-
ents for whom these work initiatives were not a successii. inter-
vention. e : ]

Mr. ELiwoob. There are things going on all over the country. 1

recently. stopp>d in on_a session of I think it is ‘called. Project
Chance in Illincis. And I actually sat in on sort of an initial session

for people that are on not AFDC; but the general assistance pro-
gram which tends to include a group of people even worse off than

the kind of people that Mr. Murray _momentarily was talking
about, those not bearing family responsibility.

" This was a mandatory program. People had to come in and they
had this first group meeting. When people came in they were surly;
they were anncyec. It was clear that they regarded this as an im-
position on_their time. And there was someone who got up in the
front and they were very, very good. They were very dynamic and
exciting.
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__Bvery time somebody asked a question the person would - - you
know, what have you done before. They would mention sow.: 3 or

something. You know; we got something in just last week ju-. like
that, maybe_you could look at that. And someone else wriid B8y
something else and; again, they would say, well, what ako-:* tiar,
Wecould try that. =~~~ = 77 . .-

__ By the end these people were so excited they all came up to her
afterward. They wanted to hear about these jobs. They were
charged up, they were excited and they were enthusiastic. And
part of what was offered here was something of a change, a hope
that something could make a difference: - S
_ Now, let me correct one other notion. In Massachiisetts the un-
employment rate among blacks right now is 5 percent. It is not the
case that the economy has not benefited these people. It has made

a huge difference. What numbers are available for teenage blacks
are extraordinarily low, but I do not believe the numbers,
So, one issue is that recipients actually do respond well. What is
exciting about this whole thing is that recipients typically have not
responded to it as a way of being beaten up. When they have really
been given a chance; they have been excited about it.. =
. The second thing that I think is important about wsrkfare is
that it puts pressure on administrators to do something more than
Just deliver a check, to actually provide jobs. They are required to

do something to help people take the steps and make the moves. I
think that too is very important. That may be the most important
component. _ - e

MDRC found in their experiments that recipients responded weil
and that the pressiure on t}ll): people was important. = =
_. The third reason I think it is kind of interesting is that I asked

the head of this Illinois office what he thought about the mandato-
ry nature of it and so forth. He said that these people have been

jerked around so often by the welfare system they do not believe
you are going to do anything for you. And the mandatory thing
gets them in the door. It gives us a chance to look at them in the
eye and actually offer them something. @~ . :

So, I think those are all reasons to be excited and encouraged
about this sort of program. But the only niote of caution I would
add is this. We still have to deal with the children: We still have to
deal with tne fact that most welfare mothers have young children.
We still have to deal with the fact that there are other responsibil-
ities. - , T - .

1 argue it is not realistic to expect in the next three decades that
all welfare mothers are going to work all the time. We need an-
other option. We need a way whereby women can work part time
but be seen as providing serious and responsible economic supy.rt

for their family. I think there are ways to do that. I think some
expanded child support plans like Wisconsin offer that. -

.. I think until we do that we are still going to have; 5 years down
the line no matter how fast we go on workfare, we are always
going to find a large number of people that will be relying on the
welfare system because simply it is both unreasonable and unlikely
that everyone is going to work all the time. @~ .

Mr. GREENSTEIN. I think Bob Reischauer has really stated well

the best evidence in the area. Because of your interest in the Food
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tamp Program in particular in this area let me just add a few re-
markshere. . _ . . B
This is really, I think, kind of the caveat. As we in the first panel

have been saying, the best results have been for the people with
the greatest barriers, unemployment and the long-term welfare re-
cipient in AFDC. We really do not have very much evidence from
the Food Stamp Program.

For the people who were short-term AFDC recipients the results
were less impressive because when you had _a control group, you

found that almost as many people were not in the program, went
out and got off the welfare roles on their own as those \vho went
through the program. You had a_much more significant effect on
the long-tertv welfare recipients. They did not go get jobs on their
own: But for some modest percentage of them, this program helped
them break that barrier which is important. o
At our center we are doing a large project now to try to come up
with some strategies to help States think through various options
in structuring their Food Stamp Employment and Training Pro-
grams. We do not fully have the expertise_to do that by ourselves.
" We have contracted with the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corp., the leading experts on this, as well as with some other
people in related key areas to write papers coming up with strate-
gies in this area. .= . T
I, frankly, was a little discouraged or a little disappointed when
the MDRC papers came in: They said that of the people who make
up_the food stamp work registrant case-load, about one-half of
them are only on the program for 3 months or so at a time. They
go_off fairly quickly on their own anyway. - ... .. . -
What the papers ave saying is, for people like that, these pro-
grams do not have very much impact. So the question might th=n
e, How can we concentrate the resources in the Food Stamp Pro-
gram on the people who.are longer term poor. o
" As you designed the bill and_in conference worked to alter the
performance standard in accordance with the. categories of house-
holds expected and the type of service provided to them, my fear as

we get into this_project is of an almost unreflective assumption on
the part of the Department: That more is better, cover .50 percent

of all job-able recipients. On the part of the States, it is easier in
some ways to mount a very shallow Job Search Program where re-
cipients come in to the food stamp office twice, say they saw these
four employers, the administrator checks it off and they are out
the door and States show that thev are meeting the performance
standard quota of 50-percent. - - S
In some ways 1 am a little worried that we are goinz to get this
confluence of the Department pushing for percentages and the
States finding that that is what they have done in the past and
that it is an easy way to meet the quota. In such a case, the resuilts
may.be marginal at best. L
__ T guess I would urge, in addition to general oversight, a couple of
things: One is that FNS still has one of the larger Federal research
budgets around. Somehow, it has escaped the budget ax to a great-
er degree than other portions of the FNS budget have. -~
It would be useful, I think, to urge FNS to put a little bit of that

budget into some good evaluations in individual States to try to
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find out what you are reslly getting in the Food Stamp Program,

evaluations with random assignment and control groups so we
really know what is happening. And based on what you learn, it
may be neces at some point to make some midcourse correc-
tions because I do not think your intention or that Mr. Panetta’s
intention was simply to be abfeoi;o say, “Here is what we are doing
in the Food Stamp Program.” You wanted to make a difference in
these people’s lives as well as in program costs. .~ =~
It is_going to be harder to have an impact on food stamps than
on AFDC because many food stamp recipients do better in finding
jobs on their own, and get off the program faster on their own. It is
harder to design a program that really has a significant impact on
these people and it is going to take a lot of work and a number of
years and some changes. And in the end; you know, we may not be
able to realize the hopes that we all have for that program for that
reason. o . -
. Mr. EMERsON. Thank you. I think you have made a very comn-
structive suggestion and I dare say tByat we are prepared to exer-
cise our oversight_function_in this area once the States start to act:

- Another thing in the select committee is that staff work is un-

de’i-w%v in cooperation with the GAO on an idea that we have
around from time to time. We need to have kind of one stop

kicke

place where people who need public assistance can go. You know,
there are all sorts of programs to help people. Some are AFDC,
food stamps, shelter assistance; heating assistance, and transporta-
tion assistance, However, you have to go some place different all
the time for all of this assistance; . . e

- We need to take a look, and I think we finally are beginning to
take a look, at the possibility of bringing all programs designed to
help people under one rosf so that we can real y effectively help

them in whatever their area of need may be. Now, that may be too
big an undertaking, and I know these different programs have dif-

ferent clientele and different patrons. But, I think it is a problem

that needs to be explored and it is an area that needs to be ex-

plored. This committee is beginning to do that. . - o

Mr. Murray, you did not respond to my question. Maybe you did

not care to, but I did not mean to cut you off. -

. Mr. Murray. No; i}i{ou -did not. I had pretty much said my piece
a

before and I guess that I will be on the line 2 vears from now. If
they have been a marvelous success, you can call me back and tell
me I was wrong. But I am predicting no effect:  _ R
. Mr. EMERsON: Thank you. Thank you, Mrs. Roukema; for yield-
ing. - L
Mr. PANETTA: Mr: Levin. o .
Mr. LeviN. Thank you. Just a brief question to Mr. Murray. You

mentioned during your discussion about pregnancy out of wedlock.
You said something like for many it is just an alternative lifestyle
or many view it as an alternative lifestyle. We are really talking
about this in terms of those who create social policy; do they think
of pregnancy out_of wedlock just as another- alternative lifestyle?
- Mr. Murray. That is one of the things that has changed in the

last few years. During the 1970’s among the academicians and

among many leading lobbying groups, this was the party line: The
notion that you could even use the word illegitimate to describe
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children born in this situation was taboo, because to say that they

were illegitimate somehow implies that it is worse to be born with

.}y@; Héﬁiﬁb’ther anid no father than it is to be born to a two parent
amuy... . . , e L Tl el
 And the Carter administration tried to_convene a conference on
the family in the late 1970’s. I understand they had a great deal of
difficulty because in doing so they were attacﬁed very vehemently
}?’ people who said you are holding up the two-parent family. The
New York Times—the Carter administration was in danger of

saying the two-parent family was a standard family that was some-
how better than other families and they came under attacx for
that. The New York Times—— - -

Mr. LEviN: But those are not synonymous; though——

Mr. MURRAY. Excuse me?.

Mr. LEVIN: A one-parent family and illegitimacy——

Mr. MURRAY. Are two different things. T

Mr. LEvIN. But why do you bring them up together? =~ - .-
. Mr. MURRAY. ] am making the point, sir, that the notion of ille-
gitimate children; which I said in the past was considered an alter-
native lifestyle, was, in fact, considered that by a consensus of the
intellectual and policymaking elités during the 1960's and 1970’s.
 Mr. Levin. Well, let me just break in. I would appreciate if you
would—I know you are very busy. But I would appre- iate some day
when you have time to send me a paper; a document showing the—
I remember your exact words—policymakers and social policy
elites during the 1960’s and 1970’s that considered childbirth out of
marriage as an alternative lifestyle— - - . ... . ...
_ Mr: Murray: It would be very easy to do, sir. And-the first thing
I would bave in that paper would be a Xerox copy of a New York
Times edicorial of only‘a year or two ago in which they were exco-
riating the public schcol system for having a textbook in which the
public school systems would somehow imply that the two-parent
family was a better family. - . . .. . . : -

Mr. LeviN. But you are mixing. There is not time and we will
carry this on another time. Again, you are mixing the issue of
childbirth outside of marriage with the single-parent family.. . .-
 Mr. MUrraY. Then 1 will broaden_the statement to say that the
single parent family is also considered an alternative hifestyle:
Would that satisfy you? . . e

Mr. LEvin. First of all, they are two very different things. —

Mr. Mugray. They are two very different things. And I do not
mean to lump the two phenomenon, except in the sense that we
have considered in the past, that whether you have one parent or
two parents was not better or worse, and that was a prevailing atti-

tude and it included single parents-and two parents as well—I am
sorry, single parents and illegitimate births as well. I am saying
that it is time that we stopped thinking that way. And to- the
extent -that we have stopped thinking that way, we are making
progress: . e
" Mr. LEviN. Do you know what percentage of single-parent fami-
lies are the result of birth out of wedlock? -
Mr. Murray. No, I do not have that number, .
Mr. Levin. It would be a minority, would not it?

Mr. MurraAy. I am sure it would be.
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Mr. Levin. Therefore, you equate it here and——

. Mr. Murray. No, let me be precise. As a person who has himself

been divorced with children, I consider a two-parent family ‘superi-
or to a single-parent family. And even though these things happen
and there are reasons why they happen, the notion of a two-parent
family being better than a one-parent family, however that one
parent occurred, seems to me to be valid and appropriate and not
toc be encouraged: = T .

Mr. Levin. Well, 1 would appreciate_your sending me, if you
would, the evidence for your statement. The record was going to be
left open, that social policymakers in the 1960’s and 1970’s consid-
cred birth out of wedlock to be an alternative lifestyle. I would like

to see the evidence—not the single-parent family, but the single-
parent family which resulted from birth out of wedlock. Because I

think you do a lot of lumping and you just twice lumped together
conditions that are quite different and issues that are quite differ-
ent: . - = - - B L - - -
Just like, if I might say so, and I will finish, I think your view of

the impact of work-on -the family misses a lot. To the blue<ollar
worker, the job in the factory maybe did not have a career ladder
in the traditional sense, but it bad a security and also it did have
some built-in possibilities for promotion: In much -of America, for
youth; that option has almost been eliminated, the blue-collar job: T
think you dismissed it much_like—anyway, we will carry on the
discussion some other time. But I would appreciate if you could
send me any evidence you have on the point we discussed.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr: Gilman._. =~ :

Mr. GitmaN. Thank you; Mr. Chairman: I regret that I was in
and o2t of the hearing foday, but I am pleased to hear the differing
views ;’ourexperts. - . o
_I we.id like to ask our panelists, if this has not been asked
before, in the recent State of the Union Address the Prasident
made this last year he ordered a major study on Federal welfare
and family policies to be completed. And because the Attorney
General is chairing that domestic policy council review of welfare,

given the history on welfare reform and the fact that we are now
operating under some very stringent budgetury constraini~, what
advice would you as panelists give to the Attorney Geners.: as he
prepares this study? What recommendations do you have ~» ciir

committee with regard to reform? = .
__You have touched on it along with some of your presautaticr
Could you just summarize what you would recommend at this ::int
for any welfare reform? - o
Mr:. Eruwoon: All right. Well, a good hard question; but a -~
good question. The first thing I think I would want to do is to : .

the stereotyping of the poor-that we tend to get into. And tia:

means the segregation story that we have all heard about.
Too often the poor nowlzavebgcgmé a black face in the ghett.:
an illegitimate mother with no interest in raising her ciild correci
ly or at least no capacity for doing so. It is really a very small par:
of what we see. It is a very serious and in meany ways disastrons
problem, but it is not the entire poverty population. ,
. So the first issue is to try to avoid the stereotyping, try und un-
derstand and spend some time:
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The second thing to do is to think seriously about all the forces

that influence people and their poverty and th=ir situation. It is so
easy, as Bob Reischauer mentioned, to fall into.the trap of lookirg
for the silver bullet, and to some degree the silver bullet could be
shootirig you in the back as well. The notion of a silver bullet
which is the cause or which is the solution. -
o some degree we hear—it used to be that the silver bullet was
jobs, or previous to that it was the negative income tax. Now, the
current silver bullet is to do nothing, a good swift kick: I think the
reality is that when_you look-and see and understand the different
faces of the poor and their many different situations, there is a real
tendency to recognize the diversity of the human condition -and
that in fact differert people are going to require different kinds of
approaches. So that what is right in the ghetto is not going tonec-
esgarily be right in other places. What is right for two-parent fami-
lies is not going to be right for others. ~ - - . - - -
1 guess the final thing that I would emphasize is for them to seri-
ously explore what it is might really, genuinely, make a difference

in terms of helping people move into the mainstream. Now, the
problem with that is, it is such an easy thing to say and such a
hard thing to do. . . S
_ But if one seriously explores that, one finds first that there are
ways. to do it. And second, that it is very, very, very hard. And
simply using some simple, again, these magic bullet kinds of ideas;
is not going to do. it. Tl
. One needs to be realistic,, one needs to have realistic expecta-
tions. Or once again; we will have welfxre reform and 5 years down
the line or 10 years down the line, a new Charles Murray. will
write a book and say look; it has done nothing. And we will say
aha, clearly the poor do not warnt to work; clearly the poor are not
interested in doing something. When, in fact, the truth is we have
not recognized the difficulty and the diversity of the situation.
Mr. GiLMAN. Thank you. Mr. Murray.

_ Mr. MURRAY. I have for the last 2 years been asked what my se-

rious recommendations are and I have not yet come up with a sat-
isfactory answer to myself, even, in terms of incremental changes.

So_whereas I applaud what the administration is trying to do,
and I wish them well, let me say that it is my feeling first that
unless we are prepared to do fundamental rethinking—not cut
AFDC 10 percent and jiggle with the Workfare ™rogram—that
unless we are willing to do fundamental rethinking about social

policies that span several areas; we should get used to the notion of
living with an underclass of approxim:icly its present size for the
foreseeable future: : - ] el Il
"I see in the current enthusiasm for workfare zad other pro-

grams, deja vu: I see the atmosphere of i:.2 1960’s a:xi the war on
poverty repeating itself. And I iink 5 or 10 years down the road,

you will not need a new Chary « Mui:ay to write another book
saying it has failed; I will write anotber <> And at that point,
without beirs at all facetious, we ure gaivg $5 come up against a
very tough problem that we just Zu. .ot wanr to face.. . . . . .
_ 1t is real easy for us v make ou::-cives 3! good by trying hard
becaiise to tell you the truth, everybody o: thot pamel sitting in

front of me knows the deficit is not ririven hy th¢ amount ¢ money
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we are spending on poor people. And we can increase the amounts
of money we are spending, we can say to ourselves we are trying
real hard. And I think that is what we are going to do in the next
99!1}119 of years. And then when it does not work out we can say,
wjglé ; it is really complicated and we will have to try something
else. . . - .

__And what we do not want to think about is the possibility that a
lot of these things, in order to be changed: First, do not involve
painless solutions—you do not achieve good at no cost whatsoever
in terms of pain, real human pain; and second, if it is going to be
done; a lot of the most effective kinds of help cannot intrinsically

be done by the Federal Government. They have to be done by com-
?;igp’iitiéé, they have to be done by people at the lowest possible
evel. o L j
. And that means taking on_ responsibilities that far transcend
signing our 1040 forms and checks for various charitable organiza-
tions. All of that is of no help at all in terms of present recommen-

dations. But I think I would } » misleading you if I thought that
any of those recommendations would be of muck use. :

_Mr. Panerta: You have obviously done a lot of thinking in terms
of how poor the programs are that exist today. Do you mean to tell

me that you have not looked at fundamental changes and what we
should do‘, _ T
. Mr. Murray. The fundamental change  would. really involve
going back to redrawing that clear, bright line that I talked about
between the state of working and the state of not working. And
this is for reasons that have not just to do with simple economics
and moving x number of people above the poverty line; but have to
do with trying to restore the natural status which should, in fact,
go with being employed as oppesed to not being employed; and the
kinds of rewards that brings to people snd brings to families and
brings to communities. That is a very drastic change: L
- . And mind,xqu;,—l,feel,es’gecrmlly,qneasy,,ab@t recommending that
kind of change when at the same time we made that we would be
continuing to have huge sums of money, far greater than anything
we spend on the poor; being passed around among different middle
class constituencies. o

So_as long as we are not willing to face up to those transfer pay-

ments that are multi-tens - f billions of dollars or hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars; let us make a drastic revision in policy toward poor
pel%fle for their own good, speaks to me of incomplete thinking.
- Mr. PaNerra. Well; 1 really do not follow you. What you are
saying is we ought to get rid of Social Security and retirement pay-
ments for militaiy and civil service retirees and deal! with that

problem before we deal with this problem. Ultimately what you
wind up doing is throwing stones at everything and not coming up

with a solution. We are here in Congress trying to find what the
answers are. it is not enough simply to say these programs do not
w . - . . - - -

__Mr. MURRAY. Sir; you are asking not only a most legitimate ques-

tion, it is the legitimate question for you to ask. And I am saying to

you that my honest answer i3, that whereas I can draw for you a

restructured social system that I think would work; it has absolute-
1y no relevance to the question that you have to face.
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_ If I were to say the thing, the litmus test, that you ought to

apply. to the changes E%Qﬁ, do make in the programs, it would be
this: As you make a change in the program say to yourself, how
would this affect an 18- or 20-year-old in terms of their perception
of cause and effect. To what extent will this change the way they
see the world so that they think that if they behave in such and
such a way they are going to get a reward and if they behave in
another way; they will probably suffer some kinds of unfortunate
consequernces. ' '

A great deal of what we have done has masked that cause/effect
relationship. A great deal of what we have done has said to young-
sters, it is not your fault that you are in the position you are in,
and it is not your fault if you cannot get out of it because the world
is just driving things too strongly and you do not have control over

your own life. There are minor changes that can be made that will
make-that kind of obscuring personal responsibility less obscuring.

I simply do not_have much confidence that small changes are going

to-make any difference. - = ==

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Greenstein or Mr. Reischauer. = = =
__Mr. REiscHAUER. Well, if I were asked to provide advice to the
Meese Commission I would suggest four things. The first thing I

would say is that if we are not willing to devote a greater percent-
age of our national resources to these problems; it is very unlikely

that we ar= going to get much in the way of a significant improve-

ment. Givea the amount of money we spend right now; we prob-
ably have a system that is not thatbad. ..~ . =
_ Second; I would advise them to avoid the temptation to devolve
fiscal responsibility for these programs to lower levels of govern-

ment; to the States or to the localities: We have had some_experi-
ence with that approach and it has not been happy. Liberals focus
on that history. But I think their focus is incorrect because the will
and the attitude in this Nation about welfare programs is much
more eveii now thai it was 20, 30, 0 years ago.

However, State budgets and Sta:c economies are subject to a lot
more- volativity than are the national economy and the national
budget. And States have much less freedom to deficit finance.

Asr David Ellwood and Peter Gottschalk have pointed out, a lot of
our poverty is associated with temporary variations in the strength
of the economy. This suggests that we should be able to dip into
our-pocket and ijrdi?idé some extra money when the unemployment
rate goes up. - : R - .

__ We do not want the system to fluctuate as it would in Texas at
this very moment where the State faces a $3 billion budget deficit
and rising anemployment. We want most of the money to come
from the Federal Governmernit. That does not precliude the possibili-

ty_that a lot of decisionmaking and program design could be de-
volved to the State level. It does say something about the source of
the funds to finance welfare programs. = = .

Third, I would urge the Commission to emphasize policies_that
made jobs more attractive than welfare. This means increasing the

number of jobs and lowering the unemployment rate: It means
trying to do something about the remuneration from jobs.
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- We have a capitalist economy, in which wages do not vary by
family size. We should not change this. We would give up a lot in
the way of efficiency if we tried.

But we do have the earned income tax credit; and other devices
which can_be used to assure that an individual working full time,
full year, does not take home an after tax income that is below the
poverty level. We should move in that direction. - = .
--1 do not think that the-line between work and nonwork can be
drawn in a_modern society as neatly as Charles Murray has done.
There should be rewards .com work and they should be very clear.
But there is really a continuum between work and nowwork and it
always will be there. Many of the individuals at the bottom who
are raising young_children can work only part time and at relative-
ly low-wage job. And therefore, they will need to have their earn-

ings supplemented by child. support payments and also by public
programs of one kind or another. i

Fourth; I would urge the Meese Commission not to look for radi-
cal change. What we really should do-is take incremental steps to
modify thiﬂprograms, that. we have now. As I suggested before;
stronger child S@%@ﬁ,ﬁrﬁﬁm; workfare, and an increased em-
phasis on the obligations of the recipient are incremental steps
that should be pursued.

Mr. GiLmaN. Thank you. o I
_Mr. PANETTA. Bob Greenstein has been writing a thesis while the
other gentlemen have been talking. Can you summarize it? .
__ Mr. GREENSTEIN; Well, the first summary is that I thifk I would

agree with virtually everything Bob Reischauer just said. A few
gglll?r points, a couple of them echoing things Charles has said as
well. .
- I do think there is a danger with regard to welfare reform—I
have talked to some people on the White House Task Force. I think
there is a danger of coming out with something that oversells what
ig going to happen or how much can be done; that is; ideas of put-
ting everything back at the local level, encourage the right values,

let people lift themselves up from their bootstraps—not that some
of those are not reasonable things to do: . S
In talking to some of those people, strangely enough; it did sound

like some of the things you heard from the early war on poverty
and the Great Society about how a few of these things at the com-
munity level would somehow change the world: But I think we

need to be honest about the limitations of that. - -- -
Also; I would hope that the White House €ommission would put
out a report that illuminates and clarifies the welfare issue, rather

than leading us through a whole new set of statistical debates and
arguments. - . -

A quick example: Someone did¢ not serve the President well in
writing into a speech right after the State of the Union Address, a
statement that the poverty gap is x number of billions and our cur-
rent programs spend more than that, therefore, the current system
is a big waste. I am sure they did not inform the President_of such
things as the single largest low-income program and expenditure is
Medicaid; and a large proportion_of those expenditures are for in-
stitutionalized people in nursing homes. And there individuals are
not counted in the poverty population. So it was an invalid compar-
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ison. I hﬂpe i:ha+ we would not make polltlcal pomts but try and
advance the issue. -
In that sense; I do think there are some areas where there is
some consensus emerging and I hope the White House would help

us take further: the issues of rewarding work and helping the .
working poor that Bob Reischauer has mentioned, and building on

tax reform to Iook at adJustmg the earned income tax credit by
family size.
. Ta iry to get_us. beyond the 1dea, which I tlnnk the Whlte Pouse

it sound like the answer_in workfare is to just say there is a work
requirement and 75 ot 100 percent of the people have to do it. We

must _look carefully at the research on separating out long-term
and short-term recipients. _

The child support area is one where I think we have an opportu-
nity not only to reduce poverty; but to er‘orce the right values, let-
ting people know they have to support those kids for 18 years if
they father the child and do not marry the mother.

And- finally, we should take a careful look at what works and

we should cut it, but this does work and we maybe ought to do

more in_that area.
Mr. GiLMAN. Thank you. I want to thank the panelists. Thank

you; Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PANETTA. Thank you very | much Ben. I apologjlze fgrﬂpgt

hearing all the testimony; although I am familiar with the work of
all the panelists. And I guess the—you know, obviously, there are

three people on the panel that kind of work with the nitty gritty of
all these programs, and therefore recoghize that some of these pro-

grams do work, some are complex; some have real problems. .
And obvmusly, Mr. Murray kind of rises above that and says

what I hear at Rotary Clubs, these are all lousy programs and we
ought to get rid of them. But I never get answers from Rotary Club
members. And that is part of the—that is the reason I asked you
that question. And I say this with - Il respect because I think you
are a fresh thinker on this issue a1 I think that obviously, we do
need to begin to ask those kinds of questions.

- But we also need to know where to go. My experience with these
programs is no matter what kind of reform you deal with; you run
into several barriers. One is cost. Anything that you try to do that

is dynamic or that it is new or that it iz different; inevitably in-
volves cost.-

Zmnd to get anv : Eﬁlﬁiﬁtiétiéﬁ, Democrat or Réf)iif)iiééﬁ, to féétié
additional funds i srder to convert these programs into something

tt.at might be more workable. The cost required to do it makes it

r*'ially unpdsmbxe in our time. That is just one of these bitier re-
alities tliat we :3:g' with. So cost is one of the inevitable problems
you run into.

Second, there is & basic comamitment involved by the ueopte wii0
w.rk with these programs. I have seen many of these programs
-k very well if _you get good people who work v :th taese pro-

;ams. If you get lousy people who do not care; who are basxcally

buire. ‘ats, who go there just to be able to munch buttons during
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the day and then leave and not care about the people that they are

serving, these programs are not going to work: .

__But I have seen a lot of programs that have worked very well if
you have committed people, and that is something that is very dif-
ficult to legislate. No matter how you design the law; you cannot
legislate commitment to these programs.

The third thing is that obviously, we do want to involve the com-
munities and we do want to involve the churches; charities; and

other groups. The problem with that is that we do not dictate what
happens at the community level. Communities determine what
happens there. . .

And if yov have communities that are committed and that have
good leadership in those communities, then something can happen

at the local level. If you do not, then what happens to the people in

those commrinities? Do you say the hell with them? That is a ques-
tion that has to be asked. Or does the Federal Governme:.t assert
some kind of authority to try to deal with the people that fall be-
tween the cracks. Those are redl problems that we face every time

we _deal with some kind of reform and welfare effort:. . . B
--So I really would urge you, Mr. Murray, to take a look at some of
these_programs and maybe tell me how you would redesign the
WIC Program or redesign the WIN Program or redesig.i the Food
Stamp Program in a way that would fulfill the goals that you feel
are important. Because frankly; it does not do me a lot of good just
to say that programs are lousy. I need to know what direction we

need to move in to try to make them work better.
Thank you all very much. I appreciate your testimony.
{Whereupon, at 1:35 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. MICKRY LELAND; A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FroM
THE STATE OF
GOOD MORNING. WELCOME TO THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON HUNGER'S
INVESTIGATION OF POVERTY, HUNGER AND THE WELFARE SYSTEM. 1 WANT TO

INTEREST AND SUPPORT OF TGDKY;S PROCEEDINGS .

THIS MORNING WE WILL FOCUS ON THE CAUSES AND CONSEQUENCES OF
SPECIFIC; INTER-RELATED CONDITIONS THAT ARE ERODING THE SENERAL
WELFXHE OF MICLIONS OF INDIVIDUALS; OF COMMUNITIES; ANL OF THE NATION
ITSELF. THESE GRAVE PROBLEMS ARE: INCREASING NUMBEk CF :
PEOPLE--PARTICULARLY CHILDREN--LIVING IN POVERTY %D CONSEQUENTLY
THREATENED BY HONGER; INCREASING NUMBERS OF FAMILIES HEADED BY WGMEN
ALONE LIVTNG IN POVERTY; AND THE INABILITY OF PEOPLE INM POVERT™ TO
ACCESS THE LABCR MARKET.

OVER THE PAST FEW DECADES; DOMESTIC Pi¥SNTY £+ HUNGEF ROBLEMS

HAVE EMERGED AS ISSUES WARRANTING WIDESPREAD NAT. - 'L CONCERW. 1IN
MORE RECENT YEARS, THERE SEEMS TO BE A CONCENSUS. ' iA; THES® CONDITIONS
MERIT A NEW FOCUS IN THE NATIONAL AGENDA; HOWEVE®, *#TROVERSY ABOUNDS
AS TO THE EXTENT OF THEIR EXISTENCE; THETR CAOSZS, A4D HOW THEY CAM
MOST APPROPRIATELY BE SOLVED. IN SIMPLE TERMS. TO ERADICATE POVERTY
AND HUNGER; WE MUST KNOW THE UNDERLYING REASONS FOR THEIR PRESENCE.
SORELY; THERE IS NO SINGLE REASON WHY 33,7 MILLION KMERICANS LIVE IN
POVERT.. SI~TLARLY, THERE ARE A MYRIAD OF ISSUES THAT RrQUIRE
EXAMINATION BEFORE WE CAN LAUNCH FEASIBLE MECHANISMS TO PROVIDE THESE
INDIVIDUALS K PATH TO SELF-SUFFICIRNCY:

INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE NATIONALLY RECOGNIZED IN THRE FIELD OF WELFARE AND

POVERTY RESEARCH IN ORDER TO GAIN A MORE ACCURATE AND COMPREHENSIVE
UNDTRSTANDING OF THE COMPLICATED ISSUES WE MUST ADDRESS. THROUGH THIS

FORUM, WE WILL DISCUSS DIVERGENT VIEWS ON THE ORIGIYS OF THESE
PROBLEMS AND SOLID OPTIONS THAT CAN PUT US ON THE RIGHT TRACK TO REAL
SOLUTIONS %0 THE WELFARE DILEMMA:

BEFORE I YIELD TO THE OTHER MEMBERS PRESENT, I WOULD LIKE TO MAKE
A PERSONAL OBSERVATION ABOUT THE IMPORTANCE OF THIS HEARING. IN
CERTAIN AHEAS OF TEXAS; PEOPLE LIVE IN CORDITIONS COMPARABLE TO THOSE
IN THE THIRD WORLD. IN APPALACHIA W% ENCOUNTER A SIMILAR
SITUATION. IN MANY OF OUR INNER CITIES; THERE IS A NEW CULTURE

RISING. IT IS A CULLTURE .OF POVERTY THAT IS DECIMATING THE AMERICAN
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DREAM FOR MANY OF ITS INHABITANTS i ASK MYSELF HHY PEOPLE MUST

ENDURE THIS DEPRIVATION IN K NATION AS WEALTHY IN HUMAN AND NATURAL
RESOURCES AS OGR OWN. IT IS MY HOPE WITH THIS HEARING AND “OTHERS TO

FOLLOW THAT WE CAN BEGIN TO UNDERSTAND AND RESOLVE THE GREAT QUESTIONS
FACING THE REFORMKTION OF DUR SOCIAE POEICYZ

FOR THE BENEFIT CF THOSE IN THE AUDIENCE I WOULD LIKE TO BRIEFLY
EXPLAIN THE FORMAT FOR TODAY'S PROCEEDINGS. WE WILL héiﬁ FROM THO

PANELS. EACH WITNES3 WILL FRESENT A BRIEF OPENING STATEMENT
AFTERWHICH WE WILL PROCEED WITH QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE. SHOULD
ANY WITNESS ON THE PANEL BEING HEARD WISH TO OFFER REMARKS TO A

RESPONSE FROM ONE OF THE OTHER WITKESSES; SUCH OPPORTUNITY WILL RE
PRESENTED. HOWEVER, THERE ARE A NUMBER OF ISSUES WE WISH TO ADDRESS.
THEREFORE, I WOULD REQUEST THAT RESPONSES BE BRIEF.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. MARGE ROUKEMA, A_REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FroM THE STAT= OF NEW JRRSEY

AT THE OUTSET, 1 WOULD L1KE TO THANK CHAIRMAN LELAND FOR
SCHEDULING TH1S EXTREMELY 1MPORTANT HEARING THE CHAIRMAN WAS

VERY RECEPTIVE TD MY REQUEST FOR THIS HEARING AND 1 APPRECIATE

WIS ATTENTIVENESS. 1 TRUST THIS HEARING WILL BE A-SIGNIFICANT
FIRST STEP IN ADDRESSING THE INTRACTABLE PROBLEMS POSED BY

POVERTY AND THE WELFARE SYSTEM IN THE U.S:

1 AM PLEASED TO WELCOME OUR WITNESSES HERE THIS MORNING FOR
THIS DISCUSSION ABOUT THE CENTRAL SSUES OF HUNGER AND POVERTY 1IN

THISVCDUNTRY AND EXTEND PROFOUND APPRECIATION FOR DUR 1MPOS1TION
ON THEIR TIME AND THEIR GENEROUS ACCEPTANCE.

Y INTEREST AND CONCERN ABOUT THE ®ROBLEMS OF POVERTY

ESPECIALLY AMONG FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS, PRE-DATE MY

HDRK DN THIS PARTlCULAR COHHITTEE lN THE EARLY PART OF THIS

SUPPORT SYSTEM WAS DRAMATIZED BY A CHILLING INCREL  IN THE CHILD
SUPPORT CASELOAD IN MY OWN NCW JERSEY CONGRESS1ONAL DISTRICT.

FURTHER INVESTIGATION PRODUCED FR1GHTENING STATISTICS IN
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1980, THERE WERE 8.5 MI1LL10N SINGLE-PARENT HOUSEHOLDS,

REPRESENTING 21 PERCENT OF ALL FAMIL1ES NFTIONWIDE: OF THESE, 90
PERCENT WERE HEADED BY WOMEN- OF ALL THE WOMEN IN POSSESS1ON OF
LEGAL CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS, ONLY 39 PERCENT RECEIVED ARY MONEY-
TWO-THIRDS OF THES: FAMIL1ES ARE DEPENDENT ON THE AID TO FAMILIES
WiTH DEPENDENT CHILDREN PROGRAM. CLEARLY, WHERE THERE 1S NO

COLLECTION OF CHILD SUPPORT, CHILDREN AND FAMIL1ES OFTEN FALL
INTO POVERTY-

ScVeR-. OF US IN THE HOUSE INTRODUCED LEGISLATION TO ADDRESS
1415 1~ RBING TREND AND.WE SUCCESSFULLY PASSED THE “CHILD

SUPPCRT  WFORCEMENT AMENDMENTS® WHICH WENT INTO EFFECT OCTOBER,

Lsi. AMONG 1TS MAJOR REFORMS; THE BILL PROVIDES FOR THE
WITHHOLGING OF WAGES FROM DEL INQUENT FATHERS AND APPLIES 1TS

PROVISIONS TO ALL FAMILIES; NOT JUST THOSE RECEIVING AFDC: THIS
1S JUST ONE EFFORT TO COMPAT THE PROBLEM OF POVERTY.

TRAGICALLY; HOMEVEE, HGNCE: %D POVERTY SRE NOT RECEDING: 1IN
1986, 16:% PERC:NT OF OUR FoFift FTO4R, 33.7 M:LL1ON PEOPLE, LIVED

BELOW THE POVERTY LINE, INCLUDI: o 21 PERCENT OF CHILDREN UNDER
AGE 18.

THOSE STATISTIﬁS BECOME EVEN MORE DISTURBING UPON RECOGNITION
THAT, SURING 1984, fEDERAL STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS SPENT
$134 BILLION ON PROGRAMS FOR THE POOR:

1T 18 NOT OUR PURPOSE TODAY id CHALLENGE THE ACCURACY OF DATA
OR DEBATE METHODOtOGY OF COLLECTING DATA, BUT TO UNDERSTAND THE
UNDERLYING S SUCIU-ECUNUMIC TRENDS WHICH DRIVE THESE DATA. THESE
TRENDS ARE DEEPENING AND INCLUDE THE DISINTEGRATION OF THE
FAMILY, THE SHIFT FROM AN 1NDUSTR1AL ECONOMY T0 A SERViCE ECONOMY

AND THE DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF THE MENTALLY ILL.

MORE TROUBLING 1S THE PHENOMENA OF SNEMPLOYMENT AMONG HEALTHY
YOUNG MEN WHO ET1THER WILL NOT SEEK A JOB OR ARE UNEMPLOYABLE:
SOME ATTRIBUTE THE PROBLEM TO THE FAILURE OF EDUCATION, OTHERS

VIEW 1T AS THE CONSEAUENCE OF FAlLED WELFARE POLI1CIES:
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DEMOGRAPHICS ARE CONTRIBUTING TO POVERTY AND HUNGER. FOR
EXAMPLE, FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS ARE MUCH MORE LIKELY TO LIVE
BELOW TAE POVERTY LINE TAAN ARE MALE-HEADED HOUSEAOLDS. A 1982

CENSUS BUREAU STUDY EVALUATED THE EFFECTS OF CHANGES 1N FAMILY
COMPOSITION ON INCOME LEVELS FOR BLACK AND WHITE FAMILIES- THE
DECLINE IN THE PROPORTION OF TRADITIONAL HUSBAND-WIFE FAMILIES
AND THE 1NCREASE IN WIFE-ONLY FAMILIES PROFOUNDLY AFFECTED FAMILY
INCOME LEVELS. THE INCREASE IN TEENAGE PREGNANCY AND DIVORCE
RATES HAS MEASURABLY CONTRIBUTED TO THE GROWTH OF THESE
HOUSEHOLDS.

ECONOMiC RECESSI1ON AND H16H UNEMPLOYMENT ARE ALSO
CONTRIBUTING FACTORS, AS ARE THE SER10US DISLOCATIONS 1N OUR

SOCIETY AS 1T RETREATS FROM INDUSTR®AL1ZATION: MANY PEOPLE ARE
FINDING 1T DIFFICULT TO JOIN THE TRANSITION FROM AN
1NOUSTR1AL-RASED TO A SERVICE-ORIENTED AND HIGH TECHNOLOGY
SOCIETY. THE SITUATION 1S ESPECIALLY ACUTE IN TERTAIN REGIONS OF
THE NATION, CHARACTERIZED BY ~ONE-PRODUCT ECONOMIES,* BE iT COAL;

STEEL, WOOD, TEXTILES, OR APPAREL, W1TH “BOOM AND BUST* CYCLES:

THE COMBINED IMPACT OF THiS ECONOMIC HISTORY AND OVERALL
ECOMOMIC DISLOCATIONS 1IN OUR COUKTPY HAVE HAD A MAGNIF1ED EFFECT
OGN THESE REGIONS, SUCH AS APPALACHIA.  STRUCTURAL UNEMPLOYMENT 18
HIGY 1N THESE AREAS AND THERE 1S {.17TLE HOPE FOR THE PEOPLE WHO
LIVE THERE WITHOET SIGNIFICANT RETRAIN:NG AND RELOCATION OF
INOUSTRY:

NATIONWIDE, ESPECIALLY IN THE URBAN AREAS, THE HOMELESS ARE
THE MOST VISIBLE OF QUR POOR: CLEARLY, COMMUNITIES WERE
ILL-PREPARES FOR THE MOVEMENT TOWARD DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF
THE MENTALLY 1LL IN THE 1960S AND 1970S, A MAJOR FACTOK IN THE
GROWTH OF THE HOMELESS. 1N ADDITION, DRUGS AND ALCOHOL HAVE HAD
K DEBILITATING EFFECT ON THE POOR AND THE WOMELESS. UNTIL WE
COME TO GRIPS WITH THE FAILED PEINSTITUTIONALIZATION POLICY OF
THE PAST TWO DECADES AND THE PROBLEM OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE; THE

HOMELESS POPULATION WILL CONTINUE TO SUFFER, IF NOT GROW.
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CLEARLY, THOSE LIVING IN POVERTY ARE NOT A HOMOGENEOYS GROUP.
THEY ARE INDIVIDUALS WITH VARIED NEEDS AND STRENGTHS. [HE: ARE

RECENTLY-D1VORCED HOTHERS TEENAGE PARENTS, UNEMPLOYED MEN,
ELDERLY WI1DOWS, THE UNDEREMPLOYED, THE HENTALLY lLL, HUHELESS AND
EHILBREN WITH SUCH DIVERSITY, CLEARLY THERE 1S NO SINGLE CAUSE

JUST AS THERE 1S NO SINGLE CURE:

THE TIME WAS COME FOR A COMPREHENSIVE POVERTY DEBATE, TO
WHICH 1 HOPE AND EXPECT THIS HEARING WILL MAKE A MAJOR

CONTRIBUTYON.

AN UNDSRSTANDING GF THE RELATED TRENDS MAY ASSIST US 1IN
DETERMINING A COURSE OF ACTION. ALL THE SOLUTIONS T0 THE ,
PROBLEMS OF POVERTY CANNOT AND WILL NOT COME FROM THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT. HOWEVER, THE FEDERAL SOVERNMENT HAS A ROLE TO PLAY
IN ENSURING THAT INDIVIDUALS IN DUR SOCLETY HAVE A REASONABLE
OPPORTUNITY TO ATTAIN AND MAINTAIN A DECENT STANDARD OF LIVING:

BUT, THE REAL RESPDNS!BIL!TY RESTS WITH FAMILIES AND THE

COMMUNITY. AND, AS WE ARE SEEING TODAY AT THE STATE AND LOCAL
LEVEL, THERE 1S SUBSTANTIAL IMAGINATIVE EXPERIMENTATION WHICH MAY
PRODUCE TANGIBLE RESULTS.

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 1 HOPE OUR WiTNESSES WILL BE ABLE
TO HELP 4S ANSWER THAT HGESTION: BU™, 1 CAN TELL YOU THE
STARTING POINT FOR THIS WEMBER OF CONGRESS. MY JOURWEY BEGINS
WITH TWO REAL1ZATIONS: 1) THIS NATION IS STRAINING UNDER THE
WEIGHT OF A $200 BILL1ON FEDERAL DEFICIT. WHICH 1S THREATENING OUR
ENTIRE ECONOMY, AND 2) OUR CURRENT MAZE OF ANTI-POVERTY PROGRAMS

HAS NO: WORKED. A RADiCAL REFORMATION 1S IN ORDER.

YOU kNOi!, “WORKFARE® USED TO BE A DIRTY WORD. HOWEVER, NOW
THERE 1S GENERAL AGREEMENT BY BOTH L1BERALS AND CONSE?VAT!VES
THAT HURKFARE lS A USEFUL TOOL FOP BOTH THE IND1VIDUAL AND THE

STATE...THE STATE AND THE TAXPAYERS:

1 AM ENCOURAGED TO LEARN THAT THE SWEEPING STUDY OF OUR
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NATIONAE HELFAﬁE SYSTEM PRESIDENT REAGAN ANNOUNCED lN H1S LAST

STATE OF THE UNION ADDRESS 1S MOVING AHEAD. 1 RESPECTFULLY
REQUEST OF THE CHAIRMAN THAT IN THE NEXT FEW WEEKS WE 1NVITE THE

ADHINISTRATIUN TO APPEAR BEFORE THIS PANEL FOR A FULL REPORT ON

THEIR EROGRESS

BASED ON MY STARTING POINT, MY CENTRAL CDNVICTION lS THAT THE

FAMILY 1S KEY: 4OWEVER WE RECONSTRUCT THE WELFARE SYSTEM, WE
MUST DEVISE PROGRAMS THAT STRENGTHEN AND PRESERVE THE FAMILY.
SEVERAL OF OUR WITNESSES HAVE WR1TTEN ABOUT THIS AND 1 AM EAGER
TO HAVE TiSM AMPLIFY ON THIS TODAY:

WE HAVE BEFORZ HS 1ODAY AN OHT<7ANDING ARRAY OF W1TNESSES:

1 RH PLEASED TO BE A PART OF THIS HEARING TODAY, AND WANT TO
THANK THE W17:-23“S FOR LENDING US THEIR TIME.

1 THANK THE CHAIRMAN:

PREPARED Sfmrmam- OF Hor waEmnnsom A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FrROM

THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to be here and to
participateein this hearing. I pzrticularly want to thank
Congresswoman Roukema for her work 1n arrangan this hearinq I

know thzs issue is of qteat imporfance %o het

Today the celect 'cbiiﬁhit'céé will hear from several
distinquished witnesses on the issue of the causes of poverty and
hunqet and the effnctiveness of Ehe exisEan programs almed at
helping low income individuals and families. I look forward to
hearing from these witnesses and it is mY hope the debate on

povetty will focus on real ways to Lelb.

T would iike to mention two issues that are closely tied to
our hearing today. Fifst is employment and EEaifing DEOGTAME:
imbtoviﬂﬁ Eﬁé sSiiiey of able bodied persons to get and keep
jobs - and therefore to become taxpayers - is an integral part of

the debate 8; 56;&*&;. fﬁéré are several programs available
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through the existing welfare system and through the Job Training

partnership Act. One such program is the one I authored - along
with Congressman Panetta - and which is a part of the 1985 Farm
Bill:

" The purpose of the emplovment and training program in the
Farm Bill is to help certain Er+d Stamp participants move into
regular enpbloyment by providing €raining and experience and
improving the employability of the participants. It also allows
states to coordinate employment and training activities andee
both the £ood Stanp program and the AFDC program. The program
itself may encompass job search; training and support programs;
training in employient technigues; and; job placement. A state

Thé secona issué is ohe concerning coordination and
simplification of the existing welfare programs. The Select
Corimittee on Huidetr has initiated a comprehensive review of this
issue. It is my belief that for both participants and
administrators alike the hurdles they must scale in order to
adiinister and €ake par€ in welfare proarams are innumerable. It

make sense that one agency - a county welfare department - must
apply different rules to the same set of circumstances t&
administer theé AFDC and food stamp programs.

The duplication in administrative Structires i immense.

security income, low-income energy assistance, housing
assistance, éﬂiid nutrition ﬁréqrém;; Medicaid and fréininé and
employment programs. There are at least four federal agencies,
éﬁé more EéﬁhittééE 6% Eﬁé één@ié§§} ihVEiVEé in jﬁEE Ehé

prograus I have mentioned - Agriculture, Health ard Human
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Services, Labor and HUD. These are matched and sometimes
exceeded at the state and 1663l Ievels: I liave 6 Felisze that

there must be a hetter way.

I do not have a1l the answers: however; I am convinced chat
there is a severe problem. Over the past four years Chairman

Panetta and I have travelled across the county holding Field

ﬁé;;iﬁéé. We have been to welfare offices, health dé&éftménfs;

hospitals, soup Kitchens, churches - many site: serving poor

people. The need is there for the aid and the services and I
truly believe it is a credit to the ingenuity and resourcefulness

of those running the programs and ENGSe participsting in them
1

that the services are delivered.

§§ ;aé;éégiaé EBEB of Eﬁésé iésues I have aééémpééé éé
improve the system we now have to deliver benefits and services
to needy individuals and families: P&chaps Ehece is & betEer
way. I look forward to hearing from our witnesses as to what

they believe is the better way. I thank you Mr. Chairman.



PREPARED_ STATEMEIT OF PETER ( ALK, ’ROFESSOR OF Econom ¢3; Bowpor:.
COLLEGE; RESEARCH AFFILIATE, INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON POVERTY, UKIVERSITY 0F
WisCoNsIN, MADISON AND SHELDON DANZIGER; PROFESSCR OF SOCIAL WORK AND
DIRECTOR; INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON POVERTY

We thank you for irviting us to testify before the Select

Committee on Hunaer on the problems of the poof and the 1opiiooéions

for public policy. Because of the -~ational attention, and this
committee's interest, on the problems of what has become known as the
"urderclass.” we give special attention to this group. We try to

quanti[y Ehe carrent size of Ehe underclass and determine whether this
group has grown relative to th- ~- "= 1l poverty population. With this
factual information as backgrounc., = suggest policy alternatives
which reflect the different clrcumstances of the underclass and the
rest of the poverty population. which we call the mainstream poor. We

ardue that a comprehensioe antipoverty strateqy requires separate
approaches Ior soIvIng Ehe proBIema oI these two groups. It Is
imperative that any welfare reform not ignore the relatively solvable
problems of the majority of the poor while trying to deal with the
nuoﬁ pore difficult proﬁiéns ot the underéiiii'

1. sze of the Pox’rtv Populat1on and Underclass in 1984

Poverfg PoguIaE:on - In 1984 14 4 percent, or 33.7 million
persons, were poor. Table 1 provides a standard demographic breakdown

of the poverty population. As is uell known. the typical poor

houseﬁola is neither female headed nor non-white -- there are more

poor persons living in households with a white male head than any

other demoqraphmc group. Nevertheless. females and Bi&éié have muoﬁ
HIQHEE pioﬁibllifiéi 6f Béihé poor than do males and whites.
Less well-known is the the fact that over SO percent of tﬁE heads

of poor households are not eXoected to work (detined as a head over 65

years of age, or one uho In disabled. a fuII EIme sEudenE or a woman

with a child under six). Of the half who are expected to work.
routhy equal numbers do not work. work full year. and work part year.

These tiqﬁiéi demonstrate Chnt anti poverty zEraEeqies must Iook

Gotfschalk is_Professor of Economics.at Bowdoin Co iege-and Research
Affiliate of the Institute for  Research on Poverty at the Upiversity
of Wisconsin. Madison. Danziger is Professor of Social Work and
Directcr of the Institute for_Research on. Poverty...We thank Sarah
Sanborn Irr her research assistance and Irene Hilton for her patience

in typing this manuscript.
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beyond the 15 percent of poor household Keads wh are ezpected to work
but 4o fiot work. An equally large group is aiready working full year
Underclass -~ While the economic and demdaraphic comporition of
the poor is quantifiable using published data, it is much more
difficult to measure the underclass: No standard definition exists
and. when definitions are offered

. they are usuaiiy not amenable to

%

measurement with §Qbiishéd data. A member of the underclass is
generally perceived as a person who has been poor for a long period.
passiﬁiy across generations, and is reliant on welfare or fl1licit
activity as a principle source of ircome. The underciass is ofien
portrayed as living in urban areas; especially in the black shetto,
where a culture is thought to develop which perpetuates poverty. In
turn poverty is thought to reinforce the culture. Thus, the
underclass is sometimes defined not orily by Behavior but aiss by tke
cause of this behavior. At this level, it is hopeless to Eiy to
measure the size of the underclass with existing surveys.l

The best current research can do is to measure the underclass im
terms of observable characterisitcs, whatever their causes. #as we
will show. even this is not an easy task. Our first method focuses on
tuo denoaraphic aroups: long term AFDC recipients and the hopeless.

According to the Social Security Administration there uere 10:8
million AFDC recipients in Decembeer 1984: All of these were,
however. not part Of the underciass. At a minimus one shogld exélud
45 percent of the caseload, since these recipients will be on the )
proaranm only long enoudh to raiie une child from Bifth to school age
(6 years). Thus, 5 million is the maximwun number of AFDC recipients
who we would consider part of. the underclzss. Among the 2 million
adults in these househol’s, some already work and others would acéept
work if suitable day care could be found.

To the 5 million one would. want to add any absent fathers of lona
term AFDC recipients. A rouch guess is that this vould aid no more
than another 1 to 3 million persons.. THUS, 16hg term weifare

recipients and their absent fathers number in the rande of 6 €6 B
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©i11ion, :5mpared to 33;7 Millioh POOF pedple -- &t Rost there is one
long term welfarz recipient for every four peopla in puverty:

The homeless comprise another part 5f the underclass. While
estimates of the number of homeless vary widely, a commonly used range
is between .3 and 2.0 million persons, Since many of these people are

not covered in Census data. they are excluded from the official

poverty counts. If they were to be inciuded; poverty would rise to a

maximum of 35.7 million (of which 5.7 percent would be homeless).

"Thus, even if the homeless and all long term welfare recipients an.

Ei’iéii‘ iiéséii were were Cﬁﬁﬁféé as pEi‘é 6;' Eﬁé \Tﬁ(iéi‘éiiEﬁ; Cﬁé
mainstream poor would still outnumber the underclass by over three to
one.

iﬂ"l aiférnaﬁive i:o usinq demograpiiic cﬁaiacéeriaéiéz 6;
individuals to define the underclass is to focus oh the number of
people 1ivihg in urban areas with high concehtratiohs of poor pecple.
The implicit (and controversial) assumption behind this definition is

that the underclass is supported by a culture which is only found in

poor urban areas. Eﬁii ﬁefﬁédbiég’y,’ iiéii'éwéé i’i‘éﬁ Bivia E[iﬁééé.
again showr that the underclass makes up a relatively small ﬁ;éﬁaiéiéﬂ
of the poverty population.

Using the 1980 Census of ™»pulation; an urban poverty area can be
defined as a census tract with a poverty rate of 40 percent or more in
1979 ifi ohe 6f the 100 Iardest ci€ies. AS &n Upper bound we AEsime
**- . *1 persons. whether poor or not. l1iving in these urban poverty
..e part of the underclass. This is clearly an upper bound

¢ .n7e at iéégé some Oi éﬁé iéiiééHEE iﬁ éﬁéié biaaéiy ééiiﬁéé areas

will not have absorbed a culture which encourages further poverty.

Table 2 shows that by this definition. the underclass is only 3.7
AIITion: If the gefinition is fGriHEf vresSEricted to POoF DEESSHS in 7
poverty areas. then the underclass is only 1.8 milli.n. In as much as
the underclass 15 often asssciated with black poverty, Réw 2 of Table

This is less than 4 percent of the poverty population.
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Since much of the diScussion of the undesclass focuses both on
long term welfare recipiency and a lifestyle associated with urban
Poverty areas, we calculate the number meeting .oth these CEI€SEia.

Our estimate is'that there are considerably iess than 1 miiiion long

term AFDC recipients living in poverty these areas:? Thus, if this
narrow view of tne underclass is taken. the underciass makes up only
three percent of the poverty population. :

In summary, while the problems of the underciass are UNAcubEEATY
much more difficult to solve and may require substantially different
approaches than those of the mairstream poor; the Iattsr group is much
larger. Any r&form of the tax or welfare system cannot ignore the

latter group.

II. Changes in Sizé of E’Bvérfy and the Underclass over Time
Implicit in much of the current debate is the assumption that the
underclass is ot only large but aiso growing. In this section we
Present the official figures on the growth in poverty and much cruder
measures of the changes in the sixe of the Underclass over time.
Figure 1 plots the official poverty rates since 1959. This series can
be broken down into three major periods. Poverty rates deciinea
SHAFP1y through 1573, were basically constant between 1973 and 1579
and then rose d?iﬁaciéaily through 1983. Whether the decline in 1984
and the projected decline in 1985 (which we will discuss later) marks
4 new trend is open to speculation. However; even with the large
well above the 11 to 12 percent lsvel achieved in the late 1970s.
When Inkind transfers are also counted as income wheh measuring
Poverty. rates increase at an even faster rate (from §.3 percent in
1979 €6 12.4 percent in 1988). Thus. there s clear evidence that the
We now narrow our focus on the underélass. Since the 1969 Census
of population defined poverty areas only in the 5o largest cities.

Table 3 shows the total number of residents and the number of
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residents in poor areas in ‘these 50 cities in 1969 and 1979. Columns
5 iﬁé é Bﬁoﬁ fﬁif fﬁe qrowfﬁ r!ée lh tﬁe ﬁumber of persons llvlnq in
poverty areas was considerably higher than the growth rate in either
the total nunber of persons or the number of poor persons. This
indicates that the underclaas does seem to have qrown proporEloerely
faster than the rest of the population.

Growfh In tﬁe reIatIve aIze of the und élééﬁ hlqﬁf Se exper tud

if poverty rates had declined, since the underclass would make up a

larger proportion cf .ie poor as the incomes of mainstream poor

increased: However; between 1969 and 1979 poverty rates these 50
urban areas increascd from 15.1 to 17.7 percent.

We conclude €hat while the underélass eontinues £o be small
compared to the ovirall poverty population., its growth is a cause for

concern.

I1I. Policy Prescriptions

Our suggestions for policy changes are based on the factual
material presented in the preceeding sections. We believe that the
growth in the size of the underclass calls for reconsideration of some
aSpects of [fcomé SUpport policies. We, HOWever, Gautisn that the
mainstream poor make up @ substantial majority of the low income
population and that their needs should not be ignored in a rush to
solve the much i{cs'ra aiffi'c'u'i'c 'p"r'csbiénig of the uhae're:l'a'ss;

redesign welfare programs to address only the problems of the

underclass while allowing the mainstreanm poor co be liffea out of

that this strecegy will not wurk. Official projections of GNP growth
and the Unemployient rate indicaté that growth will be insufficient to
do more than make very modest progress against poverty. We project

that poverty rates will drop from 14.4 percent in 1984 to 14 I percent

in 1985, a drop of aﬁouf .B mIIIIon people. This is a very modest

decline compared to the drop from 15.3 percent to 14.4 percent

»
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between 1983 and 1984. Using the Februafy 1986 CBO economie
i;;ﬁi;&iaﬁé and the President s proposed budget. we pEé&iéé 0niy

modest further reductions in poverty in 1986.

Since we do not Believe that the economy will grow fast eﬁaﬁéh Eo
rapidly reduce poverty we advccate several proqrannatic changes. oOur
propo sals focus on reform of the federal personil iricome tax and the
Aid to Familles with Dependent Children Program (AFDC). The unifying
theme of our reforas is that the tax una transfer systems ghould
revard ard protect those not expected to work. 211 available evidence
shows that taxpayers &nd the vast majority of welfare recipients
Bélieve that fairness requires the able bodled without young children
to work i exchafige for income.

Tax Reform -- The tax reform currently beina reconciled between

the hause and the Senate will go a lony way tovard reducing income
taxes on the working poor. However. they do not reduce their tax
burdens to the levels of the - 370°8:

Thrée changes in current .orm proposals woGIld aid f.1e “poor at
relatively low cost to the Treasury. First. the Earned Income Tax
Credit (EITC), a refundable credit currenily received rv about 6
mIIIIon families with children, should be increa ase & Bofh Committee

proposals do so. but they do not restore its real value to the IeveI

of the late 1970s. This would require Increasinc the maximum credit

in 1986 daIIiiS fibm 8550 to about $B0C and rasinq the Iﬁéﬁme ceiling
from $11.000 to $16:000: A1S5; Ehe credit Bhouid be extended to
childless poor and near-poor couples who are oo ineligibie.

Second the child care tax credit, which partially offseti Ehild
care costs for workinq single parents and couples in wuich both

Spouses ork. should be made refundable. Currently; few 6f the b66i

Third, the personal exemption should bz converted into a

refundable credit for those who do not Itemize dadicticns. For
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example; the $2;0C0 exemption and the fir.. bracket tox rate of 15

percent reduce a family’s tax bill by $300 cnly if its texable income

before the exefipEion 13 $2,000. If a poor family could cho

as income in the computation of welfare benefits., such a change would

also reduce the welfare rolls.

If all three reforms were implemented. the poor would not only be
receive credits offsetting some of their social security taxes. There
reforms would not threaten any of the efficiency goals of tax reform

-- the broadening of the tax base and the Iowering of mirginal rates.
any alternative plan to aid the working poor through welfare.

Welfare ﬁefé;m - ﬁelfare shoul& iikewise bé reformed in such a
way as to reward work and discourage dependency for the able bodied.

At the s

éimé é?ﬁ& Shooid Offer necessary income assistance ﬁo
those in temporary need -- concern with the underclass should not
obscure the fact that the vast majority of persons who every receive

any welfare, receive assistar-a for less than two years.

We offer a generul gui. 7t 2 blueprint. for the direction in
which we think welfare ro? should move. Implementation of
changes which we, and oth ac.. te involve many difficult

decisions which we cannot address today: “hould a long term

vecipient with a young child be reguired ¢ work? BShould states

the federal government pay fofr jcbs offered to long term recipients?

refuses work?
We propose nodest changes in the AFDC program for short “erm
recipients and more far reaching changes for longer term recipients.

Our reforms is to offer options between cash grants training and work
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for short term recipients who are largely part of the mainstream poor.
Longer tern recipients unable Lo work would be covered by a suitably
modified Supplesental éééﬁr!li Incose (SSI) for the disabled while
those who can work would be offered jobs.

For reciplents oho have received assistance For less than six

years (the time to raise one child to schuol age) we advocate &
program.similar to the Massachusetts Employment and Training Choices
program (ET): Such a program would allow participants €6 gain
warketable skills and work expérience uhile also continuing to rezeive
grants. Making the jobs program voluntary 1imifs the number of jobs
wnich have to be Iocated or created, and allows caseworkers s focus
on the recipients’ self percéived reeds. Sinca _the majority of people
enﬁé?iﬁ@ welfare currently stay on the program for a feu years we see
little argument for not trusting a recipient's judgement abouf which
program is most effective for her, at IeasE durinq the first six

years.

There are two major Ciffervnces between our approach and ET.
FIrst, e advocate a program which also allows rion-recipients to
obtain training or take jobs when siots are available. This would
reduce any incentives to enter weIfare in order to gain the training
or work Benefita from the program. Second. sirice a program ghich
encouraqes work Bhaﬁld not then limit worx opportunities, we wouId not
place a4 maximum on the number of hours a participant was allowed to
;Bfk. Stnce we believe most vecipients want to work, we expect that
these two modifications would be expensive. However, if we are £&

take the emphasis on work seriously; we mU3E be willing to pa¥ the
costs of such an approach.

For lonqer term reprIenEs we advocate disability payments for
those wlhoc meet the criteria applied to curtent S51 recipients and a
program which requires work in eaxchange for assistance for tho able
podied: The program would provide Job slo:s either in the public or
private sector: OGr preferenca would be for jobs in the private

sector, but if an insufficient number of uch jobs were found then
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efiployment at the minimum wage would be offered in the public sector.
Again partici-ants would be allowed to work full time -- they would

15 currently the case in the workfare demonstration projects.
Programs would have to be reformed and coordinated to ifisure that
earnings for those working 3,500 hours, plus Food Stamps. housing
subsidies; and tax credits would yield a pcverty line level of income
Iri summary; we believe that public Policy must move in two
different directions. First, for the vast majority of the poor who
are not in the underclass, programs should be medified and, in some

cases, expanded. For those adble to work. this involves tax reforms
and expanded work and training opportunities. Cash grants for this
group should be available for conly limited duration. For those unable

fiihaged €5 Ieave welfare on Cheir own after six years. This program
should offer employment opportunities but not direc: cash payments for

those able to work.

Footnotes

- Igiyiiam Julius Wilson is undertaking.an._ambitious project to
gather new data to measure the underclass in Chicago.

2215 1979 there were 3,56 _million AFDC families and .34 ®million
families with public assistancz income-living-in poverfy areas. ..
Applying this ratio (.34/3.56) to the 0.7 million people receiving
AFDC in 1984 yields 1.03 mizlfon_receipients in urban poverty areas.
some of whor are not long term recipierts.
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Table 1
Characteristics of Poor Persons and
Heads of Poor Households in 1984

-- - Number

tthousands) Poverty Rate
Persons by Sex and
Race Of Head
Male Head
Hhite 13,385 8:2
Black 3,029 19.1
Other 846 13.0
Female Head .
White 9,570 27.3
Black 6.462 32.9
Other 408 37.7
Total Persons 33,700 1424
Nusbér _ ,
{thousands) Percent of Poor
Work Experience of Head
Not Expected to Work 7.5 53.0
Expected to Work
Worked 0 Weeks - 2.1 15.1
Worked 1-48. WEeks 2.4 16.8
Horked 49-52 Warks 2.1 15.1

imillicns of persons)

- —Zotal —poor
All Races 3.67 1.83
Blacks 2.48 1.27

1

Poverty areas are defined as census tracks with poverty rates
above 40 parcent in 100 largest SMSAS.

source: 1980 Census of Population Subject Report. Poverty Areas
in Large Cities: Table 1.

. A

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ﬁﬁmﬁe? of éérﬁéag Li;iﬁ;

84

Table

by Poverty Residence

ti11i6n6 of

3
in 50 Laro-st Cities
-- 1969 and 19791

ﬁéiiﬁﬁl)
— Aii Residents Residents of Poor Aréas
— , Percent e Percent
1969 1979 Change 1969 1979 Change
Total
All Races 39.83  37.83 -5.1 192 3:22  +67.7
Blacks 9:87  10:59 +7.3 1.41 2.18  +54.6
(percent Black) (24.7)  (2B.0) - 136.2) (&87.7) -
Poor ,
All Races 6.00 6.71  +11.8 .92 I:6I  +75.0
Biacks 2.69 3.14 4167 .71 1.12  +57.7
(Percent Black) (44.B)  (46.7) - (29.5) (43.8) -

Ipoverty areas avt defined as. Census Teacks with poverty
_percent in the iargest 50 SMSA's in 1969.

Source:

Popluation subject Reports.,
Table 1 with the same SMSA'
Subject Reports, Poverty Areas in Large Cities:

ComPutations from matching the 50 SMSA's in 1970 Census of

rates above 40

Low Income Areas_in Large Cities:

8_1n_1980 _Censuz of Population
Table 1.
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[Excerpt From The Public Interest]

POVERTY. WELFA RE & WORKFARE
'WELFA RE & WORKFARE

Iswelfare
' really the problem?

DAVID T. ELL'*¥OOD & LAWRENCE H: SUMMERS

h. HE POVERTY ISSUE is g?iaiéciégfj;

No one is satisfied with cu;rent policy, but no alternative can gener-

ate much support. The sources of dissatisfaction are well-illustrated

in {-¥0 recent tracts on the poverty problein: Chsrles Murray's Los-

ing Ground and Michael Harrington's The New Arierican Po- -

" Murray notes that prverty has increased in the last fiftes

while federal social speuding has ballooned. He argues for -

Laffer curve: Attempts to reduce poverty actually have ma.
worse. Harrington sees the probler: of rising pover'y & cne
by government i~sction rather than action: He asserts that the Virar

on Poverty was never really declared and argues thj;fvixth 3iit a

massive effort, there is o real charice of combatting poverty.

We have reviewed the existing policies and our national record
in reducing poverty. Despite the haphazard evolution of these poli-
cies and their seeming lack of coherence, -they function reasonably

well. Our conclusion is that; given the resources devoted to fighting
poverty, the policies have done as well as we could have hoped.
There is ogic to the broad oiitlines of the current “safety net.” Cate-

gorical programs have provided financial support to the need' -.nd

- A version of this article will appear-in Fighting Poverty: What Works 111 1 What
Doesn't, Sheldon Danziger and Daniel Weinberg, eds. (Cambridge: Harva.d Univer-
sity Press, forthcoming).
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probably have not causz: i 3; 1e~.-222' - » ot \b@ Sireatit prob-

lems. It is true that current ir- 22w do selatively litle to
help *he poor achieve seif-snff. i & g 1. ameliorate soi.e of the

serious social problems attending »ov~rt: ; hut a review of the ret-

ord does not support the view thcy h'" L civsed them.

Measuring v 7

Any discussion of trends in povert / must rely on some measure

of the incidence of poverty. And =ny single poverty measure is
bound to be misleading. We concent-ate here on trends in the
officially defined poverty rate: that fraction of the populatmn tiv-

ing in families with incomes. blow the poverty line: It is important

to understand that the poverty line is a fixed level of real income

(which varies by family size) thought to be sufficient to provide a
mxmmally adequate stanuard of living. It is adJusted each year only

provxde an md;cator of socxetys success in_ alleviating hardship

i dicate changes in income inequality; whlch is quite apother issue.

It is also 1mportant to recogm‘.e that only cash payments are treated

benefxts such as medxcal care, food stamps, or housing assxsta‘ice are
not counted at all.

Figure * " spicts the trends since 1959 in the. poverty rate, defined

as the perc.ntage of all persons living in families with cash income
below the poverty line. We have broken down the figiires for the
elderly and nonelderly separately. For those over sixty-five, there

was dramatic and relatively continual progress up to 1974; some

modest progress through 1878, and a relatively flat poverty level

since that ~me. For the nonelderly there was a dramatic decline in
the poverty rate between 1959 and 1969. Then progress halted- The
rate moved up and down throughout the 19705, finally tirning up

rather sharply in the 1980s. It is the dramatic halt to progress in

reducxng the poverty rate for the nc:: Jderly which seemed to coin-

cide with the onset of the Gzeat Socxety programs that has sparked
the current dissatisfaction with our antipoverty efforts. Throughout
this article we focus primarily on the nonelderly, since tbere apiears

@ be less concern that our efforts at he.ping senior citizens were
ineffectual or counterproducﬁve

Povert'y and economis change

How much of the poverty rate can be explamed by general €co-
fiomic developments? Figure II plots the nonelderly poverty rate

91
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are I OFficial Poverty Rates fur the Eiderly and Nonelderlya
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along with the poverty threshold expressed asa ‘ractxon of medxan
income. It is apparent that the curves dowztaxl almost perfectly:

Almost all of the variation. in the powrty rate is fracked by move-

ments in median farily income. The povcrtg rate, and the poverty

line as a fraction of total family income, move almost completely

together..
One does see a shght dxvergence of the trends :n the 1980s. But
here it should be noted, the poverty rate is basicatly trackmg the

performance of the econorn) In real terms; median family income

in 199 was no higher than it was in 196¢. In the recession of 1982,
it actually fell 5 percent below the 1969 level. Average families

today have no more real *~ %+ ." 1n they did almost fifteen years
ago. It should not come as - - irpnse then; tha* poor families
were not much better off -+ - 4‘;5' it seems reasonable to blame
the same factors for the st=-+.* 1= ‘n the fortunes of both the poor

and the nonpoor B
The reasons ;or the lack of growth in medxan famxly incore are
not -entirely ciear. Real per capita disposable. income dxd rise by

275 percent. Sorme. of Ehe explanations must therefore lie in demo-

graph::- changes which were affectmg both the poor and the non-

poor. There has beo,n smce the 19605 a large n‘crease in the numbPr

3 6 to 3. 3 The share of income gomg to smgle mdxwduals also

increased substantially. But demographxa alone cannot be the

entire story. Median income of full-year, full-time male workers

also declined between 1970 and 1980. }..ach of the blame must be
placed on the productivity slowdown, which reduced the annual
rate of growth of productivity to 0.8 percent in the 1970s after
nearly two and a half decades of growth at almost 3 percent per

year. Dkﬁésable income Increased becausc more people were work-

ing, not because wages increased ‘Whatever t the reasons fo. the

income on socxa] wYue program mxstak&c Makmg the poor better

or worse off should not &dffect median income because the middle

family in the income distribntion would not be directly affected.

_ A brief comideratmn of the relevant magnitudes- -makes it clear

why movements in_average family incomes should be a dominant
determinant of the fortunes of the poor. The bottom fifth of all fam-
ilies gets about B percert of total personal inicorie. This figare hB
beeri remarkably stble for most-of the past twenty years: At pres-

ent, therefore, a 10 pereent increase in dxsposable personal income

would raise the amount of income flowing to the poor by $13 bil-
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lion. A 25 percent increase; such as that achieved between 196] and
1966, would increase the income of the bottom fifth by rigre than
the total cost of all ineans-tested cash assistance programs plis Food
There is an alternative way of seeing that the performance of the
economy will be a dominant determinant of the economic condition
of the poor. A majority of the nonelderly poor are in male-headed
families. For this group, at least 75 percent of incomne ~ ssolts from

earnings. Even among poor, fer ale-headed famil>z. with children;
fully 40 percent of all income comes from workinc. The fraction is
much greater for families near the poverty line— the ones w0 will
be drawn into or out of poverty as the economy swings. -
Still, it is troubling to find that poverty rates have tracked median

family income so closely. Expenditures on social welfare programs

increased many times during the late 1960s and early 1970s. Should-
n't we have expected some improvement.in poverty, if for no other
reason than that transfers from the government shoild have pished

more people across the poverty line? This lack of PTOGTESS seems to

have fueled the current perception that the antipoverty programis
were a failure. { " arles Murray even arjsiies that the growth in gov-
ernment programs induced the poor to stop relying on -iriva‘e sources
of income and start relying on public sources; reducing tSeir hopes
for self-sufficiency. Let us examine this argu.nent: S

It is customary to break social + elfare expenditures into three

categories: social insurance; cash assistanice; and in-kind benefits.
The social insurance system is clearly geared to the middle class,
designed to protect those who retire or who suffer some calamity

such as total disability, unemployment, or work injury and there-

fore are unable to earn money. Medicare, which covers much of the

medical care needs of thie aged and totally disabled who seceive
Social Security; is usually classified as a social insurance program

everr though it provides in-kind benefits: Most workers are covered
by these programs so ‘ong as they have workeﬁdiﬁjgi;s}rﬁjéble period.
i‘ar frrom being incoi -tested, these programs tenq to giv g};ii'ghét

benefits to those who had higher earnings before retirement; dis.

2bility; or unemployment. Thus the programs do prote: some fam-
ilies from poverty; but they really are desigried t; ~istect middle-
class incomes. .

, Benefits for the poor
Cash assistance is offered to certain low-income groups. In most

areas, only three roups really qualify for significant cash assis-

0 94
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tance: the aged; the totally disabled; and persons in single-parent
families. Supplemental Security Income (SSI) covers the first two
groups while Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)

covers the third: There is some assistance available for others:. Most

states offer a very modest General Assistarice (GA) Frogram, often

for people who are partially disabled: Some states also offer an
AFDC.-Unemployed Parent (AFDC-UP) program for two-parent
families. In fact, there are stringent restrictions on eligibility- for

AFDC-UP, and the program is extremely small, less than 5 percent
of the total AFDC program. The cash transfer programs are explic-

itly income-tested and benefits d‘?é,liﬁ?f{ income rises. . . _
Finally, there are a variety of in-kind benefits available. Food

Stamips provide modest benefits per person in the form of vouchers,
biit the beriefits are available; on a scale which varies by inicome, to

all poor persons (except students and strikers). Medicaid provides
medical benefits to the poor, but only to tho: ~ who are aged, per-
manently disabled, or are in single-parent far.aes. There are hois-
ing assistance programs and a number of other i:odest in-kind bene-
fite, like Low Income Home Energy Assistanc .

‘Table I shows the magnitude and the i vth of these various
programs. Expenditures are divided by foriar beneficiary group:
the elGerly; the totally disabled; and all ni. -s. Certainly the most

orominent fact on the table is that the b - all expenditures and
7he bulk of the dollar growth has beew in viograms for the elderly.
We would certainly expect to see, as we lii-e seen, a very dramatic

reduction in poverty among this group cven in the 1970s, when
growth was rather flat. - o

By almost any standard, expenditures on cash assistance pro-
grams specifically targeted at the poor arc small. Taken together,

all the cash assistance programs for the onelderly totalled less than

$20 biltion in 1982. That is a considerable iricrease over 1960, when
benefits were under $5 billiox (in 1980 dollars). But it still repre-
sents miich less than 1 percent of GNP. Federal expenditures for
these progratrs are less than 2 percent of the federal budget. -

These expenditures are too small to have very much effect on
measured poverty. Cash assistance pus*ies just 5 percent of poor per-

sons out of poverty. Spreading the $20 biltion spent on-cash assis-
tance across all the 30.6 million non-elderly poor yields an average
cash benefit of slightly over $50 per person per month. Benefits are
actually con ~irated on those persons who are single parents or

disabled: But for single parents, benefits average only $100 monthly
per person; for the disabled, they average roughly $320. These
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’IEble . Costs of Major Public Assistance and Social Insurance Prop-ams
for the Elderly; Totally Disabled; anid All Othiers

(Billions of Constant 1980 Dollars)s

190 1970 71980

PHOGK&MS FOR THE ELDERLY

Social Security, Old Age, and Survivor's . $29.2 $60.7 $104.7
Public Employee and Railroad Renrement 9.7 21.9 4.3
_ Medicareb . ..............iiiiiiiiinn 0 16.8 29.1
4.5 4.0 2.7
In-Kind Benefits
Medicaidb 0 4.1 8.7
Food Stamps . . . . K 0.2 0.5
Housinge .. .. ; ........ N 0.1 0.5 2.5
PROGRAMS FOR THE T3 ' * » [JISAE/ . LD
Social Insurance o _ o
Social Security Disabil™ .. ............ 16 6.5 154
S Medicare® ... ... i i . 0 0 4.5
Cash Assistance
Supplemental Security Income (and Aid to ) . ~
the Disabled) 0.7 2.1 5.0
-K R
2.2 7.0
PROGRAMS FOR OTHERS
Social Insurance _ o o
nst 8.4 9.3 18.9
Worliers Compensation.................. 3.6 6.5 13.6
Cosh Assistonce
Aid_to Families With Depéndenf Children - - o
__(AFDQ).. e 2.8 10.3 12.5
General Assistance (CA) 0.9 1.3 1.4
In-Kmd Benefits . _
0 3% 7.5
. -0 11 8.6
ﬂousing'-‘ 0.4 1.0 4.7
™ Sources: Social Security Bulletin, Annual Staiitical Supplemer 1982 (Washington: U.S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office), Tables 2. 18,18, 154. 155, 160 172, 19" 200. AlsoSl&iﬁhE&lﬁmaa 1964,

Tablés 840, 843; and Stasistical Abstract-1S78. '\ uhle 549,
MediJn;ndMedicddbegmmlm S . S - =
- -¢ Estimate bued on fraction of p rmmving \WOusing assi who are elderiy. (See Buréza
of the Census, 1982.)
Sodld  Security Dinbllity Insunpcepmynm begln in 1956
was d to the disabled in 1

amounts just are not sufficient to push very many persons out of
poverty..

Perhapr even more 1m ortant, over the enod w}~en povst: v
p

rates were stable, there irare only modest changes in e
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these programis: Between 1970 and 1980; cash assistance expendi-
tares rose from $13.7 billion to $18.9 billion. Yet over the entire

decade; annual expenditures per nonelderly poor person rose just
$93! Surh an increase would hardly be noticed in the poverty statis-
tics. And even that figure overstates the significarnce of the increase:

Nearly all of the growth in these programs came in the disability

program, which reaches only two million persons.

Programs which provide in-kind benefits, such as Food Stamps
housing assistance, or medical care, did grow corisiderably over the
1970s. But none of these gets counted as income for purposes of
defining poverty, though they clearly reduce hardship:

The Food Stamp program comes closest to offering cash assis-

tance; and benefits from the program should surely be counted as

income in calculating poverty. Unlike almost every other major
social program, Food Stamps are available to all poor families regard-

less of their characteristics. But average benefits are relatively low

—less than $40 per month per person. Thus the program would not

push very many people out of poverty even if its benefits were
included as measured income. If Food Stamps were treated as income

in 1982, the number of nonelderly poor would have fallen from

30.6 mxlhon to 29.1 mllhon Housing assistance is also avaxlable—m

1980, $4 billion was spent on the nonelderly: There are also a vari-

ety of child welfare, child nutrition; social services; and other pro-

grams. We do not have an exact total for these for the nonelderly,
but it is probably between $5 and $10 billion.

Medical care falls into a special category. Persotis who are in
single-parent families or who are totally dxsabled and a few others

can quilify for Medicaid: In 1980 the cost for single parents was
$7:5 biltion: for the disabled, $7 billion. It is_less appropriate to
think of medical care in the same way that cash assistance or food
stamps are viewed. The poor never bought miich heaith insurance
prior to the start of the program in 1967 so provision for medical

care was niot really counted in determining the poverty level. Care

was prowded on & chanty basis; in government-financed county

hospitals; or it was simply not provided.

Because none of these in-kind benefits is counted in incomie, they
cannot reduce Statistically measured poverty. But there are indica-
tions that these programis have been at least parﬁally successful in

achieving their specific goﬁs Life expectancy in the U.S. rose more

during the 1970s than during either the 1950s or 1960s. Perhaps more
sxgnifxcantly, life expectancy rose more for nonwhites than whites:
4.2 years versus 2.7 years. Similarly, the nonwhite infant mortality

rate declined almost twice as much ini absolute terms as the white

Q%
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rate. And both calonc mtake and protem copsumphon of the poor

increased relative to the miiddle class: “Nuotritional inequatity”
declined nonceably

Benefits for the middle class
The really la.rge growth in social benefits for the ﬂonelderly

caffie in the social insurance programs—the programs for the mid-

dle class: Unempioyment Insurance (Ul); Workers' Compensation

(WG), Soma:l Secimty stabxhty (DI), and Medicare for the dxs-

decade before.
These programs are no* generally percexved by the pablic as

being antipoverty programs; and rightly so. Their benefits go largely

to tiie middle class: Only one-quarter of Ul and WC funds go to

persons who would otherwise be poor. Nonetheless, their signifi-
cance in aiding the poor should not be understated. For those for-
merly poor persons lucky enough to receive Ul or. WC benefits;

three-guarters are pushed out of poverty by them: Indeed; in some

tespects these programs probably do more to reduce poverty among

the nonelderly than the cash assistance programs do. If Ul and WC
dxd not enst at Ieast 3 mxlhon _more nonelderly people would be

pr0ved dunng the 1970s. The nngle most nnportant correlate with

poverty—median family income—did not change. On government's

side of the ledger; expenditures for cash assistance directed to the
poor started small and did not increase very much. In-kind benefits
increased dramatically, biit they are not counted in income, so they
could ot improve measured poverty.

Biit whether or not government transfers were large enough to

have a sxgmfxcant effect on poverty, concerns remain that govern-

ment ‘may actua]ly be conmbutmg to the poverty problem by dxs-

W looked at three groups | that fxgure pmmmenﬂy iti any disemon

of the disadvantaged in America. The first two are afforded the

bulk of cash assistance—the disabled and those in single-parent
families. For both of these groups; existing policies have been indicted
as having important counterproductive influences. The third group,
black youth, has at times been cited as an associated victim of the

current welfare system. In all three cases; we comsidered whether or

not transfer policies must bear significant responsibility for the

problems faced by the groups
The disability insurance (DI) portion of Social Secunty and Sup-

2
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plemental Secunty Income thch prondes for those who are dn-
abled and poor; grew enormiously during the 1970s—both more

than doubled during the decade: The comibined cost of social irsur-
ance and cash assistance and in-kind benefits for the disabled was

nearly $33 billion in 1980. Recently it has been charged that the

program has reduced labor force participation of _ middle-aged men:
The charge is serious, since the program is intended solely for those

who cannot work:
The program’s growth has indeed coincided wx*h 1 sxgmﬁcant

decrease in labor_ force participation among men: In 1960, only

about 4 per-ent of men aged forty-five to fifty-four were out of the

labor foree. By 1980, the figure had reached almost 9 percent. For

black men the increases were even more dramatic: from 7 percent

up to 16 percent Motivated by these Statistics, a need to cut bud-

gets, and a host of anecdotes; the Reagan adrmnxstratxon undertook

a major tightening of eligibility rules under DI in the early 19805,

cutting several hundred thousand people and making eligibility
more dxffxcult to obtain. These policy developients coincided with

increasing criticism within some academiic circles of this antipoverty

program for contrxbrvting to dechmng male labor force participa-

tion. The argument was that men who could work have been shift:
ing to Disability Insurance. Thus Donald Parsons concluded in 1980
that the recent increase in nonparticipation in the labor force of
pnme-aged men can be largel 7 explained by the increased generos-

ity of social welfare transfers (though these findings have been dis-

puted by other economists). o
One approach to exploring the employabmty of those who

received disability insurance is to look at the earnings pattems of
those who applied but were denied. Certainly those who were denied

assistance are op average considerably miore emplovable than those

g'réntéd benefits. Unfortunately, there are few data from recent -

years on the subsequent earnings of those denied chsab:lxty benefits.

However, the Social Security Administration (S5A) has exrimxned

the subsequent earnings experience of those denied bencfits in 1967
and 1970 In assessing this eviderice, it is important to recall that the

fraction of disability applicants denied eligibility has risen steadily

through time; from 49 percent in 1965 to 52 percent in 1975 to

66 percent in 1980. Thus rejections are even more commion how
than during that study period.

Yet in the late 1960s, virtually all of those who were rejected by
the Disability Insurance program did little work in subsequent years.

A 5SA staff paper summarized the 1967 survey results by noting: “A

9%
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Iarge propomon of the denied apphcants never retmned to compet-
itive employment d;spte many years of work prior to the:r disabit-

ity and an administrative decision in 1¢67 that they were still able
to dq so." Ij‘urther, "Four-flfths of these clalmants who were mltxa]ly

in the followmg five years.”! Similar results were obtained in the

1970 survey.
Prelxmmary work by ]ohn Bound suggests that these basxc con-

clusions hold in recent years even if one looks across the entire age
distribution of persons under sixty applying for disability benefits.
More than half do not return to sustained work, And those who do
return to work ..uffer ‘earnings losses of nearlv 50 percent.

Smce 1970 the DI program has doubied in size: Some of the

increase is undoubtedly due to increased knowledge of the program
and some may be due to increased benefit levels and some r<lax-
ation in standards. But even if the program now were taking p *ople
equivalent to the least-emplovable four-fifths of those rejected in
1970, it would still be taking a group which would have done no

sustained work whether or not they had beea accepted And recall

that in 1980; prior to the recently increased restrictions; 66 percent of
applicants were denied entry to a program that is designed for the
totally disabled. Those who apply are unlikely to be very healthy.
Disability programs appear to be one example where a carefully
targeted program can give generous benefits without generating

large adverse incentive effects: But the program succeeds largely
because benefits are based on a relatively objective and difficult-to-
alter set of physical conditions.
AFDC and single-parent families
The mountmg number of chxldren bemg raxsed in smgle-parent

P

ent “crisis of the family” is noted most acutely with respect to black
households; but the trends seem to extend to all racial and economic
groups. The numbers are stark. By the time today’s children turn
eighteen, some 45 percent of whites and 85 percent of blacks aie
expected to have lived for some part of their life in a smgle-parent

household: At a minimum those who live in single-parent houasze

holds face financial hardship; there may be other adverse conse-
quences as well.

__1 Ralph Tretel, "Appeal By Denied Disability Claimants;” Social Security Admin-

istration staff paper No. 23 (Washington: U.S. Covernment Printing Office; 1976),
pp. 22, 25.
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Certainly the most troubling and potentiallv the most damning
accusation leveled against the current Welfate svstem is the charge
that it encourages the formation and perpetuation of smgle-parent

families. The specrfus of the charges have changed over time; but
not the hasrc _message. Ongmally, xt was suggested that we had

denymg benefrts to famxlxes wrth two parents. More recently, in the
wake of the negative incomie tax experiments, it is alleged that by

rehevmg a family of the mecessity of relying on two parents for

income; welfare facilitates marital disruption.

_ Figure III plots the fraction of all children living in a fémale~
headed bousehold and the fraction of all children who have received
AFDC since 1960. The fraction of all children. hvmg in a female-
headed household started rising much faster in the late 19605, at

precisely the time when the number of children on AFDC rose
sbarply. But then the trends diverged—dramatically so. _
ance 1972 the fract:on of al] children who hve in a female-

to almiost 20 percent: During that same penod the fraction of ali
children who were in homes EBH&;Ung AFDC beld almost constant;
at 12 percent. The figures are even more dramatic for bhacks BRetween
1972 and 1980 the number of black children in female-headed fam-

ilies rose nearly 20 percent. The niimber of black children on AFDC
actually Jell by 5 percent:

If AFDC were pulling families apart and encouragmg the for-
mation of single-parent families; it is very bard to understand why
the number of children on the program would remain constant
throughout the period in our history when family structures changed
the most.

These figures are easy to understand in light of the fact that real

AFDC levels fell by almost 30 percent between 1970 and 1980 in the
median state. Even in some comparatively liberal states; benefits
plummeted. In New York City, benefits dropped 33 percent in real
terms over this period. Food Stamps mitigated the declines some-
what. But between 1971 and 1983, combined Food Stamps and
AFDC benefits fell by 22 percent in real terms in the median state:
A smaller aud smaller fraction of children iu .ingle-parent families
were receiving AFDC for a very simple reason—benefit levels, and
thercfore eligibility, were being sharply cut back.

Perbaps the impact of AFDC benefits was deleyed or perhaps
once a threshold is reached; people do not react to cmmga in bene-

fit levels. These explanations could explain why family structures
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FigtTré o Compmﬁve Perecnfages of Children in Female-Headed
end AFDC Households, 1960-1982a
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story créditmg AFDf: with a very large part in Inducmg changed

family structures which is consistent with a falling absolute number
of chxldren on the program. .

And what about the sharp rise in the fractxon of a.h bu’tlLs to
unmamed black miothers? Thie birth rate to unmarried black women
fell 13 percent between 1970 and 1980: But the bi.i-th rate among all

married black women fell even more—by 38 percent—so the frac-

tion of births to unmarried women rose. During the same penod
the unmarried birth rate to whites rose by 27 percent. It seems diffi-
cult to argie that AFDC was a major influence il unmarried births
when there was smu.ltaneously 4 rise in the birth rate to unmarried

whites and a fall in the rate for anmarried blacks:?

Probably the most important lesson of t:he time-series inalys:s is

that family structure changes just do not seem to mirror benefit level

changes. We have alreaay made rather Draconian cuts in beneFit
levels and family structure changes have not slowed appreciably. 1t

2 See, for example, Mary Jo Bane and David T. Ellwood, “The Impact of AFDC

on Family Structure and Living Arrangements,” Jurnal of Labor Research (forth-
coming, 1986).
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ilics together
A second approach also fails to find a strong connechon betweon

AFDC and family structure. Benefit levels vary widely from state to

state. In Mississippi in 1980; a single-parent family of four coald get

a maximum of $120 perr month in AFDC benefxts and that amount

California or New York, the sarmie famxly could get $563 i in benefxts

The gaps between states are ot quite as large as they might

seem;_because the Food Stamps program is a federal one with ari-

form benefit levels nationally. As such it narrows the gaps in bene-
fxts between states But even 1nc1ud1ng F ood Stamps benefits vary

not one is in a smg]e parent famlly, so their 1mpact on famxly for-

mation choices is unclear.

. _The obvious test is to compare the percentage of chxldren hvmg
in female-headed households, or the divorce rate or the birth rate to
unmarried women, with benefit levels across the states. Figure IV
provides sach a comparison for 1980. There is no obvious relation-

ship between the percentage of children not living in two-parent

families and AFDC benefit levels across states: The same holds for

almost every other measure of family structure as well; including

dxvorce rates and out-or wedlock bxrth rates More sophlstxcated

characteristics across states typically also show little or no rela-
tionship. e
Our conclusion is that AFDC nas far less to do ‘with changes in

famxly structures than has been alleged. We suspect that the changes
are probably better traced to changing attitudes toward welfare
and heightened 1ndependence brouight about by 2 host of forces that

seemed to have come to a crescendo in the late 1960s. In the black

community; family structure changes may have had more to do

with the changing fortunes of black men than the availability of
AF¥DC.

AFDC and smgle mothers
Unlike the dfsabxhty programi, there are undoubtedly some

reductions in labor supply by female fa”’i]y hieads induced by the

current program. However, studies suggest that AFDC has had a

modest effect in reducing work. Welfare mothers do not seem to be

very sensitive to work incentives, Most recently; changes have been

made in the AFDC program which essentlally eliminate all work
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Figure /. Relation of State AFDC Benefit Levels to Proportmn
of Blask Children in Single-Parent Households, 1980
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incentives. After four months beneflts are reduced at least $1 fer
each dollar the woman earns over $30. Yot available evidence indi-

cates that there has been little change in the work of single mothers.

Concerns about AFDC run deeper than just a fear that short-

term work incentives are distorted. There is a sense that iong—term
dependency has developed, that people have come to rely on wel-
fare to. meet rieeds thiat they coilld and would rieet on their own if

they had no alternative: Except for the case studies of sociologists,

we know of no definitive work on the extent to which pathological

dependency exists; or on the role that AFDC has had in cieating

such dependency.
But there is mformatxon on the" duratxon of AFDC receipt which

does shed some light on this issue. The evidence, as analyzed bv

Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood for example, suggests two sub-

groups within the AFDC population. Most people who use AFDC

stay on the program a relatively short time. At least 50 percent 'e;ve
within two years, 85 percent leave within eight. Most women who
ever use AFDC do ot seem to get trapped by it. At the same time;

the minority which does stay on a long time accumulates and thus
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minority afss accodnts for a lﬁrge fraction of people who are on the

program at any one point in ime; The 15 pércent of new ' recipients
who stay eight years or more on the program collect more than 50
percent of the benefits paid out. Further, certain women are at par-

Healar risk of long-termm dependency. Unmarried mothers, high

school drepouts, and nonwhites all tenid to have much longer stays

than others:

. Thus the program does provide short-term relief to the ma)ority
of the people it touches, but the bulk of its expenditures goes to a
group that is in fact dependent on welfare for an extended period.
This dependent group is a legitimate source of concern. There is not

any good evidence that they are trapped by welfare per se; we omnly

know that they rely on it for at least part of their sdpport Such
dependence is easily explained. Few single mothers get much child
support from absent fathers, so there are just two routes to self-
S[IffICAency-—work and marriage. And both of these can be ham-

pered by the presence of young children. St:ll the fact that many

are found in this state of depende"” seems undesirable;
Knowingly or unknowingly we have been engaged in an experi-
men over the past ten years. This experiment has been carried out
at fhe ‘expense cf single mothers and its results can b: judged a fail-
ure. We have ciit back AFDC benefits considerably, but there has

been no noticeable cffect on family structure or work. We can be

sure the impact on the well-being of single mothers was noticed by

the families. We have also conducted an experiment in allowing
bene't'm to vary across states for years. Here, too, there is little evi-
dence that these differences have had any noticeable effect on werk

or family striicture.
Yet there are sources of concern: There is little evidence that the

current system causes large changes in family structure. But there is
Teason to worry that massive widening of welfare benefits to other
groups could have mioré serious disruptive effects. The negative
income tax experiments suggested that a systemn which allowed a

husband and wife to split up and esth collect benefits mdependently

increased marital splits among low-income familes by as much as

40 Percent more than was true upder the existing system: These
results, while not definitive {splits did not increase in one site; racial
pattems differed across sites), do serve as a warning that major

changes in incentives could have important consequences, at lpast

for marital stability:
And dependency is a probler for some AFDC recxpxents at Jeast

if dependency is defined as long-term welifare receipt. Such depen-
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dency is uouoimg, particalarly since it seems to be g:eatat unong

groups that have considerable disadvantages to begm with. Our
current_welfare policies may have some influence on this depen-
dence, Tl'iéi'é is 5 Wiaéiii'éid hbjﬁé thét gbﬁéﬁiiﬁéi’it could de some-

Yet government has not shown much capacxfy to i improve the

sztuatlon very much We kn0w of no seqous policy thratﬁ encourages

recxpxents and poor women genera.lly, but gams have been _quite
modest. Wh:le the desire to pursue ways to improve the ability of

single woriten to support thenr;élvs is widespread, few who have

designed these programs have very optimistic expectations.

. The peculiar nature of the welfare problem for single mothers is
the fact that society generally recognizes and encourages mothers
who stay home and care for children, but it also sees self-sufficiency
as 4 virtue and it is increasingly unwﬁhng to actept welfare depen-

dence among smgle mothers in the way it accepts it among the dis-

abled. Thus one ca.nnot have a pfbgfam of high benefits and no

tions abgut work and ch:ld, care are mev1table glven social prefer—
ences. Diverse services must be offered.
Black ycath and the “job gap”

By every conceivable measure the labor market situation for
young blacks is bad and getting worse. Figure V shows the unem-
ployment rate among black and white youth aged sirteen to nine- -
teen from 1955 to 1980. While the rate for white youth has been rei-

atively steady throughout the period the rate for biagls has risen

almost continually; though it was during the 1970s that the gap
really widened. If we look at the sexes separately; we see similar
patterns for young men and women. Things get somewhat better as
tha youth age, biit the gap between the races has been widening for
those aged twenty to twenty-four as well. The ‘magnitude of the

problem cannot be overstated: In 1980; before the recessioq realy

hit, only one in three black teenagers out of school had any ]ob

_ What is all the more perplexing about this widening gap is the
fact that the changes have come at a tims when developments are
occurrir - that might he ve been emected to narrow the racial gap.
Civil rights legislation was passed in the 2960s which reduced overt
discrimination in the workplace. The educational patterns of the
races have been converging: Similar proportions of blacks and whites

now complete high school. College is almost as common for non-
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Figure V. Unemployment among Teenaged
Black and White Youth. 1954-1980+

Unempldyment rale, ages 16-19
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. 5517}7:&'- U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Hondbook n] Lobor Statistics (1854).

whxtes as whxtes Blacks are also narrowmg the racxal gap in the :
more hxghly paxd professions.
The fear of many ¢ comnservatives is that the very social forces

which predominated in the late 1960s; particularly the push for

socxal welfaixe prcgramé lead to a destructxon of tradxtxonal values

not competent to 3udge the entu'e socxologlcal impact of publxc pol-
icy generally or to evaluate changlng valiles in America's ghettos.
But we can explore the logic of an assertion that the exparnsion of

social welfare programs played a major role in the decline of work

among black youth.
We will concentrate on employment of black male youth to

avoid problems associated with childbearing among young women.
Isit piatmbié that social welfare policies have caused a severe decline

in the work ethic among young black men?

Certainly such policies have not removed incentives to work: Sin-

gie men are Elxg:ble for very_ lxttle in_the way of £ederally sponsored
Stamps In 1§é2 his benefxts would haVe been $7O per month
hardly enough to live on. For the fxrst $85 the youth earns, benefits

are not reduced at all; then for every dollar he earned these benefits -
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would be rediced by on.ly 25 cents If he found a full-time minimiim-
wage job he would earn $560 per month in gross earnings and at

least $450 after taxes and expenses It certainly seems hard to
beheve that the Food Stamp program would reduce the financial

changes If he lives in a poor twc-parent household his famxly is

likely to be collecting Food Stamps. His presence in the home increases

the monthly stamp allotment by roughly $60 per month. This allot-
ment is diminished by the same formula as above if he works. Con-
trary to popular belief, a child eighteen-years-old or over who is not
in school cannot now and never could be counted as a part of an
AFDC unit: That means that a famlly s AFDC benefits do niot

depend on whether the youth lives with the family or not; and

benefits will not be reduced if he earns more.

Thus it is extremely unlikely that welfare programs have robbed
young black men of an incentive to work with their direct effects.
Biit there i$ a broader concern. Perhaps the whole structure of wel-
fare has created a culture of nonwork and dependence Such a pos-
sibility is very hard to test, but there are several facts .which are

hard to explam 1n hght of such a hypothesxs Employment rates for

of voung black men lwmg with tw0 parents and 21 percent of those
llvmg with one parent had jobs. For whites, the fxgures are closer to

S0 percent for both- family types. One would generally expect to

hnd a d)fference by famlly t'ype sxmply l)ecause youth ]obs are typx-

that those in fatherless homes would have less access to such net-

works. Moreover, though uneiiploviient does fall among blacks as
family income rises; the differential between whites and blacks is

largely unchanged.
Black youth living in central cities do not seem to fare much
ii)étsé than those liiiing oiitside the ghé&o& Ai.coi-ding to the 1980

]obs whereas 38 percent of those hvmg in the suburbs were em-

ploVed Similarly only 35 percent of out-of-school nonwhites lwmg

in nonfarm rural areas were working. While the figures above differ
slightly, they are all vastly lower than the 62 percent figure for
whites. If black youth unemployvment were concentrated in the
ghettos, it would be easier to poitit to the culture of poverty hypo-
thesis:

Y
!
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The fact that black/white vouth unemployment differentials
seem _to persist for all geographic locations, for all family types, and
for all income groups clearly suggests something more fundamental
is to blame than the growth of welfare programs, which amount to
less than 1 percent of GNP:

Among researchers who have looked at the problem; there is no

consensus about what is happening. Most of the simple theories
have been tned and they do not account for all of the w1den1ng dxf

of a ]ob shortage for black youth, me B: Clark and Lawrence H:

Sumﬁiéts have documented that black youth unemployment responds

very strongly to aggregate demand,? but such an explanation can be
only part of the story Macroeconomxc condxtlons d1d worsen over

the racial gap widened somewhat even dunng the extraordxnarxly
strong econormy of the late 1960s. There are fewer jobs in the ghet-

tos, but Ellwood has shown that nonghetto youth seem to fare just

as badly as ghetto youth.* Nearly all researchers agree that the min-
unum wage Iowers black youth employment but the dxfﬁzrentlal

bers in the 1970s, but their entrance did not seem to hart whxte

youth: Taken together, the various explanatxons might explain half

or more of the widening differential, but one gets the sense that
something more fundamental has changed. Moreover, even if one
filﬁc& é.u ﬂ’ié bléiﬁé dii jﬁb §h6i’t§gé§, ﬂ’fe e:’rplanati’o’n bégs ﬂ’fe tjﬁesi

are being offered to young whites:

And just as black youth joblessness defies easy explanation; it
deﬁes easy solunon Most carefuJ experiments have shown dxsap-

youth employment, but when the pubhc ]obs end, employment
rates seem to fall back to their previous levels: There just are not

any good amswers at the current time:

This is not the appropriate place to discuss what might be done
to help such youth. But one thing is very clear: To expand welfare
benefits to this group would have large adversé incentive effects.
The neganve income tax experiments showed that when income was

RlchardB Freeman, David A. W:se eds. (Ch?éigﬁ.’ Umvemtyof Cﬁicagol’m. 1982)
.. 4David T. Ellwoeod, *The Sﬁiﬁﬂ Mismatch Hypothesis: Are There Teenage Jobs
Missing in the Ghetto?” in The Black Youth Employment Problem, Ricliard B. Free-
man, Kasey Ichniowsky, eds. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, forthcoming).
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IS WELFARE REALLY THE PROBLEM? 7

afforded to youth aged sixteen to twenty-bne work fell by almost

50 percent below its already low rate. It is hard to imagine a policy
with morc deleterious effects on the long-run well-being of black

youth.
The employment problems of black youth then cannot be blamed
on.current welfare policies: In.large part,- that is becatse we have

avoided offering welfare to young people While there is surely

some financial suffering as a result, the fact that extending benefits
to these persons would so dramacically reduce work is an overriding
consideration.
Reaffirming the “categorical” welfare system
The analysis in this paper demonstrates that government policies
cannot be blamed for a great deal of the problems of the disadvan-
taged. This reflects the design of current policy. Much aid is the

in-kind form and programs.are offered on a categpncal basx;

The fact that the problems of the three groups we considered are
so different and that the consequences of aid varied so greatly argues
for a continued rcliance on a categorical approach to offering aid to
the disadvantaged. For the disabled, there is little concern with
dependence or work inicentives. This allows for liberal benefits and
forees nio compromises on work incentive. For single mothers, the

need is quite real; and while there is little evidence that we have
been ove:ily generous in our benefits, there is eviuence for some
long-term dependency. Trying to balance the needs of children, the
i'iglil’S 6f i:ﬁﬁf:héﬁ to care fdi' théii‘ bl:iildi‘éi’i, a.nd thé dBiré 6f éﬁciét‘j'

gests the need for a complex policy aimed at that group For youth

the reduced work that would apparently accompany an extension of
benefits is a crucial factor mitigating against an expansion of wel-
fare in that direction.

More fundamenta.lly, general economxc pnncnples sugg&st the
desirability of a complex welfare system with different rules for dif-

ferent groups and pa.rtxal reliance on in-kind benefits. The patch-
work character of current policies is consistent with the goal of eco-
nomic efficiency. The basic problem of welfare policy is to transfer
income to those truly in need withouit sizeable adverse incentive
effects. and withoat diverting significant resources to those who are

not truly in need: Seen in this light; prominent features of our cur-
rent welfare system seem easily explainable. Efficiency in redistri-
bution can be increased if payments are based on available indica-
tors of trite earning power.

Particularly desirable are indicators which are not easily altered,

119
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such as drsablht), and perhaps family status. Moreover. the use of

any type of assistance which will help the troly poor; bat be rela-

trvel\ unattractlve to the nonpoor, w l“ ralse tne amount that can be

<tant1a1 rellance on some types of in- Rmd programs People not in
need are less likely to try to lovk poor in order to qualify for public

housing than they are to quahfy for cash assistance: Some adminis-

trative burdens on welfare recxpxents might -1sy be defended as
facilitating redistribution by increasing the government's ability to
separate those in serious need.

- Current pohcy may also be defended on phxlosophxcal grounds
it e:ipresses the value society places on self-relianics: We ‘expect those

who can to help themselves. Benefits are provlded only to those able
to provide some evidence of their inability to support themselves.
Mb's"t Ameribéﬁs regiird t}ie ré:iséhs for iridigériéy as Sliéri;ily iriﬂii-

and those injored or lmd off from work can offer some e\'xdence that

their financial straits are not caused by an unwillingness to work;

_ While we see reasons for concern about the effects of reducmg
eligibility restrictions, we see little cause for concern about the
effects of raising benefxt levels under current programs. Restoring
real AFDC benefits to the levels of a decade ago and reducing or

- eliminating regional dispar:ties would do a great deal for peoplé iti

need without much disincentive effect on work. Certainly there are
equxty consxderatxons whxch would be served by allowmg workmg

ments for the prxmary notxon of categoncal welfare at least untxl

the nation’s poor directly and successfully:

;111
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The intellectual mugging of the Great Society.

LOSING FAITH IN ‘LOSING GROUND’

BY ROBERT GREENSTEIN

EW BOOKS have received more political attention this

_ year than Charles Murray's Losing Ground. The book
has emboldened rvatives_who_attack the_welfare
state and unsettl rals who defend it, A relentless
attack on federal poverty programs, the bogk argues that
these programs have done far more than good and
should be abolished. Murray advocates elimination of ev-
ery federal benefit program for the non-elderly poor, with
the sole exception of unemployment insurance. From food

stamps to Medicaid, from public assistance for dependent
dularen to dtsa

CnnsLdet, for example, the “casé of Harold and. l’hyl-
h:.“ Harold and Phyllis are a fictional couple that Murray
i )

P
the sodi rograms have led to unemployment
imacy among blacks by encouraging the.poor to live off
welfare rather than to work. Mutray prééénts Harold and

Phyllis as a young couple facing fundamental decisions
P nd th

pregnant wnmen, Mumy would end themall.

The book bases these ions on 1 ds of
data—data arranged to show that the pove
riot onily failed to accomplish their goals, bu
erbated the very problems they wére desigried io solve.
Th45u5 of the book—more than 100 pages of data analy-

ptto d that evidence of failure is
pable and overwhelr
comfortable with Murray’s call to rip out the safety net
have found his data disturbing anid have been shaker by
the book.

But before Murray's view that the programs have failed
Becomes the new conv nal w:sdnm, care i -
er.
Could it be_that Losing. Gmund, with its endless recital of
statistics, actually rests on deceptive pumbers_juggling?
That Murray has, in the service of a radical political agen-
da, consistently ommed or concealed critical facts and re-

Rﬁbéii,ciééhiiiin is director of the Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities in Washington.

12 THE NEW REPUBLLC

8
also decide whether Harold;houla ukea tedious mini-
mum-wage job, or whethér Phyllis should go.on welfare
and Harold should live off her beneﬁts s rather than work.

and.Phyllis are much better off-if Harold works, he and
Phyllis gét married, and Phyllis does not go on welfare. By
1970, however, the incentives have shifted. | Mumy ‘s fam-
i £

collecting welfare
takes a job. Here, in a nutshell, 1s the core of the Murray

thesis. The “riles of the game ‘ have changea. Murray

direcnnn the reason that poverty didn’ t declme in
the 1970s that the number of employed young black
men has dropped. -~ -

Thé Harold and Phyllis example is at theheartnf Mux-
ray’s case and is critical to the entire book, It is also flatly
wrong. First, Murray’s family budgets for 1960 and 1970
are not based on welfare benefit levels in an average state.
Instead, his data is for the state of Pennsylvania, a fact
buriéd in fobtnotes at the back of the book. Wellare bené-

T
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Fits grew twice as fast in Pennsylvania from 1960 to 197045
ini the nation as.a whole. This allow.s Murray to portray the

* shift in “incentives” over the decade as being wvice as

ﬁgunng the budget if they wi
Murray does not mlke the same mistake and adds in food
stamps when computing the family’s income. The error
makes working, compared to welfare;, appear less attrac-
tive thanitactuallywas,

When the welfare vs. work compansons are compu!ed
aceut show that taking a mini wage job
was moi ing on welfare in most pats of
the cnuntry Ini 1970. I someé §tatés with low welfare pay-
ments; such as southern states, minimum-wage jobs paid
almost twice as much. If Mumy‘s thesis were corvect that
of female-
headed households and t.he rise in black unemployment,
then these aevelopments shoula Rave oceurred to a much

re payment states in

Be
vastly more remunerative than public ald But there is no
such pattern. Female-headed households increased and
black employment de e—regardless of
hether state welfare benefits were high or low, or wheth-

. erthe benefits were raised or not.

.Murray’s arfgument loses even_more force ) when i(’s ap-
plied to the years after 1970. Although his book is subtitled

American Social Policy 1950-1980, he never provides a 1980
for Harold and Phyllis. If he had, he woula

Dependent Children program, the basic public assistance

program for Single-parent famiiliés with children; fell near-
ly_30 percent in real terms. Even when food stamps and
ce are included, benefits to
these fam es dropped about 20 percent.

THE :AME TIME.Jha adygmggu 9[ wqumgwwe

. expanded, through th
earqeﬁixnimmeﬂtax credi
in 1980—even in Pennsylvama—Harold and- Phyllis
third more income if Harold tworked than if he
femmained unemployed and Phyllis collected welfare. In
most states other than Pennsylvania the advantages of
working were even greater by 1980. In Texas Harold and
Phyllis would have 100 percent more income it Harold
worked, If perverse welfare incentives in the late 1960s
actually led to family dissolution and black unesmpl
ment; as Murray contends, then these trends should have

Celebrate 70 years ef

The New Réjiiibhc
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plete issues of The New Rc)ubln:—one from each de-
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major events of their day? *“TNR’s Declaration of War"
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THE MANHATTAN
PROJECT
ACK IN MAY 1982, alitile-
known scholar from lowa weni
eon symposium at the

to

Minhaitan Institute, a-small. con-
servative New York think tank. Wil-
liam Hammett. the president of the _
Manhiattan Institute, had invited the
young scholar after reading about a
Heritage Foundation pamphlet he'd
written called *Safety Nets and the
Truly Needy.” Hammets tked its__
provu “ative argum ~=¢ _aat aboligh+

ing poverty programs would proba--
bly hel- thie poor more than it would
hizic them. Atthe luncheon, he asked
the young scholar il he'd like to ex--
pand his pamphlet into a book; he of-
fered him the Manhattan Institute’s
full financial 3ispport. The young
scholar said that sounded pretty.
good. Within a couple of months the
contracts were signéd, the yoiung

Manhattan Institute “Ser. - Re-
search Fellow,” and the boak was
underway. e
--The young scholar-was Charles
Murray, and the book was Losing
Ground, now being called
the miost important work.on
and social policy since Michael Hai-
rington’s The Other America. Though
Murray's publisher has printed about
20,000 copies (which sell for 523.95
each) since September, the best indi-
cator of Losing Ground's success is not
how many people have read it, but
who has read it—or-at least heard
about it. Losii:3 Ground has been the
subject of dozens of mujor editorials.
I and reviews in j

such as The New York Times, News-

Washington Post columnist Meg - -
Greenfield: “No mater what kind of
effort you may argue for
these days. in [the poverty] area. . .
you are likely to be "Charles Mur-
rayed,” and tha he end of the
argument. The simple invocation of
the book’s existence will be taken as

an answer to the ques The
White House was so impressed by
Losing Ground that it is now consider-
Ing Murray. for a job as an assistant

secretary of Hezlth and Human
Services.
--How did this statistical tome be-
media evenf? It was no

Coverage it has withaut the help 6 a

ess scholars within the
predomirantly anti-business new
“geologist,” lo-
was_ a nobody. _
ely taking a fler
on him.” Hammett says-—and per-
suading foundations ahd corpora-
tions to help finance his book. Ham-

dations—Scaife. which:gave 575,000,
and Olin, which chipped in $25,000.
{(According to Hammett; a letter of
dation from Kristol him..
sel secure the Olin money.)_
The$125,000 went for 2 $35,000 annu-

well-funded promotional campaign. 2l stipend for Murray, and [or pro-
léd by the Manhattan Institute. The i ities both before and
after the book's publication. --

als hive come to.dominate the policy
debates of recent years. -

fe’s promo-
y’s book is the smooth

execution of a strategy | 3

gested by neoconserva

v,”

instead of fundinig liberal
tions that give grants to left-wingers,
businessmen should give to “new
class” publicists who favor free

- “'You can only beat an
idea with another idea, and the

war of ideas and idedlogies.will

be won or lost within ‘the new class,’
not against it,"” Kristol wrote. He
reminded businessmén ihat ~if you

_..At a cost of almost $15,000, Hamn-
mett sent more than 700 free copies
Of Losing Ground 0 academics, jour-
nalists, and public officials all over
the world—including members of _
Margaret Thatcher's cabinet in Erit-
ain. He assigned a publi¢ telations
spedialist named Joan Kennedy Tay-
lor_t6 handle t'he Murray campaign.
She helped Murray line up TV ap-
pearances and meetings with editors
and.acadeics. She followed up the
Institute’s mailing of his book with
letters to-newspapers and maga- -
Znes, Eor example, .after noting that
U.S. News & World Repurt deputy #di-
tor Lawrence Maloney had written
the magazine’s March 26,.1984, cover
story on the underclass, she sent him
acopy of the book and offered an in-

decide to go exploring for oil, _

tetview with Mutray. Sure enough,

feversed themselves in
vantage of work over-wi

didn’t. The r

causing these problems.
- ‘Another of Murray’s cent

significant increaseés i social program -
didn’t drop from 1968 t0.1960. If the programs
were successful, Murray says, the poverty rate should

erty rate

it programs had little to do with pite the d mpl
: provides.sirong evidence that these prog .
ts ing people who waald have otherwise been impoverished
spending, the pov- by the sluggish ¢conpmy. Further evidénce comes -from

BO€5 Up, poverty rises along with it. Sma| ne at the

poverty rate wasn't lower in 1980, a recession year, thanin

1968, when unemployment was just 3.6 percent. .
The fact that poverty was no higher in 1980 than in 1968;

*hat, despite

fave d d. This

once ag:

nds straightfcrward enough. B
. Murray neglects the key facts that contradict
his message. For exarmiplé, the unemployment rate in 1980

was double whal it was in 1968. When unemployment

ctually
elp-

| g

In its study The Reagan Record. iheé

Institute found that in 1965, before the poverty
But  programs were expanded, federal benefit programs lifted
out uf poverty 1éss than half the of those who v-ouid have
otherwise been pour. By the late 1970s; howeéver, the pro-

grams had been broadened and were lifting about 70 per-
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u. S Nzws s December 24. 193& cov-

T nmmlso Amnged a semi-
nar about Murray’s book Iasl Octo-
ber. e Is and j

speating four. “We're usmgjnsnme
to promote the book,”” Hammett ex-
plai -
because "“a publisher won't do this _
with a serious nonfiction book.” The
tour has taken Murray from college
mpuses in California to Kiwanis___

!houghUpJuV;}ome mﬂuence,on
the policy debate were e
New York tospend adasyanda hill

tion. formerly President Reagan’s
chief domestic policy adviser: Profes-
sor Nathan Glazer of Harvard; Ken
Aulelu of The New ) Ymkzr Chorles

Manfblymd the author of THL NEW
REPUBLIC’s TRB column. (Par
panis received “honoraria” ra..ging
from $500_to $1,500.) This poverty _
sem‘nar took place at the New York

night.-All mldﬁheMa hattan.
tite laid out $10.000 for guests’ air
fares. meais. and lodging.

Hammett got-the cash to stage lhls

pmpm {1 mmmg documen-
taries on the life of Adam Smith and

the mni—.\cieuf free enterprise.in Hong
But Hammett, scanning the
ntry forsources of fundmg,

as a group that, if approached in the
right way, would jein him in the -

Murray p_m|e<i (lhouﬁh he concedes

Clubs in Kansas City. The Manhattan
Institute carefully maps out each visit
in advance, Here's part of 2n ln er-

McCarty, Vice President. Public A
fairs. . Adolph Coors Co., will pick
you up after show fora
. - November 12, 7p.
Roth’s Roundup Taping
JKT [Taylor):

Losmg Ground with. you just in case,

hat the help
upan him by the Manhat-

lhlns l[usl lhoughl This is all lpq
good to be true.” he recalls. “1asked
them ‘What's the catch? But there

th
tangible ones that come from what

Hammett calls “getting ne
into circulation.” Under the terms of
its contract with Murray, the [asti-
tute will only take enough royalties
from Losing Ground to pay itself back
for the money it advanced to Murray:
Murray himself gets to keep whatev-
er is [eft over after that. .
__And Hammet's (oundanon backcrs
have n d goals

the new class brilllantly fulﬁlled,

They are ‘xalmg liberal ideas with

o CHOCKLANE

consej:vahvg ones. The companson .
with Harriugton's book is apt. Just as
The Otser America helped prepare the
public consciousness for the Great
Soci X3 has become
the manifestd of ihose who want__
Great Society programs dismantled
once and for all—aithough-Hammett
himself concedes that this is a long-

the debate in “38.” he says, for-
geiting tor 3 moment, perhaps, that
Murray wrote the book alon2.

- As this al'y of the tungue suggests.
the quality - Murray's intellectual
goods is not the only re.
success. Barriers to eiury in lhemar-
kuplacngdm 2

ad gen
ing *hem lhhere sa h‘BerSl out there
who y;ants ',mvocanve and sta-_

q def.

cial programs to be debated. he can
always turn to the foundations and
think tanks that Kristol-co ined
about in 1977, Bt the Brookings n-
itution, the Ford Foundation, the

ppﬂ\!nem New York publishing

houses, and the! hkemhamjy as at-
l’uned to

EkuheManhAumlniumxg The
more traditional outfits just send out
press releases and review copies and
wait {pray, really) for good ideas to
be recognized, They ha yel
rmastered the art of making sure that
will

novation is to relv as little as possible
on d.ance——and as much as possible

helps too.

ing c ol the ecunomy dropped people mlo
r lifted them out. The lwv
each other. and the puv-n\ rai:

broadentng of benefit

remained about the same.

Murray claims the gcpuqnﬁgdmwmum had nolhln& w0
do with the £ |Iu1 of the poverty rate to drop in the 1970s.
b

lhal it wasn't the ecunomy that kepxpo,!en,v rales hlsh in
the 1970s. The trouble with this argument is that th
is not the relevant issue. Growth in the GNP dues create
|obs. but this growth was t0o slow in the 1970s to creawe

-y

A

oy ¢

you 8P'°

ng .
GNP The economic data also punch a
Murray calls “the muost dammng statistic’
Crease in “aient poverty” between 1968 and 1980. Latent

entenng ti.e job market. As a result, uniemployment. rose.
An xhe saine himeé real wages. which had been
h

t, the economy was

the fannnpal reason poverty failed o drop.in the 1970s.

Murray a:tazks prevented pov-

hole in. what
of all: the in-

MARCH I3 tyst g8
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e
tive declined, sapped by the availability of g
benel Jut the increa
of the sort. Because he
incommie other than governr his
rate largely refléct Auctuatior Se As
a result latent poverty rises wheén onemployment climbs
and real wages fall. It was higher in 1980 thari ifi 1968
simply be a wezk ssionary economy produced
fewer jobs and less income. Thi:
about
indi

and when benefits
, progre g halted. The
elderly are 2 éasé in point. In the 1960s and 1970s, Social
Secunity benefits expanded and the Sepplemental Security
me program for the aged and disabled poot was &ieat-
- As .. result erly poverty rate plummeted from
35 percen. in 1959 to 25 percent in 1970 and to less than 16
percentin1980. ... . .

__ Similarly, in the 19605, wher AFDC beiglifs rose in real
terms, poverty amoug single-parent families dfopped. Ai-
ter 1569, however, AFDC benefits fell
failed {0 keep benefits even with infla
around in AFDC beriefits is critical, It
r the non-elderly stopped declining at the same
AFDC benefits started falling. The_éotrelation

Inco

time that

. between bercfit leve's and poverty trends stands Murs

ray‘s thésis on its head. Rather M

n su.

ggest,

- Indeed, noother group i society expurienced
sucha sharp declitie iti real income since 1970 as did AFDC
mothers and their children. Yet Losinig Groind igrores this
development, Despite Murnay’s professed interest ini de-
termining why poverty stopped d ining. the fundamen-
tal fact that benefits for AFDC families el 20 percent dur-
ing this period i3 riever mentio
his reacers only that benefit iii
sed “little ifatall” after the mid-19705, N6 Hintis
ded that benefi lly declined.

Muam ALSO ignores important research fhat
doesn’t fit his argy Murray contends, for ex-
AFDC benefits are a prime cause of illégitiiia-

ample

Harvard researchers David Ellwood and Mary jo Bane
published a landmark stucy on illegitimacy and welfare,
Welfare apparently_his some influence on whether un-
ded_women who get_pregnant continte to live at
e. But and Bane found ‘hat welfare has no

impact on married including teen-
2

s too. From 1972
female-headed
households rose nearly 20 percent, but the number of
black children on AFDC fell by five percent. 1f AFDC is to
blame for illegitimacy, why did the k AFDC popula-
ton_decline at the same time that-black female-headed
holds were increasing rapidly? How can welfare be

encouraging more single black women to have childii if

many of these same women do not coliect welfare when
the childien are born? - o

_ Murray is free_to disagree with E'lwood and Bane. But
he ougnt to explain why hé béliévis their extensive re-
search is flawed. H > offer evidence . sup-
port his own contention that ncreased black
teenage birth rates.-t'e does neither. Instead, he avoids
the formidable challenge Ellwood and Bane posc to his
thesis by failing to acknowledge théir work.

RTOTHER KEY element of the Murray thesis is _that
. between 1965 and 1980, | program:

the proportion 6f black e in the labor force dec
the employment gap_between young white -
young black men widened. Once again, according (6 * *-ir-
ray, the progra e culprits. Murray produces
Litle evidence of 2 causal conn: And here too, the

research poifits 15tgely in other directions.

... Employment among black teenagers actually declined
more in the 1950s, before the poverty programs bégan,
than it did in the 1960s. Research by John Cozan (now
associate director of President Reagan's Office of Manage-

ment and Budget) shows that virtually alf of the decline in

black teenage employment frori 1950 t 1970 was cauised
by the disap

workers lived in the south. From 1950 to
 most farm employment in the south disappeared; As
a result the main source of employment for black teen-
agers vanished. o
—Cogan’s conclusions specifically refute Murray's hy-
pothesis. The statistical evidenée, Cogan observed,
consistent with the view that the growth in welfare partici-
t the heart of the decline [in black

di

cy.- esperially among- black teenagers, The lea

search on this issue strongly retutes his argument. Murray
makes no mention of if; .~ .

_In 1978, Maurice MacDonald. ad Isabel Sawhill p
lished an_exhaustive review of the research literature.
They found no evidence of any significant connection be-

tween welfare and out-of-wedlock births. In early 1984,

is THE NEw REPUBLIC

8 e ere welfare bene-
fits were higher and welfare participation grew much fast-
erthan south, black youth employment didnot drp,
Cogann By contrast, it was in the south—wbzre wel-
fare payments were lower and weifare rolls grew much
more slowly—that black teenage empluyment fell. B

To be siire, employment amory, black vouth continued
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lo fnll aft r 1970, when the mechanization of agriculture
plete. But by the earlv 1970s AFDC bene-
s wemfalll g and welfare rolls had_passed their petLod
of srowth, so the decline i
period cannotbe

There are numerous olher factors that a, arto have
contributed to the decline in-black employment in the
1970s and. fo the widening jobs gap between black and
white youth. The 1970s were a_period of unprecedented
competition for jobs, as record numbers of white women

ig ny young blacks from poor fai families {and often
with_ pooudumnor.s) appear to have been pushed to the

most, only a very small part of the unemployment story.
‘The research in this area indicates that welfare has only a
slight éffect in teducing the degree to whici
ers work outside | the home .The ef(ect on bh

welfare. Cash welfare benefits available o black unem-
ployed yaiith fange from meager to non-existent in nearly
all jurisdictions.

VEN.IF poverty programs did not {oster illegitimacy
and idleriess, did they produce positive resalts? Mar-
ray.insists the answer is no. “Starting with'the first evalua-

“Murray suggests that a variety of indicafors show defe-
rioration in the condition of thé poor n America,” Starr
writes in a_recent paper, ‘'but curiously, although he rec-

d t f

poor since the story there is exactly the reverse cf the one
he wants to tell.” [
__The story is the reverse of whm M y wants to tellin

have found that th. gap in nutrition between low-income
Americans and the rest of society narrowed significantly
from the mid-1960s.to the late 19705, the period when food
stamnps and other food assistance programns were devel-
oped and expanded. Other research has found that food
I\

fow.

the autrition of children, and that the Special Supplemen-
tal Feod Program for Women; Infants, and Children re-
sults in a marked reduction in low-we:ght births, which is

mentand reduced welfare,
and that the community health program improves
the health of low-mgome communities, producing less

and reduced Medicaid costs,

tion reports in the mid-60s and corfinuing 1o the p

mg totheir advocates and ev.dence of failure to their erit-
. What is Murray’s ev:ﬂence" He dis-
ng_results of commu anity_ actmn

hospi and re

urray would abolish most of these programs. Yet any
discussion of the abundant research lit about them
isabsént from hisbook, .. .
__Itistrue that while these programs. rcduced poverty and

i not creatc jobs ur increase
5 of the podr. That, however,

. though, is that most ofmese
r on Poverty” efforts
h showing st

rom rising and mnl wages from
New approaches to spurring- economlc zcnvxty in POO[

s, many of which he p
decade before. 1965 e infant mortality
changed little. From 1965 to 1980, when Medicaid and
other. health _programs were | lnsmuted infant_mortality

rose a bitin the decade before Medicare. But in the decade
from 1968 to 1978 this trénd was réversed. As Paul Starr,
author of Tlte Social Transformation of American Mtdicine,
t ncy for Ami
lmprove significantly around 1968. By 1980, average life

expectancy at birth had grown four years, while mortality
rates; adjusted for age. had fallen 2 percént. These ate
striking achievements, and Medicare and Medicaid were
major factors. By virtually every measure prenatal and
penatric vare for the puor |mpruved markedly when these
programs were introduced.

117

d to «ombx cy.as
-‘well—are needed and should be explored But. abohshlng
everything from food stamps to Medicaid will serve no
purpose other than to :nake distress and hardship more
acute than they almady are.

ONCRESS WIEE 5600 zngagg in lmtet banlgs over

 where to cut the federal budget, and Losing Grourd is
already lmng used as ammunition by those who would
direct more at programs for- lhe poor They cite
the book as a -l-<;m source of objective data show-
ing that the social urograms have failed. Yet the book can
be considéred. nguher 1.' . nor objective. Its dis-
tort’ons and omissions a Losing Ground s
apole than an anempt to examine the
complexities and disces.. the truth about some of the most
significant social problems of our times. =]

MARCIH 2V jews T
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[Excerpt From The New Republic; Aipil 5, 1985]

]

. Losing Grownd, has prompie

PTompi

®, Robert Greenstein challenged Murray's eritiade of Tibeval social

rsy. In the

programs. The debate between Murray and Greenstein continues below.

OSING GROUND, the totem, has be-
A cume something with which-to-
scare small children. It is the book that

gs
orbound to a sociéty’s responsibilities to
the poor. It does not prescribe a particu-
lar size of safety net. - -

from t. The goal is not to grade the per- -
formance of the GreatSodiety, The goal is

ence, and mave

to learni frdt our experi
ahead. The nature of

'making this point vas
2 bare bones of what hap-
pened on a variety of diriensionis com-
monly used to measure well-beingot
Ppoar pople of working age from 1950 to
1980. The core chapters of the boolk: are

erpreta
that explain the _
not dispute theac-
curacy of my factual account of those

struct f
studentsdisrupf classes, itis because the

le reality that
scholars 6 all ideological stripes should
be wurking to change. That reality may
be putlike this: the more closely the
numbers are Examined—the more
searchingly, the more fairly, the mare__
8 ly—the more le are the
ke to make about

ducational system isunresponisive (o
theirspecial needs. The people whobe-
have bidly are niot to blame; they are vic-
tims. There is truthin all of thess state-

construct social policyon
1ds a self-defeating message

ung people.
- - programs that Green--
stein tries to defend were 2 very small
partof what I call the “reform period”
that began to affect 50dal policy in the
early 1960s. These reforms, which su

fused the workings of educal
enforcement, public assistani

U]

[t |
N

escape stereotypes of welfue moth
‘and lazy street people, The reality.is
much more complicated, and it is wrong
1o think that any.one of the reforms can
beidentified asthedemon.

this3

topick a portion of ane chiapter, ig-
geverything else. Then herecast
myanument o fit precisely the stereo--
typeslwas trying todiscredit, In the mili-
tantapologia, thisis standard technique.
Toniake his case, he has to portray M ur-
rayas obsessed with thesize of the wel-

fare check, and h "

cut of high school. My thesisis that. in
the 1960s, welfare benefits end eligibil-
ity rules changed so dramatically that
the total package alterc d the nature of
“what makes sense” for [poor young
woman (P}yllis) with 116 job siills who
found herself to be pre
-- The changein Phyl)
fact, and it nukes no differerice whether
the stateis Peninaylvania (where [ set the
paiable), ar Wyoming, or Texas, or Ala-
bama, In1960Phyllisgotonly AiZ ta Fam-
ilies with Dependent Chil irea, could not
livewithihe father ofthechildorany oth-
erman, could notsupplement hérin-
uld

come with ajob. In 1570 sh

pplement
job. And she could live with a man with-
out losing herbenefits. These changes
fundamentally altered heroptions, -

_Greenstein ignores the changes in eli-
gibility rules, which-are central
gument. Instead he attacks the
bers, beginning

p Grange on page
164 of Losing Ground withan appleon
Page 159) that welfure benefits increased
twice as muchiin Péiinsylviridaas in the
rest of the country. Whatever therea

iﬁl,helhﬁwron'" g Far from exaggenating

groiinds. 1 valied Medicaid far below -
any of the commonly used figures. Ileft
out the value of food supplements,
school linches, and other services. I did

APRIL 8, 1983 21
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not include housing allowances, per-
iupsug most highly valued part of the.
F

ton ks that the progress against poverty
thatbegan long befo. e 1965 was a his-
torical

home, -
rEL-(um a d?ﬂﬂ:uilngolsﬂipﬂ
week (expressed 1980 doliars) as “ gainst poverty - -
yllis's packageinig?0, - among working-age people was fated to
__Afew years agothe General Account-  endin the late 1960s. Without thein-
the come Support progy Gr ’s
argument nevessarily implies that pov-
erty among working-sge people in the
19708 woukd have risen on an order fi-
valing the increases seen i the Great

looﬂtm New Orleans;. the weekly | mtd
was $149—both Kigher than my 5134.

And the GAO was calculating 1979 to-

tals when, &3 Greenstein emphasizes.
real benefits had fallen about 20 percent

fromtheéir 1970 purchiasing power. My

mgmd compared it with a 1970 pack-

derably belowjt. -
tes, “Murray”s ar-
gument Joses cven mare force when if's
applied to the years after 1970.” Wrong

again.
book; there were no new IHcentives in _
the early 1970sand even a new disincen-

tive (Emﬂsupmn nguh ns were

tracks wi ng
upcoﬂmmnsumm tigures.
_Greenstein's other ob,gmﬂk, d\g _

p.nbl! is that hhng aminimum-wage
job was more Profitable than welfare “'in
most pasts of “"ﬂwnhy"by 1970, and
mudl more s0 cks

ter, but by “m‘,i’"n&ﬁnsll shedoes.
not have to depend-on that or nly on
the man’s future behavior.

2 tionaleis L@u-
position (thoughldo not agree

with it). but its advocates must make. —

their assumptions explicit. One assump-

22 THE NEW REPUBLIC
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poverty. withe
in this EToup were unafiected by social
polic ~parv.nt families among the
poor were fated £ mushroom, Labar.
force participation among black youth
was fated to plummet,

This second assumption is know.a
be wrong. Labor gconomhndenm .
relati

now. The study examines the level of
AFBDC@pgymenw ents ir different states, tavﬂ'
trol avariety of demographican
economic varisbles, aska if the differ-

they
J,AM hasnoeffecton_
illegi t suppose that
the process is isn bit more complicated.
Suppose thatitreally doean’t make
much difference if the tota. for the wel-

Empuéhgeﬁﬂmbdum 319 p pgr

Baneare not refuting Losing Ground's hy-
pothesis, but that of an anti-welfare ster-

d employmen

ior. Nor do sociologists- vhiispealﬁl! ””””

in (amﬂy:tudses dmﬁu}m a similar rela-
tionship exists between such benefits

unmdmhlﬂﬁso' solution. The reditlts. °:

the 1 egative income tax sxperiment plus

nlnge tesearchli iy s

aPﬂ"e and slipshod scholarehip.
Butlam not satisfied with the state °‘
knowledge in l}\mjp{qﬁuﬂy,

amunh 1 the monopoly that

What enn fiily be said is that
my!htery ofthet
cisely, |

ﬂﬂlyeq{!bmeﬁkpachgelnndppﬂg

nant. Poor young men do not decide to

hvtcgnkn!gdlyoﬂmeaole 'ihem:n
a

g behar

nation with the irany other aspexts
the changed environment in which | P°°l‘
peoplelived, presented in those chap- -
ters that Greensein didit takeon. __

TheEllwood and Bane study on megn-
imacy that Greenstein accuses me of ig-
noring appeared wheii Losing Ground
was already in press. Let me discuss it

¥ tchanges in “the rules o
th:game‘ (olwhkhwel!areisonesmll
tenctedw{u'mhangesmsmms

people, especiall peop
ixnot 0 hard to conduct such a test. by
itwill require us to start listenin; to!hose
we wish to help—notam:ed witha clip-
board and a set of multiple-choice ques-
items, but with ity and
patience, as Ken Auletta did in The Un-

alsolisten to the :mploy:m of low--
skilled help, rieighbors who aré doing
observingthe

gen }VE can rmmge
- Inshont, we must put aside ﬂ\ga:(m
aive, mancuvenngs thmhnve sheltered
and i

, while the posiuon of the poorhus!endn-
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“ly eroded. Surely we need not reattict our
Options to nothing ormoreof the same,
Losing Ground is not a call to the ba:
cadesfor the radical right. and itis ot an

“ssault on our commitment to help the
poor. Itisa call o try to do better.

CHARLES MURRAY

(ONSERVATIVES who lionize
\— Charies Murray and seek the dis-
memberment of the welfare state will be

i grade the
. nce of the Great Sodety,” d
1.5t say that the poverty

failed, and does not call for any patiici-
lar shrinkage of the safety net. So will
most readers of Murray”

_ ,I, ,l, el ,I,l,n,pu,, !‘,, 3 A
srapping the entire federal welfare and
income-support structiire for working-
aged persons, including AFDC, Medic-
2ld, Food Stampg, . .... Worker's Com-
pennation, subsidized housing, dis-
ability insurance and the rest.” The
book is repleté with characterizations of
the poverty programs—and the Great
Sodiety—as fai o

Now Murray ck down. He

> longer claims that the programs
sdiled. Faced with powerful evidence of
the positive effects of key benefit pro-
grams, Mi lamely replies

€ poor
sharp de-
clines since the 1960s in the niifnber of
malnourished .

nces himself from his
book with his latest statement tha pov-
1ty programs were only “a very small
part” of the changes in the 1960s that

pectof Losing Ground on which| focused.
Indeed, it s Murray, not, who now re-

casts the argument of his book. Are the
Poverty programs a majortactorera
’m‘ﬁ ey fail or not? Should
they be or aarefully stedied
and made to work better? Wili the real
Charles Murray please stand up?
- Mumayalsorunsinto trouble when
he tried to défénd his use.of the data, e
pecially in his Haro'd and Phyllis pari-_
bie. His seluctive use of welfare benefits
fo Pec.nsylvania as though it were a
typical state remains inexcusable, Con-
frary to Murray's claims, data compiled
by the Congressional Research Service

s in the typical state,
used data from a nighly
unrepresentative state to build his case.
Noardoes he convincingly shiow that he
understated his case by undervaluing _
Mediczid and other benefits Harold and
Phyllis couid receive. In valuing Med-
lcaid, Musray used one of the standard
methods employed by the Census Bu- -
reau. Moreover, even If higher Medicaid
valuesare used, the fa budgets for
Harold and Phyllis still disprove his
claims when properly computed, __

married, on welfare than at work. Those
benefits that Murray left 61t of his com-
Putation (but which the General Ac-
counting Officeincluded) are available
10 legitimate and illegitimaté
lachding them in the family bu dgets
does not bolster Murray's claiin thai wel-
fareis more attractive than work orille-

y"
are trends of the
1970s suppért him. Here again his-arti-
cle says something quite different fromm
the book. In the article he observes that
in the 15705, when welfare eligibility
was not broadened and when welfaré
benefits fell, AFDC caseloads stopped
Browing. Yet this dedisively refutes the
book’s thesis. The book argues that lib-
eralized wellare eligibility and benefits
after 1960 led to decliri€s irs Black em-
ployment and increases in female-head-
ed households. If this contention were
true, then the risein unediplayment -
and female-headed households should _
have hilted or ippreciably slowed in the
1970s, when welfare benefits were cut

and the welfare rolls siopped growing
This did not occur. Unemplayment and
illegitimacy increasad white welfare de-_
cressed. This iay be why Murray never
acknowledges in the book that AFDC
benefits fell o that caseloads stopped
growingintheseyears. . . .

As for the economy, my article cilt
data showing that eco a i
ton—nol poverty programs—was the
principal reason the poverty rate failed
fodrop much during-the 1970s. Murray
responds with wild chirges. He says |
imply that with:out benefit programs
the Uniied States was headed in the
1970s toward a Depresaion-liké catastro-
phe, and that inein pover.
ty before 1965 as an historical fluke. Of i
course, Ibelieve no such thing. As my
article said, poverty among thenon- __
elderly dropped before 1965 principally
because real wages and ivi
wererising and unemployment was de-
clining;, trends that were reversed in the
1970s. Losing Ground acknowledgés the
strong impact of economic factorson-
poverty rates only when the economy is
healthy and poverty is falling—bu fails
1o acknowledge this impact when the
economy stagriates and poverty in-
creases. When this occurs, social pro-
grams and policies get the blame. o
._Finally, Murray agiiii miisrepresents
research findings. The negative income
tax experiments he cites show that a rad-
ically redesigned incoiie maintenance

our cusrent welfare system—had work
disincentive effects. The reazarch hitera-
ture shows that the impact of the cur-
rent welfare system.on work behavior is
stnall. In addition, the impressive EI-
wood and Bane research showingno,__
link bétween wellare and illegitimacy is
far more sophisticated and convinging
than Murray portrays it. Thisiswhy
many scholars have conduded that it se-
verely damages Murray’s case, _ __

- -One final poin| nedby
Murnay’s charge thai 1 “ignore.the intcl-
erable reality that scholars of all ideolog-
ical stripes should be workingto
change.” My arficlé emphasized the rise
in black unemploymentand in female-.
headed househol

EIams as a major causé of (€58 prob-
lems—and its urging that these pro-
grains be abaidoned.

4 ROBERT GREENSTEIN

APRILS. 1985 23
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POVENTY, WONGEN AND THE WELFARE 5yTesr

POVERTY THHESHOLDS
Family of Four
POVERTY RATE
Total
Ylask
ahite
Children Under
Aze 18
Slack
White
Female Headed
Households
81ack
White

UNEMPLOYMERT (2)

\2
b
[~

|

$3,900

12.6%
33.5¢%

9.9%
i1.9%
41:5%
10.5%
38.2%
58.8%
31I4%

(In Ratio to Civilian Work Force)

Total
Males Age 20
and Older
#hite
Black
Woien. Age. 20
and Older
White
Black
Women Maintalning
Families
RELEE

Blaeik

ERIC
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4.5%

§.9%

1975

55,169

12.3%
31.3%

9.7%
1;:8%
41.4%
12.5%
34.6%
53.8%
28:1%

[+ -]
o
U
W

6:2%
12.2%
8.0%
7.5%
12.2%
10.1%
8.7%

12:92

1979

37,386

11.7¢
31:0%

9.0%
16:0%
40.8%
i1.4¢
32.0%
52.2%
24:9%

3:6%
10.9%
5.0%
5.0%
10:9%
8.7%
7.1%
12.9%

1984

$10,609

TR
33.8%
11.5%
21.0%
46.2%
16:1%
34,03
52:9%
27.3%

7.4%
6.6%

5.7%
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1965 1910 197y 1979
ENPLUYMENT e
(I 5a€io €5 Population)

Total Miies 8120 19.7¢  7i.B% 7553
White 0.1 75.7%  77.3%
Black 66:5% 5£9:1%

Total Youth 43.3%2  %8.5%
White 46.58 52.6%
Black 23.1%  25:4%

Total Females §2.3%  47.7%
Whige 81:9%  47.3%
Black LTI BTRET

1975 1979
INFANT MORTALITY (3)

Totai, P47 2000 16,1 13,1

Black W1.7 32,6 26,2  2i.8

White 21.5 17.8 1,2 1.4

1969-71 1971-73  1974-76
LCW BIRTHWEIGHT

Tétal 7.9 7.6 704

Black 13.8 13.4 13.1

Whita 6.8 6.5 6.2

(1) U.S.
(2) Bureau of Labor Statistiecs . .
(3) National Center for Health Staristics

73.2%
74.3%
84.1¢
43:7%
48.0%
21:9%
50.1%
50.0%
49:8%

1981-83

1.6
19.6
101

-

~ e

@
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CiliiGtioLGGY OF HAJOP ASHISTANCE PROGIAMS

1935 ~ AID TO FAMTLIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILUREH (AFDC)

 The Aid to Pamilies with Dupindant Childrceo Program i3 the
largest form of Fedcral isslgtance. to_low=income children and their
cnretakers. Orijginally krown as Aid to Dependent Children, tne -
érdkbém,ﬁé§,é§tabliangd”by”tne,Sﬂgiglﬂqugrity Act of 1935, to enable
States to provide cash grunts to aid -necdy childrén. who_ were_deprived
¢f support or care because their. fathers.were absént from home =
continuousiy, deceased, incapacitated, or_unemployed; or_their mothers
were incapacibed absent, dead_or_unemployed. _In_1950, benefits were
exterided £ the mothers and other carctakeras as well as children. In
19062; the Program was renamed Aid to Families. with Dependent Children
under the objective of providing services £6 Help_whole family units _
achieve self-suffciency. Individual States are authorized to_determine
program need. standards, establish_benefit levels and income and -
resovrce 1Imits. . The Federal government pays at least 50 percent of

flie benefits provided by each State. All States currenfly prodide

benefits to children whose fathers are absent from. _the_home; 26 __ _
jurisdictions offer grants to tWo-paredt families who are needy as a
result of the unemploymenf of_the principal wage earner (AFDC-UP). -
Federal law requiras that certain able-bodied recipients register for
4orK .or_job training, _States may require work. .registrants to ..
partlecipate in one of several work prografis: Work locentive (WIN)
Prozram; Community Work Experience Program_ (CWEP); Work _ =
Supplementation, or Job Seareh. In January; 1985, the maximum benefit
for a family 5. three ranged from $118 per month in Alabama to $740
per month in Alaska.

1965 1970 1975 3519 1984 (4)
Average . MGnERIy L o o .
_Participation 4,329 7.429 11.067 10.311 10.868
(In Millions)
Average Monthly e o o o )
Benefit $32 $u6 $63 $87 $110
Fedéral Cost $1.986 $2.759 $5.177 $6.508 $8.583
(In Billions)

(5 U.S; Départment of Health and Human Services
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- -The Supplemental Security Income Program was siictsd &5 part of
the Social Security Act Amendments of 1972. fThis Program_transformed

the_ system of_Fedéral grants-to States for the provision of separate
assistance programs_to.the elderly, to the blind, and to the =
permanently disabled, into a single; fedérallj-administered program
with uniform nationwide eligibility requirements. .The program began
operation in-1978. -Benefits, designed to provide a minifium income
floor, are madé. avallable to. persons age 65 and older; persons who are
legally blind; and persons who.are disabled to She extent that they
are unable to engage in any substantial gainful activity resulting
from-a medically determined physical or_merntal impairment expected to
result in. death.or has lasted or can be expected _to last_for a.
continuocs_period 12 months- (the Jdiaability criteria pertains to
persons under age 18 as well),

, 1965 1970 1975 1979 19848 (5)
Average MoHER1y
_Participation S s s
(In Millions) = mmeen ool 4.313 4,220 4.093
Avérige Denerit - o L
Per Person === LL=l $114.39 $155.65 $219.00
Average Benerit o
Per Couple = eceen Lo $111.00 $145.96 $200.26
Federal Cost. - S o
(In:Millfions) --e-em IIIIC $4,359 35,279 48,281

{(5) Social Security AdminIStraticn
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1964 - FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

exchanged for food, was conceived during-the 1930's and was revived as
3 pilot project In 1961. The Fo6od Stamp Act_of_ 1964 established the
Food Stamp._Program as_a_permanent program and authorized expansion to
all_ states wishing to take part. Ultimately, in 1977, with the
enactment of a revised, more comprehensive bill to augment the.fight
against hunger, the Program-assumed the universal role of méeting the_

basic nutritional needs of low-Ir3one households._ Food stamp benefits

Statée and local administrative expenses. The Program imposes three
major_tests for eligibility: income limits, an assets limitation, and

work registration and job search requirements.

1965 1970 1975 1979 1985 (6)

Average Monthly

.Participation o B o - -
(In Millions) . 425 5,430 17.1% 17.7%% 22.ynnn
tﬂé?égé,gaﬁéﬁiy [ oo oo o o
-Benefit $6.38 $10.55 $21.42  $30.59  $42.7H
Federal Cost - - R A ol

(In Billions)  $.351 $:576  $4.624  $6.995  $12.470%%s

_ First.fiscal year in which food stamps were avallable nationwlde
* Flimination of purchase requirement . o
b Includes Puerto Rico’s Nutrition Assistance Program
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adid < SUPPLEMENTAL KOOI ASSISTANCE wHOGRAH Foit WOMi, INFANTS; AND
CHILDREN (WIC)

C__ o In Guv20 Conpresd Appievid Lie tal Sapnlemental Food.
Assis: : Program for_ Wotien, .4 Initially
concuived as a_two-year pilol proie ined tne
distribution: of monthly packures of Ased commodities with
heulth _Sgréening and nutrition education é3 €o low-income
infants; echildren to. the age of fivc, pregnant women, non-nursing.
mothers up to_six months affer bHildbirtbigndrngpsingﬂmg;hers,ﬁp,ﬁé
one year after childbirth wlio are certified to be at "nutritional

risk." The HIC;Prpgram,;g,ugique,éméﬁg Federal rood assistance
programs in that it 1s designed to_opcrate.as an adjunct. to good
health care:. Alfhough loeal WIC agencles are _not_raguired to make
health carc available to participants, each must emsure. that clients
have access_to _an_appropriate health. care -agency or provider. WIC .
Scrvices-are restricted by the amount of funding made available each
year by Congress.

1965 1970 1975 1979 1984
Avérage. Monthilyv
_Partigipation o B
{In Millisns) Iz . .34l 1.882 3.00
Federal Cost . -
{In Biilions) = amccew  __.__ .091 §.707 $1.36

CHILD NUTRITION pROGRAMS
targe numbers of young men undergoing Physical examinations for
nto miliary service during World War II yere found to -
suffer from nutriticn~related health deficlencies. This_ indicator of
widespread maloutrition. prompted the Congress, in 1946; to _enaot_ the

National School Lunch Progran_to. improve the nutritional status of
scnool-age children. From inception, the.goal of this program has
been_to shcourage: the- consumption of nutritious meals. by all children
regardless of. theéir economic status; however, to faciIitate the.
assurance that poor_children reap the nutritional benefits of the.
program, the law required that free or.i ice meals be mad
available to children from familtes with annual incomes less than 185
percent of the poverty level.
... Slnce 1946, =z nomber.of supplenm ntar
have been established.  The_ Child N 3
ted a number of these pragranm Sued-the goal of
alleviating existing and preventing possible malnutrition among
children, Additicnal nutrition services established through-this
legislation_ inclade:. the Sehool Breakfast Program; which_off+rs. a
balanced morning meal Primarily €5_ohildren residing in low-incom. . _

araas; tha Commoditx,59P919mcn531,?66d,Piﬁﬁbam;rGhichrproy;dcgrspecia;
food vice for pregnant women, {nfants,_aad Cliildren; the Child Care

Food Prograii, .which.promstes the provision of nutriftions meals to
children participating in day. aar.; programs; and the Summér. Food
Program, which provide: nuhrit;su: lunches to children during
nan-sehoonl months.

(6) .7 Daphrtmeit 5T Azricnlturs
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INTRODUCTION
Strong economic growth and 10w unemplo;yment were instru-

mental in improving the economic pos1twn of disadvantaged

qroups in-the 1960's, In addition, in the latter part of the

1960's, various programs were initiated to create job oppor-
tunities for minorities and reduce discrimination in_the
labor market.1 Between 1959 and 1969, the ratio of Black to

White median family income increased from ;52 to .61% and the

Black-White gedian income ‘ratio for persons increased from
;50 to .68, When the data are disdggregated by specific
incoaie- related charactemstics, such as age, education, occu-

pation; and work experience; th~_.same general impression. of

a narrowing -income gap between. Black and White “persons is
maintained, or in some.cases, enhanced.4

While the 1070 s were years of continﬁed effort by the

Federal Government to provide job opportunities for minori-
%ies and eliminate job discrimination, only some income meas-

ures reflect the outcome of these efforts. For example, -the

ratio of Black to White median :income for_ persons continued
to increase from .67 in 1970 to .71 in 1980, but the ratio of
Black 0 White median familiy 1ncome displayed erratic move-

ment during this period; the income ratio for families was
s61 in 1970; declined to :58 in 1973; rose to .62 in 1975;
and fell to .58 in 1980. Although some analysts have argued
that family income statistws should not be used to measure

market discrimination because they are affected by composi-

tional charges  (see Freeman, 1978);_the ratio of Black to

White median family_income is generally regarded a% a signi-
ficant barometer of Black economic progress. During the

1970's, the ratio of Black to White median family. income

'lncreased for - specific types”of families; such .as husband-
mfe famﬂles, but dechned foi‘ all famihes comb'lned. This

affected Blacks to a greater extent than Whites.

~_This paper seeks to measure the effect of changes . in
family composition on income levels for both Black and White
families. The first section traces the various changes in
family composition which have occurred among these families,
such as a decline in the proportion of traditional husband-

wife families and the__corresponding _increase in families

maintained by women with no husbanc present. These changes
have profoundly affected family income .levels. For the
first time since family income statistics have been compiled

1
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2
from the March Current Population Survey (CPS); data for the

1970's show that a smaller proportion of Black families than
White families were husband-wife families with working wives.
Concomitantly, the average number of earners for Black fami-
lies was below that for White families with the attendant

effect on_the_ overall. ratio of Rlack to White median family

incomé. 1In_the second section; a technique 1is presented

which provides . hypothetical estimates of the effect  of
changes in family composition on income levels. This tech-

nique involves the creation of a data fila from the March CPS
with_income ,,léii?l s_for 1980 and demographic characteristics .
for March 1971.° The third section discusses .the tabulation
of summary income statistics from this file that,.when com-

.pared with published estimates,  enables us to estimate the

effect o

effect f changes in family composition on income and poverty
evels, - :

1 CHANGES IN FAMILY COMPOSITION DURING THE 1970°S

____Changes in family composition for Whites and Blacks are
reflected in data on family type and number of earners.

Income data and demographic distributions for March 1971
and March 1981 are shown in table 1, and figures 1 through 5

depict_changing family relationships over the entire period.
Most of the comparisons are restricted to the beginning and
end of the last decade, so the figures provide a perspective
On_the trends that occurred during that time. All of the
estimates presented in this section were compiled from March
CPS data. - = T . . S

~ The increasing prevalence of working wives has received

much attention in the media as well as 1in academic litera-

ture.® As shown in figure 1, the proportion of husband-wife
families with_working wives increased for both Blacks and
Whites, with the proportion remaining higher fcr Black fami-
lies than for White families. The trend for Blacks appears

to be more erratic than that.for Whites; partially because’
there is more sampling variability associated with the esti-

mates for Blacks, since there are fewer sample observations.

It is significant, however, that Blacks experienced a large
increase in the number of families with working wives between
March 1974 and March 1976, since there was a very severe
recession during the -early part of this period. Some re-
searchers have suggested that Black unemployment tends to
worsen relative to White unemployment during a recession
because Blacks -are more likely to have vulnerable jobs: The

~influx of wives into the labor force during a recessionary.

period may_be an attempt to compensate for losses in family
incomes. The fncrease in husband-wife families with working
wives is a trend which could be:ekpected to increase the
overall income of both Black and. White families, §1iii:é‘théyﬂ

e #*1*3277 R
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FIGUREL.

Married-Couple Families With Wives in the Paid

Labor Force as a Percent of All Married-Couple

Families, by Race of Householder: March 1971

to March 1981
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tend to have relatively high incomes: (See table 1.) How-

ever, it should be noted that money income tends to overstate
the increase in family economic status when wives enter the
labor market because the value of housework is not measured.

While the proportion of working -wives has increased,

the proportion of husband-wife families for both Blacks and

Whites has declined. As shown in figure 2; the proportion of
White husband-wife families declined slightly from 88 percent

in:March 1971 to 85 percent in March 1981, whereas the de-

cline for Black husband-wife families during the same period
was much more pronounced--from 66 to 54 percent. In con-

trast, from March 1971 to March 1981, families maintained by

women increased from 31 to 42 percent for Blacks and from 9
to 12 percent for Whites. == = = o
- _Changes in the type of family for both Blacks and Whites

are reflected in statistics on marital status from the March

CPS which show that Blacks are much more likely to experience
divorce and separation than Whites. The number of divorces
per 1,000 persons married with spouse present increased for

Blacks from 92 in March 1971 to 233 in March 1981; for
Whites; the comparable increase was from 48 to 100. The num-

spouse present increased for Blacks from 172 in March 1971 to

225 in_ March 1981; the comparable increase for Whites was
from 21 to 29. = = _ o , . . }
_ - Another social factor contributing to the formation of
families maintained by women is the number of children born

to single (never-married) women. Among such families, in

which the women are generally younger, the rate of increase
has been faster from March 1971 to_ March_1981 than for all
families maintained by women. This holds for both Blacks and

Whites; and is largely reflected in thz statistics on births

to unmarried women. For Whites, the percentage of births to
unmarried women went from 6 percent in 1971 to about 9 per-
cent -in-1979; the comparable percentages for Blacks were 41

and 55 percent./ Black single (never-married) women consti-

tuted 20 percent of Black families maintained by women in
March-1971 and 27 percent in March 1981; corresponding per-
centages for Whites were 9 and 12 percent. :

With the increase in divorced and separated women,; and

unwed- mothers; the proportion of widowed women has declined

for both Black and White families maintained by women,

Widowed women accounted for 30 percent of all White families

maintained by women in March 1981, down from 44 percent in
March 1971. Fer Blacks; the percentages were 21 percent and

25 percent, respectively.

These changes _in family . composition have had a pro-
nounced effect on family:.income levels. .They:have tended to
depress family income levels -for Blacks to a: greater:extent
than for Whites, since _fT‘l"igiﬁﬁiﬁtﬁﬁéﬂ by women tend to
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FIGURE2. _
Married-Couple Families as a Percent of All
Families, by Race of Householder:

Percent _Percent
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7
have lower incoWes than families maintained by men. (See
table 1) - S
For Blacks, the large decline in the proportion_ _of

percentage -of all- _families with working wives than. White

families. As shown in figure 3, a higher percentage of all

Black families_had working wives than did White families in
March 1971; (This was also the case for previous years not

shown.) However, by March 1972, this situation had reversed,

and by March 1981, 42 percent_of _all White families had
working_wives, compared with only 32 percent for Black fami-

lies. These changes are very important in determining over-

all family income levels, since families with working wives

tend to be a relatively high income group for both Blacks and
Whites. This can be seen from figure 4, which shows that the
ratio of Black to White median family income tends to paral-
lel movements in the proportion of families with working
wives (figure 3). : S .

when the data are disaggregated by type of family and
number of earners, it appears that changes in family composi-

tion have had an important effect on income levels. For

example, table 1 shows that the ratio of Black _to White
median income increased for most specific types of families

between 1970 and 1980; even though it showed a decline for

all families combined. Changes in family composition have
also lowered the proportion of Black families with multiple

earners below that for White families:  As shown in figure 5,
a larger proportion of Black families than White families had
multiple ear- -s in March 1971, which was dlso the case for
previous yeairs. (In March 1968, the earliest year for which
data are available, the proportions "were 58 percent for
Blacks and 52 percent for Whites.) In March 1972, this rela-

tionship reversed, and the proportion for Blacks fell sub-

stantially below that for Whites. These changes are sum-
marized by the average number of earners per family: 1.67

and 1.68 for Blacks and Whites, respectively, in March 1971,

and 1:48 and 1.66 for Blacks and Whites; respectively; in
March 1981,

II. A TECHNIQUE FOR STANDARDIZ!NG CHANGES IN FAMILY

COMPOSITION
~In this section, a technique is presented which can be
usad to estimate the effects of changes in family composition
on the relative and absolute income levels of Black and White
families. This technique enables the calculation of hypothe-

tical 1980 income levels based on the demographic composition
of the population as it existed in March 1971; that is; the

same distribution by  age groups and family relationships.
- The effect of these standatdizations on changes in income

L . . RO AR
L g AT ol QW
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FIGURE 3. - S
Married-Couple Families With Wives in the Paid .

Labor Force as a Percent of All Families, by

Race of Householder: March 1971 to March 1981
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Black Median Family Income as a Percent of White
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FIGURE 5. 9
Families With Multiple Earners as a Percent of

All Families, by Race of Householder:

March 1971 to March 1981
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for Black and White families between 1970 and 1980 is Shown

for several different demographic characteristics.

. -The traditional approach used to standardize income data
is to weight_summary income statistics for specific types of

families in the survey year by distributions of the popula-

tion from- an earlier year. This is similar to using a

Laspeyres index with base period weights and current year
-incomes. Although this approach- can: be quickly employed to

determine the effect of a few variables, lengthy calculations

are required to adjust for a number of characteristics.
Moreover; the approach is really mathematically suitable only
for mean incomes, althiough a variation of the approach has

been used by some-authors on median incomes (Gwartney, 1970).

_The standardization technique presented in this paper
can be used to adjust for a‘broad variety of characteristics
simultaneously. The result is a computer file with 1930

incomes and March 1971 demographic characteristics. An ad-

vantage of this approach is that tabulations can be produced
from existing computer programs; and a broad range of statis-
tics can be compiled. The standardizations are based on a

matrix containing 702 cells, with various categories of fami-

ly relationship, age, race, and sex cross-classified with
each other. (Details of the approach can be found in -the
appendix.) These variables were selected because of the
dramatic changes in family composition experienced by peisons

in particular age and race groups. Separate matrices were
prepared for the March 1971 and March 1981 €PS; and the pro-
portion of persons occupying each cell was determined for

each_years  The 1971 _matrix was divided by the 1981 matrix to
develop adjustment factors for each cells ~The March 1981
file ‘'was passed again, and the appropriate adjustment factors
were multiplied- by the sample weight for each person, ac-
cording to the cell in which the characteristics of that
person _were located. No adjustment was made to the income .
data reported in the March 1981 CPS. . This procedure resulted

in a computer file having 1980-income levels and March 1971
demographic charécteristics: No attempt was made to reweight
this file tosnational age, race, and Sex controls, .as is

customarily done in the CPS, since this would have counter-

acted_the intent of the adjustment process. - =
This standardization technique is essentially a_ static

position ‘and other demographic factors which affect economic

variables;, such as work _experience, are reflected in the
estimates; since the 1980 -income amounts reported in the
March 1981 .CPS have not been altered.: However; by assuming

that the ‘demographic 'characteristics .of families were the

same as: in March 1971, it is being -implicitly assumed that

this reshuffling of families has no impact on wage rates and

. employment levels in the labprcmprket. Decisions to marry,
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: divorce, have children, or work are not independent of income

influences. However, th1s methodology does not permit us to
measure_the behavioral or causal _effect of income variables
on family composition. These limitations will exist with any
static approach which does rnot consider the interactions

between changes in demograph1c and economic variables.

111. EFFECTS OF CHANGES IN FAﬁILY COMPOSITION ON
INCOME LEVELS-

The effects of the,standard1zat1on procedure are shown
in table 2, which contains income data for families by geo-
graphic locat10n and race, and for persons by sex and race.

For-all families, the adjusted ratio of 8lack to White median

~ family income is :66 in 1980, compared with the published
ratio of .58. -Thu$S; changes in family conposition; -age;
etc.; 1owered the overall ratio Qy&about 8 percentage points.

The data shown in table 2 indicate that substantial changes

in family composition occurred for Black families in nonmet-

ropolitan and metropolitan areas; and in all four regions of
the _country. As expected, the adjusted income.ratios by type

of family were not very different from the published ratios,

This resulted because the - standardization procedure_altered
the mix of .specific types of families (e.g., more husband-

wife families) rather than the income positign of these fami-
lies.f,(See table 2.) .

~ It has been observed. in 1ncane data fOr ma]es and fe-
males that differences in marital . status are associated with

differences in annual income after many other: variables are
held constant. On average; single men have lower annual
incomes than marr1ed men with spouses present.. The.opposite

is true for women: married women tend to have lowerfannual
incomes than single women.. The ad;usted median income data
for males and females shown in table 2 are consistent with
these observations, -except. for Black women. For both Black

and White men, the adjusted median incomes for 1980 tend to
be . higher than the published income data. _An explanation is
found in the standardization procedure which entailed substi-

pattern. Since there was a. greater proportion of males in

husband-wife families in 1971 than in- 1981 and husbands have
higher 1ncomes on .average than their single _ counterparts,

e;pected result. Also, the. lower adjusted income for white

women is explained in part .by.the. fact that.the. adjustment

procedure assigned proportionately more_ women. as wives;
spouse present, and fewer - women: to -the single status. cate-

. gory. As stated,; the adJustment procedure for Black women

141 .



" Tabl_e 2. Median Income in 1970 and 1980 for Families and 7ersons. by Race and Selected
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eharad:omﬂes
’ (Inco-o in 1980 douu--) e
' white - Black Ratio: Black to White

' Belected characteristica’ » 1980 1980 1980
T Published | Adjusted | 1970 | published | Adjusced | 1970 | rapraned Adfusted 1970
- 421,904 | $22,438 | ®21,722 | 12,67 | $14,830 | 313,325 .58 .66 .61
tropom-n are 23,818 | 24,517( 23,774 13,726 | 16:157| 1s;152 ;38 .86 &%
.1,000,000 or more. 25,2971 25,965 25,236 14,686 | 16,977 | 16,366 .58 .65 .85
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. undor 1,000,000 22,222 22,880 | 22,204 11,999 ) . 14,704 54 64 .61
wto de Iotropoutln lrou... 18,794 19,290 - 18,379 10,257 | * 11,493 55 .60 .51
ulion . - -
Northasat. ... 22,602 | 23,529 | 23,214 13,189 | 14,761 | 16,497 .58 .63 71
North Central. 22,316 | 22,826 22,299 14,044 | 16,827 ] 16,378 .63 7 .73
Bouth.......occoivneaooeenaes | 20,831 21,08L| 19,608 11,629 | 13,426 11,09 .56 .64 .57
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wits In p‘ﬁ Isdbor force... 27,238 27,211} 26,617 22,795 23,218 20,629 .84 .85 .78
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18,731 19,148 | 20;211) 12,557 | 11,467 14;327 & 0|, .1
11,908 | 12,414 | 12,211 74250 7,454 7.589 .62 60| 62
CMAl@..ies ieeiiinneitiaeeeee. ] 13,328 | 13;692] 14:878 8,009 88683 8;822 .60 .63 .59
T T 4,947}) 4,519 4,809 4.580 ) _ 4,557 4,378 .93 1.01 .91
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did not yield much difference between published ($4,580) and

. adjusted ($4,557) median income estimates.

.. _In_general ;,gr;éjfﬁiﬁgif&iiéfiéﬁ,ﬁi‘ééédﬁi‘éﬁﬁdﬁétéd that
the changes in family composition which occurred during the
1970's increased the number of families below the poverty

level and; consequently, the poverty rate. _As shown 1in
table 3, families with a female householder tend to have much

higher poverty rates than their rale counterparts. Since the

adjustment procedure reduced the number of families main-

tained by women for March 1981, it correspondingly - reduced
the number of poor and the poverty rate for that years: Over-

all, changes in family _composition have _accounted for
2,017,000 additional poor families. -The -impact was.very pro-
nounced for Black families, since they experienced a much

larger proportional -increase in families maintained by women
‘than White families:_ As shown in table 3; the adjusted puv-
erty rate for Black families is 19.9 in 1980, or 9 percentage

points lower than. the published estimate. The adjusted pov-

erty rate for White families is 5.9 in 1980, about 2 percent-
age points lower than the published estimate. .Thus, changes -

in family composition over the last decade have been closely
associated with the maintenance of . high official poverty

rates for these 'groups: . S
Tha data shown in table 2 also offer a partia’ explana-

tion to the extremely. slow growth in .real median family in-
come durirgy the 1970's. = Real median family income did not

change significantly during the 1970's, as. compared with an
annual growth rate of 3 percent during the 1960's. One obvi-

ous reason for the poor performance during the 1970's_is the

severe recession which occurred between November 1973 and
March 1975. _The statistics show that median family income
(in 1980 dollars) fell from $22,346 in 1973 to $21,004 in

1975. . However, the changes in family composition discussed

in this paper apparently have also acted as a “drag" on fami-
ly income statistics. The extert of this_influence i$-shown

in figure 6, which depicts the percent change in ‘eal median

family income between 1970 and 1980 by race, as published -
from the March CPS and as adjusted using the procedure de-
scribed_here: . Overall; changes_ in family composition during
the 1970's had - a moderating effect on the growth in real

median family income for all families. _However, the impact

on the statistics 'y race is more striking. The adjusted
data for White families only raise real median income growth

from .8 to 3.3 percent, since Whites experienced only moder-

ate changes in family composition: For Blacks, changes in
family composition are associated with a real income decline
of 4.9 percent betwsen 1970 and 1980 rather than an increase

-of 11.3 percent. Th2se data suggest that, in the absence of

~ changes in family composition; the average income. of Black
~ families would have. increased more rapidly than the average -
income of White.families 3 RPN S S
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Table 3. Families Below the Poverty Level in 1970 and 1980
" (Numbers in thousands.  Families as of March of the following year) o o
- 1980 1970
Selected characteristics Below poverty level -Poverty rate Below|
PP [T S [ ———— R ———— — poverty ! loverty
Published | Adjusted | Difference | Published | Adjusted | Difference level rate T
ALL PAMILIES ,
TOtAl..ueennennerennnnennnns 6,217 4,200 -2,017 10.3 7:3 -3.0| 5,260 10.1
Male householder................... 3,099 2,459 -640 _6:3 4.8 -1.5{ 3,309 7.5
Ferale householder.......coo0veeves 3,118 1,741 -1,377 28.6 24.9 -3.7 1,951 32.%
WHITE FANILIES . o
L TOMAlieeiiieineiiiinnnneennn. |  &195| 3071 -1,12% 8.0 5.9 =2.1| 3,708 8.0
Male housoholder......cooeovvvuueee 2,497 2,056 -4531 5.6 4.4 -1.2 2,606 6.2
Female householder...cccoeveeicinose 1,698 1,015 -683 21.8 19.3 -2.5 1,102 5.0
BLACK FAMILIES ]
L82s| 1,069 2757 28.9 19.5 -9.0] 1,481 29.5
474 360 Siig 13.8 9.7 -4.1 648 18.6
1,353 710 -643 46.8 42.2 ~4.6 8341  54.3
R i - &
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CONCLUSION

Our analysis indicates that changes in family cciposi-

tion during the 1970's have adversely affected measures of
both Black and White average family incomes; In addition,

the effects have been more severe for Black families than for
White families, thus depressing the ratio of Black to White
median income below what it would have been in the absence of
such changes: Although the overall ratio of Black to White
median_family {fncome declined from <61 in 1970 to .58 in

1980, the ratio increased for husband-wife families (from ;73

to :79) and remained about the same for families maintained o

by women (<6Z). _Thus, a comparison of the overall statistics

indicates that Blacks are falling behind Whites in terms of
Income, whereas comparisons for specific types of families
indicate that they are making some gains. The latter compar-

ison is more accurate because it, in effect, partially stand-
ardizes for changes in family composition that have occurred.
This indicates that the overall median_income may not be a

good indicator of the economic status of families when signi-
ficant_changes in family composi‘ion have occurred. This is

a complex issue which deserves additional research.
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'Notes ' | |

" lgradley Schiller has suggested that the civil rights and «

equal opportunity initiatives of the 1960's benefited Black
entrants into the labor force, but failed to benefit Black
workers who were already assimilated into the labor market.:

~ (See Schiller; 1977;.p. 936.) _
2The 1959 income data are from the 1960 census, and the 1969

income data are from the 1970 census. Income data refer-

enced from 1970 onward are from the March Current Population
Ssurveys (€PS); It should be noted that income and poverty

levels fram the decennial census differ somewhat from March
CPS data_ for the same period. These differences are dis-
cussed in the P-60 series of the Current Population Reports.

Income as defined from these sources_includes various forms
of money income received periodically, such as wages and

salaries, net income from self-employment, .Social Security

benefits, public assistance payments; property income,; pen-
sion income, and unemployment compensation. The income con-
cept does_not include in-kind benefits, such as food stamps,
or capital gains. As with all survey data, the income data

are subject to sampling variability and errors of response;

such as misreporting. '

3The ratic of Black to White median income for both sexes .

combined conceals the fact that the income .gap was much

narrower for women (.84 in 1969) than for men (.60 in 1969). ..

factors; such as age; and locational factors. (See for
example, Gwartney, 1970; Smith . and Welch, 1977; and Social

Indicators, 1978.) These studies invariably find that the -
Tncome gap between Blacks and Whites is. narrowed ‘after- ad-
justing for such differences, but that an. unexplained resi--

dual which is often. attributed to -discrimination' remains. -

Spopulation characteristics from the March CPS are-us. of the -
survey date; but income statistics refer to amounts received
during the previous calendar year. Thus, demographic char-

acteristics as of March. 1971 cofrespond to 1970 - income .
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6A1though it has been observed that an increase in husband's

earnings tends to lower the labor force participation rate
of wives, there have.been several other developments which
have led to an increase in the participation rate for wives:

These' factors include the rising real wages -experienced by:
females, decline in birth rates; increase in educational at-

tainment-of women, decrease in the average length of the
work week and change in technology and industrial structure
leading to an increase in the demand for female labor. (See
Mincer, 1962.) A discussion of differences in labor force

participation rates for Black and White women.can- be found
“in Cain; 1966, o ‘ . : o
TThe latest data available for births to unmarried women are

from the National Center for Health Statistics and are for
the calendar year 1979, . . -

e
P’y

by
>
Y\



144

~Appendixx
‘Methodology Used for
Standardization Procedure

~ The procedure used to develop a special March CPS com-
puter file with 13980 income levels and March 1971 demographic

characteristics: is described in this section. - The approach
used Was to adjust the weight for each person on the March

1981 CPS file (which has 1980 income levels) to correspond to

demographic relationships identified from the March 1971 CPS

file. Thévﬁtéﬁs~1hidlyéd‘iﬁ the adjustment procedure were:

1. The first step was to decide on the specific demographic

characteristics to be used in the standardization proce-

dure. Although this was a somewhat arbitrary decision,
an obvious constraint was information normally available
from the March CPS. The following categories were se-

lected from four major areas: family relationship, age,

race, and sexX.

Family rel :

--householder with children
--householder without children

-~spouse with children
--spouse without_children_

--ggmale householder, no husband present, with chil-
ren S

-~female householder, no husband present, without

children . _ . S L

--male householder, no wife present, with children
--male householder, no wife present, without children
--child of householder '
--other family members

~-unrelated individual 1iving alone

-=other primary unrelated individual
--secondary unrelated individual
Age:

--less. than 15 years old =-35 to 44 years old
--15 to 19 years old ==45 to 54 years old
--20 to 24 years old --55 to 64 years old
-=25 to 29 years old --65 years old and over
~ --30 to 34 years old
5}#;”~¢@j§4amyﬁh
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-~Hhite | . -iMale -
--Black : -~Female

--Other race

These characteristics were cross-classified with each
other to produce a matrix having 702 cells.
The next_step was to tally the number of persons from the

March 1971 CPS file into each cell of the matrix. This

procedure was repeated in a separate 702-cell matrix for
persons on the March 1981 CPS file;

The nuiiber of persons tallied in corresponding cells of
the matrices were compared to - determine the number of

sample cases present. If the number of sample cases in
a given cell was less than 20 for either year; the cells
were blanked for both years and the respective : sample
cases_were placed in a residual category for each matrix.
This procedure was used because of the concern for high
sampling variability in cells with a sparse number of

observations. In this particular application, the pro-

-.portion of cases falling into the residual category was

" 288 percent for March 1971 and 3.27 percent for March

' 1981, reflecting more diverse 1iving arrangements in the

4;

latter year. In most cases; cells with less than 20 ob-

servations represented combinations -of the variables that

were not crucial to the analysis. _

The next step was to calculate the ratios of representa=

tion by cells for each year separately. The proportions
for the residual categories were plugged into cells which
were previously blanked: The proportions for each cell
of the March 1971 matrix were then divided by the corre-
sponding proportions from the March 1981 matrix to pro-

duce adjustment factors: for each cell.

Finally, the March 1981 CPS file was reread, and the ap-
propriate -1ocation in the 702-cell matrix was determined
for each person on the file. The persons weight on the
file was then multiplied by the appropriate adjustient

factor determined in step 4 and the original weight on

the file was replaced by the adjusted weight. This
effectively produced a March 1981 CPS file with 1980

income data and March 1971 demographic relationships. No
attempt was made to reweight the file to age, race; and
sex ‘control numbers, as is usually done in the March CPS,
since this would have ,,;cqqgr; eracted the ‘standardization
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On Social Invention:. Somie Reflections
on the Relationship Between Family
and Pévéi“t}"

Michael Novak®*

Introduction

_ “One measure of 2 good society is how well it cares for the weak-
cst and most vulnerable of its members.”! In every socicty; a sub-
stant'al proportion of the population will be in need of help from.
others because it is unable to meet all its needs alone. The elderly,

orphans and other needy children, the handicapped, and those with

special disabilities (e.g:, nervous disorders, prolonged sicknesses, or

temporary n:isfortunes) are necessarily dependent -upon others for

. their financial needs. It is, therefore, no mark against any society

that it has in its midst a substantial number of needy and vulnerable
members. This will be especially true in modern societies, to which
and within which there have been significant migrations, and where

most. citizens live beyond the traditional support systems of rtiral
villages. It will be true, not least; ina continent-sized, highly mobile
society such as the United States. ) :

Ironically, the more successful a society is in its health and welfare
programs, the more such members it will have, for two reasons.

First, its elderly—retired from employment—will live longer and, as

a consequence, some of them will require care and assistance for
longer periods of time: It is a great human success 1o see our par-
ents live longer and in greater numbers than those of any previous
generation in history, even if those older than eighty or even sev-
enty may become more dependent than ever before Second, a dy-

namic, prosperous society is likely to set ever higher standards of

well-being; thereby bringing more people within the scope of its so-
cial programs. This, too, is admirable. The official United States

poverty line is higher by far than the income of the vast majority of

T+ Michael Novak holds the George Frederick Jeweit Chiair in Religion. Philosophy.

and Public Policy at the American Enterprise Institute, where he and Leslie Lenkowsky
began the Social Invention-Projeci 1o investigate new possibilities in sodal poli -

licy.

1. Lay Commssior ox CatHoLc SociaL TEAcHING ax  ~ U.S. EcoNomy, TowarD

43k FuTure: CATHOLIE SOCIAL THOUGHT aND THE U.S. oMy—A Lay LETTER 58
(1984).
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the earth s people now oi- ever before—and this is a success; not a

failure. .
Despite these successes, there : is today wxdespread dissatisfaction

with modern welfare societies. The “‘needs” they attemp* to meet
are infinitely expandable. Even persons who are not strictly in need

have come to be included within government assistance programs.
Indeed; rather high proportions of g govemment assistance end up
not going to the neediest but to wide sections of the society; Social
Secumy, for example, goes to the elderly as a class without discrimi-

nating on the basis of need: ﬁccordmgly, government welfare pro-

grams seem (o grow in cost for many reasons beside inflation. Such
programs are regularly criticized from all points of view for their
inefficiency, so much so that social thinkers such as Edward A. Shils
have questioned whether governmernts are capable of managing the

vast new obligations they have assumed:? Alexis de Tocqueville is

again being quoted on '‘the new soft tyranny” of dependency.® Hi-
laire Belloc’s The Servile Statz4 and F. A. Hayek's The Road to Serfdom®

gain new adherents daily.
The main sources of wxdespread discontent among mtellectuals

currently contemplating the fate of the weifare state are prcbably

less philosophical than précucal do welfare states unavoxdably in-
jure themselves by taking on too much—by inevitable mismanage-
ment, by insuperable costs, and by the declinifig morale (and
morals) of their citizens? So it is also with ordinary citizenis. A re-

cent poll commissioned by the Los Angeles Times and reported in Pub-
lic Opinion showed that significant_ majorities of both the poor (56%)
and the non-poor (73%) believe that the government does not know
how to. help the poor, even with unlimited funds. Rarely 51% of the

poor think the “War on Poverty"” made thmgs “better;"” included in

this_statistic were only 14% who said “‘much better.”” Moreover;
56% of the poor and 59% of the non-poor think anti-poverty pro-
grams have seldom worked. Only 5% of the poor tiink this was
because anti-poverty programs were niever given enough money;

50% (68% of the black poor) said it was because the money never
got to the poor.6

5 F. A Hntx THE ROAD T0 SERFDOM (1944) .
,,,,,, Lewis & Schneider, Hard Times: The Public an Poueﬂy. 8 PuB. OpiNioN UlQBS) A

hOPECuL&ndJng. _only 28% of the poor sampled concurred with the proposition that

"Government is re;ponslblc for [the] well-being of all its citizéns and has an obligation
10 take care of them.” A large majority of the poor sampled (69%) held, rather, that

62
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The model the United States has follbwed since the “Wa - on Pov-

erty” set forth two aspirations: first, to remove barriers to opportu-

nity; second, Lo accept those who cannot or do not help themselves;

as dependents to whom society must minister. Nearly all the burden

of this second task has fallen on government. Government has been

allowed to become the chief agency for designing, administering,

and funding social welfare programs. Although “society” and

§téte are not co- extenswe. soc:ety has here delegated most of its

basrc phxlosophxcal assumpuons whxch underlie the welfare state,

however, we must at least try to improve the design of what we are
doing.
In my opinion; govemment should do more, if not monetarnly,

then at least.with considerable social inventiveness; and not solely in
the way government has been doing it. While the moral principles
we hold will riot allow us to do less—not, at least, while the

problems of the poor are 50 poignant—we are now called to invent a

better way. That a good society should help the needy, and that the

govemment should havc sound poverty pngrams. is both morally

alyvays be in question, par;xcularly in hghl ofirthe}r consequences.
- Sirice the pblides of welfare states necessarily alter rational expec-
tations, it would seem naive to believe that such stites do not

change the ethos within which their citizens are prepared for realxty

Risk of total destitution being removed, are citizens thereby taught
to shape in themselves a different sort "f character? While no sys-
tem can remove entirely the risks inherent in suman hberty and di-

versity, and while the character of its citizens is always an importarnt

concern of the polity; some persons among the poor are inevitably

so wounded that they are sxmply in dire need.. Welfare progrars
are necessary, then; but so is a public ethos of character and virtue.

Fbr 'm'aﬁy yéa'rs i*éw the tho'ij&ht has ﬁaggéa 'm'é t}iat 6iir iﬁtéll?c-

pledj'xrlj ﬂthﬁeﬁt}gn p}ggern gogcemsgfﬁghe n]g*[n xdual and the state.

Yet in the actual social world in which most human beings live,

- neither our naked individuality nor our role as citizens actually pre-

dommates Famlly hfe in parucularl and Lhe smaller socxal worlds

our dally happmess welfare. hurt, and need: In short, “social”

* People are responsnble for their own well-being and have an obhgauon to take care of
themselves.” Jd. at 59. &~ Appendix, Table |, for selected questions from this poll.
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should rot be confused with “state;” Between the individual a:id

the state there are crucial social worlds—mediating institutions—in
which we dwell as active social animals. In neglecting those cruciz!
social worlds and in corncentratinig on state assistance to individual:,

our public policy is seriously out of touch with human reality. A

major shift in our public policy may be far less expensive and far
more effective. In particular, I submit that promoting family Jife is
the best long-range focus of a fruitfuil social policy since the family
provides the most basic and indispensable sphere of daily existence.

1. Trangforming the Images of Poverty

To begin, we should question the images of poverty on which gov-

ermnment action is based. Is poverty something that can be “warred”
upon? The_suggestion implies that poverty is a combatant and can

surrender. Is poverty only the opposite of monetary wezlth; with no
roots in culture and personal development, such that it can be de-

feated solely by infusions of money? Experience has shown these to
be erroneous patterns of thought. Indeed, programs thought to be

successful such as Head Start and tutorial assistance went beyond
purely monetary conceptions to attack the rootedness of poverty ini’
culture. Consider how cheap it would be, in purely monetary

terms; to eliminate poverty. In 1984, 33.7 million persons were
counted as poor by the meeting the criteria of an income (excluding
non-cash benefits) less than $10,609.00 for a non-farm family of
four.” As a thought experiment, suppose that these 33.7 million in-

dividuals were equivalent to 9 million families of four. Simply to
have given each of 9 million families $10,609.00 in 1984 would have

cost only $95 billion. Since we know that many of the poor already
ediTi somme income, although not enough to carry them above the
poverty line, considerably less thari $95 billion would be needed. In

facy, given these suatistics, the “poverty gap” can be calculated at
about $46 billion.? Obviously then, poverty is not a purely mone-

tary problem. If it were, we could eliminate poverty in America sim-
ply by giving each person enough money to push him or her over the
poverty line. This is not even a very expensive proposition relative

to other federal expenditures. Nonetheless, few of us believe that

__7.__BUREAU. OF THE CeNsUS, CURRENT PopULATION RePORTS, U.S. DEF'T oF Com

MERCE, SERIES P-60; No. 149, MONEY INCOME AND -POVERTY-STATUS OF FAMILIES AND

PERSONS 13 THE UNITED STATES: 1984 2, 31 (1985) {Advance Data from the March 1985

Current Population Survey); [hereinafter cited as MONEY INCOME AND POVERTY StaTUS).

37”8. Calculated from MONEY INCOME AND POVERTY STATUS, supra note 7, Table 19, at
0.
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the personal and cuhural vulnerabxlmes zlso xmphed by poverty
would disappear even if gifts of money served to lift every poor per-
son above the official poverty line. An “‘unemployable’ twenty-two
year old, even with money in his pocket, hzs not fully escaped from
poverty:

How, then, can we reach a more helpful Undérstandmg of pov-

erty; so as to artive at less destructive and more creative social
programs?
A. Disaggregating the Poor

The first obvious step involves “disaggregating” the poor by ex-
amining the various statistical profiles already available, and per-
haps by thinking of even more penetrating statistics that might be
gathiered® The advantages of disaggregation .in mformatxon terms

are clear: the elderiy poor will hardly be helped by job training; the
poor under age eighteen may have special educational needs; the
disabled may need not only income maintenance but special care,
and so forth. As matters stand, our gfficial figures describe the poor
by a uniform monetary measure: Thesc official statistics do perform

certain critical disaggregations such as age; sex; race; and employ-
ment. The existing statistical disaggregations help us to grasp the
relative magnitudes-of poor in different sub-populations (the eld-
erly, the young) in differsnt locations (rura.l urban) and the like:

The official ﬁgures are extremely valuable in this reg.rd and they

often lead: to conclusions that run counter to prevailing
stereotypes.?
Several crucial dxsagg'regauons no:. curremly reflected i in the offi-

cial ﬁguxcs would be helpﬁxl For mstancc, how many of the poor

help to acquire skills? l"ow many of the poor would classify them-
selves as poor? Married graduate students in non-farm families of
four living on far less than $10,609 in 1982 probably did not think of
themiselves as-poor; nor did many immigrants who arrived penmléss

but optimistic about their ‘prospects; nor did those persens who

chose to live largely outside a cash economy for reasons of self-suffi-

cal auenrurorn ’9

9. 1d., Tablels, at 21. -
2 10. -S. Anna Kondratas argues iKat (e “CEnsas Burcau oﬁicnaliy defines poverty on

lhc basis of cash income only, even though common sense would indicate tivat poverty—
the opposuc ol wealih—is 3 funiction niot only of incormie, bui 2156 of asséts and invest-
ent in human capital. Thus, 2 middleé-class studeént who has mmcd out of his parents’
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B The Human Slary

A second step in amvmg at a more helpful understandmg of | pov-
erty inivolves beginning o think of poverty in terms of personal his-
tories.. Not all persons l)fﬁmally classified as poor are, or think of

themselves as; dependent upon government. Not all want; or need,
assistance. Poverty is not solely a matter of income in a given year; a
given year is only a snapshot in a life-long film. Behind and ahead
of every unit of increase or decrease in the poverty statistics there is

a human story To be effective; assistance programs must somehow
take account of these narratives. Government, and especially the
féderal govemmem, cannot possxbly know nor be expeczed to know

those involved do know their stones This is one of the factors that

argues in favor of a public policy centered upon existing social sup-
port systems with ready access to crucial information; even if narra-
tive in form. Helping people, even in one’s own family, is a difficult
art: To respect that art is part of the mutual respect humans owe

omne another;

C. The Potential far ]nd‘ependmce : -

A thlrd step mvolves dlstmgmshmg sharpl)' between two catego-
ries of the poor.. First, there is a substantial class of persons who are

dependent and are always going to be dependent, because they sim-

ply cannot (because of age, disability, infirmity, etc.) care for them-

selves. Such persons require social assistance, if not from other
socia’ bodxes to which ‘hey be]ong, then from the state. Second,
there are those who, if kelped in the appropriate way, can become in-

dependent and Lh i'eby keep themselves out of poverty (This cate-

gory. bnngs about wo immensely sxg'mﬁcant social gains: the indi-

vals able to achieve independence fr }}!E state and pull

themselves out of poverty experience that sense of full dignity that

economxc hfe cycle An adeﬂy couple in Lh,nr own home and w h ,consl,denﬁblefaﬁssels

in 1988), even if that income | is  sufficie
some assets O cover emergencnes A sclf-cmployed busmes;man whose earnings fluctu.
ate widely can be ofﬁc:alrlyrpoor in a year of low earnings, even though he has a savings
cushion {rom g prewous years for just this purpose and even though his business may be

worth a great deal.” Kondratas, Poverty and Equity: Problems of Definition. 9 J. INsT. For
Soci1oecoN. Stup. 37, 40 (1985).
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corries from self-reliance and self-mastery, and public funds are
made available for helping those who can never attain such
autonomy. , 7
There is a particularly strong need for fresh thinking about those
young members of this second category who show every physical sign
of being able to be self-reliant, but who, from some psychologizal
sense of demoralization or through self-injuring behavior, continue

to be dependent upon others. One thinks of bold, strong ghetto
youths; physically not only strong; but superior; who find jobs but

cannot hold them, or who apply for openings and for reasons short
of discrimination (sifice others of the same characteristics take such
jobs in their place) are considered unemployable. One thinks of
ho choose a way of personal development inconsistent with
economic self-reliance; scorning abundant opportunities to teach
themmiselves to read or learn other indispensible skills, One thinks;
oo, of teenage girls who Lecoitie ufiwed mrothers and of their chil-
dren. While the absolute number of people who comprise thit sec-

bstantial; they s=em especially important

y not be s € ciall,
to consider because of their youth and promise. We will return to
them below. .

D. The Family as the Solution

Fiially, we need some fresh thinking about the role of the family
in overcoming poverty. According to the statistics, an intact (hus-
band-wife) family is the best social arrangement for Staying out of
poverty. In 1984, only 6:9% of married-couple familie. (including

the elderly) were poor;t! still fewer if non-cash benefits are in-
cluded.!? The reason for this appears to lie not only in the possibil-
ity of two ificomes instead of one, but also in the attentions;
disciplines; and special teaching that two parents are typically better

able to provide than one parent alone: In preparing for a life of

economiic activism and self-reliance; the role of an auentive father
seems epecially helpful for young men. A confiding father sesms to

__}1,_Money IncoMe AND POVERTY STATUS, 5ipra hiote 7, Table 14, at 20. Table 2 in
the Appendix_demonstrates the cffect of family structares 6ni_poverty. Whereas only
6.9% of all persons in_marricd-couple families are.poor; 34% of persons in female-
headed houscholds with no husband present are poor.. Moreover; while the latter ac-
counted for only one-quarter of all poor persons in 1960; in 1984 they accounted for
half of the poor. :

H -

12 Usir 3 valuing non-cash benefits, only 6.4% of mar-
ried-couplé families were classified as poor in 1984, See BUREAU oF Crnsus; U.S. DEP'T
oF CoMMERCE, TECHNICAL PAPER 55, ESTIMATES OF POVERTY INCLUDING THE VALUE OF

market value method of »

Nox~casn BeNerrrs: 1984 18, Table 2 (1985). Ser also Appendix, Table 2.
: 67
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be an invaluable teacher to a young man who needs to kiiow the lore
about the world of jobs and who needs 2udvice about handling the

turbulent and aggressive emotions of young men.’3 Yet it is not

only themselves but also the two sets of extended relatives that a
hust and and wife bring to their children in creating a l¢.ving; sup-
portive, and guiding family retwork.

_ One might argue that poverty causes families to break up and not

persons living in female-headed households, who today constitute
such a large proportion of the poor (49% in 1984),4 don't so much

“fall” into poverty as “stay” in it. Indeed; the poverty statistics may
then reflect fwo poor households where before there was only one.
My reply is that when Americans were far poorer, separation and
divorce among the poor (not to merntion birth out-of-wedlock) were
not nearly as extensive as today. If financial standing were every-

thing; couples in poverty would have strong incentives to stay to-
gether (e.g., life together is cheaper, two incomes are better than

many non-economic factors. This seems to be particularly true in

this age of mass communications and of a concomitant, rapidly shift-
ing public ethos; as we will examine below.!>
1In a fluid; individual-centered era of analysis such as ours, some

wish to imagine that there are “alternatives’ to the “traditional mar-
ried-cousi-. family.,” Some propose as alternatives_the extended
family of a single-parerit, or 4 tight-knit *‘community"” operating to-

gether as a family. Such are the hazards of human life that all sorts
of substitutes have of necessity been introduced to do what married-

couple families do best. I applaud every sort of help from extended

family life—mionitoring 4 child’s study habits, choosing 4 diet, teach-

ing habits of impulse-restraint and hard work, demonstrating how to

and rnales for a pro

d work
ple, enter the job market with higher
males. Is this because in their mothers they have a closer role model?
thing in their Alrican or American past, or within the wider society,
prepares black females for productive lives? Is there something in entry ley  the
labor markeis more favorable to black females? Does male aggression in a setting led
chiefly by females become confused? Are there expectations that if a niale does not have
a job, unlike a female of the same age, he is-not cligible as a marriage partner? Mule.
female diffierences do seem 16 be highly significant, both in family life and economic life.
More light in this arca would be welcome.

14, MoONEY INCOME AND POVERTY STATUS, supra note 7, Tables 14, 13, at 20, 25.
5. See infra pp. 312:315,
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use hammers, pens, and typewriters—it is difficult to imagine subsii-
tutes . for father and mother, especially if the latter are clearly

friends. What human arrangement is superior to this?

In any case; the smgle-parent household faces several d:sadvar.-

lages Pemm me a persona] exaimplc ‘When my wife is away on a
her w«hcn I am away. W:th regard to many famx]y responsxbl ues,
two parents together are cléarly better off than one a .

ism concerns far more than the family’s immediate finandal condi-
tion. Bringing up sons and bringing up daughters are two quite
different projects, and the sex of the parent respecting each is often
of Consxderable moment, One must have the highest admiration for

sing]e parents, Knowmg how many faxlures one has. oneself as but

ceed remarkab]y we]l 16 Fmanc:a]]y, 7 psychologlca]]y, éh’d
emononaily——or whatever it is in gender that is not interchangea-
ble—h
In intellectual discourse today, I recr mize that the menuon of
“family” nngs many ideological bells. 50me associate family wuh
“bourgeons, “traditional,” “unenhghlened " *‘private property,”
“victorian,” _the *‘ancien reg1me It is- @ critic’s task, however, to

ver, the intact husband-wife family has clear advantages.

pierce the veil of 1deo]ogy in the hope of ‘coming closer to realhy
My specific observ is that strengthe: ng the married-couple; in-
tact family is good pub ic policy, insofar as it helps to keep many out
of and others to escape from poverty. Since poverty is far more than
an .economic..condition and more accurately a tangle of diverse

human elements; and since all of these elements are touched by
family life; concentrating on the family and its relationship to pov-
erty is highly instructive.
I1. Focus the Assistance Strategy
Given such considerations as lhese, what suggestions mlghl be
,made with the goal of déve]opmg sounder welfare policies? ;
The conundrum that government assistanice raus = is how to
help those who must be helped without distorting factors of su: ply
and demand so that costs become staggering. Hu*a'; beings scoin
to have a propensity for taking advant> :2 of the puiklic treasury n
ways they would not otherwise imaginic rere re- \cx.ubxhty purely

16. See Kondratas, sspra note 10.
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personal: Even among highly trained health care professionals;

health costs soar when an institational third party (public or private)
foots the bill. One of the nation’s truly great and effective welfare

programs, Medicare, has suffered under this price distortion, even

though various new service-delivery techniques are being employed
in an attempt to remedy this probleni.'? More work needs to be

done in this area. L ] ) .
_The case of those who can move from dependerice to indepen-

dence calls most strongly for social intervention: in 1962; President

Kennedy announced that the chief purpose of his welfare reform (a
tiny seed of the Great Society) wis to maintain “the integrity and

preservation of the family unit.”"18 If we look at the Afierican family
twenty years later in 1982; and especially at those portions of the

populiition most affected by welfare; jt cannot be said that President
Kennedy’s chief purpose was fiilfilled. In Washington; D.€.; 56% of

all births in 1983 were to unwed miothers, mzny of them te=nagers
In Chicago, New York, and elsewhere; the figures are comparable—
or higher.!? There seems to be a rising coincidence between popus
lations on welfare and unwed motherhood. Poverty alone cannot be
said (o lead to unwed motherhood, for under conditions of greater
poverty than tcday the incidence of uniwed motherhood was far
lower; and among some groups in poverty it still remains low:
Given the specific patterns of slavery in the American South whick

dictated that blacks be purposefully kept dependent; it may be that

circumstances . of dependency, recreated by contemporary welfare .

policy, evoke a special kind of suffering among blacks. It may be
that high joblessness among young black males today brings such
dependency to a painful pitch. Today’s period of high welfare coin-

cides with unprecedented high patterns of unwed motherhood:
Why? How? We need to understand the relationship between these

two phenomena—and much else— far better than we do now.20 The

_.17. For a good analysis.of hea)th ¢are palicy and Medicire, see INCENTIVES V5. CoN-
TROLS IN HEALTH Poticy: BROADENING THE DEBATE {J: Mcyer. ed. 1985), -
. _18.  Text of President’s Message to Congress Seeking Reforims in. Welfare Programs, N.Y. Times,
Feb. 2, 1962, at 10, col. 6. (Text of speech by President Kennedy). .~

19.  See Cummings, Breakup of Black Family Imperils Gains of Decades, N Y- Times, Nov.
20, 1983. at 1, col. 3; id.. Nov. 21, 1988, at . col. 2. Sinee 1950, ihe national illegitimacy
rate has doubled from 14.1 babics 10 a staggering 29.4 per 1000.oRmarried Woren in

ied arried women in
1980. Sez Appendix, Table 3. Such an enormous increase in the illegitimate birih rate js
reflected in the comparable growth of persons in female-headed families with.ii6 hiise
band present. The number of such persons rose from 14.2 million t6 30:8 miltion be-
tween 1959 and 1984. Calculated from MoNEY INCOME AND POVERTY STATUS, sipra noie
7. Table 15, T
20. Charles Murray argues that “the context in which the illegitimacy rate among
poor woinien intreased cannot be understood without understanding as well the impor-
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costs unwed motherhood inflict on this and the next generation are

frlghlemng to comemplate
To repeat, tlie actual number of unwed young mothers nauon-
wide, apprommzlely 300,000, is not large in absolute terms. It is

difficult to believe; however; that their children will get a good eco-
nomic start toward self-reliance. The youth and promise of those
whose futures are at stake call for something new, something better.

Is our capacity for social invention such that we can think of noth-
ing 1o do?. Féi-'goverﬁ'riiem the jifébléiri is delicate. The choice to
have children—and tiiere is no question that many young mothers

wanl these children—~is a personal one. Since the young mothers

are not usually in a position to provide for these children alone;

however; the problem becomes one of public concern and the solu-
tion a dilemma of publlc policy.2!

Several years ago. the federal government conducted a massive

social experiment in which the high hopes of many were invested.
Scholars as diverse 25 Milton Friedman and James Tobin supported
the basic idez behind the es: penmem which involved giving a large
number of pocr families 2 minimurm income sufficient o bring them

over the poverty line—an idea which seemed to make eminent sense
at that ime. One unexpected result of the Seattle-Denver experi-

of the subsxdxzedr famllles—42% hlgher among blacks, 36% among

tes—than in the unsubsidized control groups:2? From the stand-

point of the individual codples, this may or may not have been a
happy result. Despite tentative theories. ' ~wever, we do not fully
kiiow why this happetied. Precisely how + . self-image and behavior
affected? Did the husbands lose self-esteem? What did the wives

experience? From the standpoint of pubhcrpohcy, the expenment

suggested that; rather_than diminishing poverty; this particular in-
come program seemed to increase instability. Far from strengthen-
ing families, this program seemed to promote their dissolution, for
reasomns not at all obvious. Since redﬂcmg poverty and strengthen-

ing families were two of the major goals of reformers, the actual

Murray, Have. the Poor Been “Losing Ground - 100 Am, Pol. Sc1. Q; #42, 443 (1985).
21. Surprisingly, 58% of poor blacks and 70% of poo- women “oftén’ concur with
ihe séiience, “Poor young women have babies so they can collect welfare.” Tke non-
poor said seldom™ (51%). Leéwis & Schnéider, Supra note 6.
22. _See J. Wirsox & R. HERRNSTEIN, CRIME AND Humas Nature 480 (1985) (bnef
discussion of these findings), dling Bishop, Jabs, Cash Transfers, and Marital Instobility: A
Review and Synthesis of the Evidence, 15 J. Hum. Resources 312 (1980).
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results brought unhappy tidings.?> Once again, economic factors
seem to have been overrated. :
. Human beings are creatures of unbelievable complexity, native

emment, by the time a program mieets. the bewildering reality of

concrete personal motivations; perceptions, and calculation of op-

portunities, the actual consequences may affect values and behavior . _

III. The “New Poverty”
‘Today, then, the nation is confronting “'a new poverty.” This
phenomenon grows in major part from a massive change of ethos in

which major demographic shifts and changes in family structure
have played significant roles. It is; in a sense; a poverty that springs

from personal choices about family life made upon quite other than
purely ecornomic grounds. -
A. The Ethos of Afffuence , -

Some writers have suggested that a special problem for today’s

poor aiises from the unprecedented impact and force of mass com-
munications. Television in particular arrived upon the national
scene during precisely the period of massive welfare activity,
roughly 1960-1985: As a result of mass communications; the ethios

that prevailed during the pre-World War II days of my youth no
longer prevails; it is contested daily on the little blue screen in our
own family rooms. -To grasp the full impact of this change, we need

first to_examine the recent past:

_ The immense prosperity of the postwar period enitailed a singular
demographic shift: until the Second World War, very nearly a major-

ity of Americans were poor by odgy’s external standards. Many who

poor—again according to contemporary measures—and at that time

one could (and did) write plausibly about the “afluent society;”
only thirty years after the Depression. Perhaps more important was
a corresponding change in the public :mage of poverty and in the

psychological self-image of the poor. When a miajority was poor,

__23. " Iuis interesting to note that the April, 1985, Los Angeles Times poll found that 60%
of all_poor persons and 61% of all n6n-psor Peisons think “almost always.or often”
welfare encourages husbands to avoid family responsibilities. Ser Léwis &% Schneider,
supra note 6. .
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many who would today be officially classified as poor did not feel

poor _and. they were neither_ officially nor publicly described as
such.?* More than that, frugal habits, hard work and study seemed
the lot of evervone. Given the incredible economic expansion of the
postwar decadc such hablts seemed to have clearly and dramatically
paid off. So ﬁpxd was the upward mobxhty of millions that even

today poverty seems to have been a monetary (but perhaps not a
psychological) condition most adult Americans remember having
lived through. They i’ei’ﬁéx‘hbéi‘ Wel‘ 'hé Wé? thé? thbijg'hi. felt, and

tonscnousness is no longcr the ¢ consciousness «...’ p0verty Most ad-
vertising (of which the average television viewer watches at least an .
hoar daily)'*’-" is couched in upscale jimages: In addition; most

scenes in popular entertainment suggest an unrealistic afluence

eiéeh in the portrayal of avcrage famlhes The culturc of | poverty

hard work and careful buu@ cting; ;hen there was nio mass media to
teach one dnﬁ‘erendy Tcday, however, the ethos suggested by

trend-setters in the mediz is one of impulse-gratification, consumer
debt, low savings and: high consumption.

To be poor bétweén 1930 and 1945, and in the 1onger sweep of

hlstory before that; was an _experience qualitatively different from

poor part of a majoml, but rather a minority. No longer are the
samie virtues celebraied by 2 common ethos. Or the contrary, this

nation has expenenced one of the most extensive shifts in funda-

mental ethos since its founding. How <z we be surprised; then,
when our assu ns about how poor pf > \
tions rooted in our own personal expenez'&_, turn out today to be
false? Those who remember what a prize the first pair of ked}‘ gym

shoes nsed to be. and recall how long they had to last, are not in the
Lhcy observei m, the | £ .\aygr,ounds,oflhc poorest secuons of our urban
slums today. Even nior liouseholds today may not feel privileged

ie -dezply resent being referred 16 as poor solely. on the
Se el'iion and Politics: Mr. and Mrs. W

1985 s
ved séven hours of lelevmon per ﬁay in 19883, up
URZAU.OF THE.CENSUS, gaunsnc,\t. ABSTRACT OF THE

Mgelca Her.ud Ex
- 45.- The average-A.
fior. 5.
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when they are able 1o acquire some “big ticket” items, such as a
refrigerator, a first family car, or a television set, that once were oc-

casions of considerable family pride and celebration: Today’s poor,

in a sense, carry heavier cash obligations because everyone’s expec-

tationis of what is corisidered “normal” afluence have riven dramati-
cally. The public ethos and personal psychology of the world have .

changed a great deal during a single lifetime.
The “standards” set by mass advertising represent standards of

“the good life” aimed indiscriminately at the population as a whole:
rich, middle class; and poor alike. All Americans; not only the pocr, .

seem to be less inclined to save and more inclined to acquire imme-
diately the “normal” goods of daily living, and often enough to
“splurge” using popular instruments of consuimer debt. In such cir-

cumstances, to be poor today is to inhabit a world significantly dif-
ferent from that of the poor in 130-1945. <
‘Today’s world is, in many ways, a much better world. Yet it does

confront us with an ethos not nearly as well suited to a rapid ad-
varnce out of poverty as was the ethos it replaced. Ido not mean that

Americans are less willing to work. To the .coutrary; a higher pro-
portion of American adults between ages-eighteen and sixty-five,
just over 60,2 are now employed than at any other time in Ameri-
can history. Nor do I mean to imply that the millions of immigrants
still streaming to these shores are no longer finding ours to be a
land of opportunity; quite the opposite. Rather, I mean that the
ethos of sacrifice. frugality, contentiment with a little hard work; ex-
citement about small gains and a fierce sense of personal achieve-

ment is as difficult to conjure up for one’s own children as is a

memmory of a grandparent they never knew. I think I know How to

educate my children to cope with poverty as I was educated; I have
been quite uncertain about how to educate them to cope with afflu-
ence. It seems that some of the poor of today are o longer sure’
that the old rules for coping with poverty apply; once they come in
contact with the media’s image of wealth and, perhaps; their chil-
dren at school begin to inix with the more affluent. Being squeezed
between one ethos and another is sometimes more painful than get-

ting a hand squeezed by the edge of a revolving door, when one

.26, CouNciL oF ECONOMic ADvISORS, ECONOMIC INDICATORS: Seeremper 1985 11
(1985) (prepared for Joint Economic Comm., ¢ th Cong., Ist Sess.). When we expand
the ages (6.16-25, the percentage of employed persons nears 70% for the month_of
October, 1985, Unfortunaiely, while national employment rose by 5% between 1972

and 1985, black emiployment fell by 6% during the same period. Since 1980; however;

black employment has remained steady at 56%. See Appendix, Table 5.
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does not know whether (o go forward or back, or how to stop the

door long enough to decide:
B. The Decline of the F&;zi'lj

of the American fam ly In 1959 only 8% of all Amencan: were liv-

mg in female-headcd f mllxes Wlth no husband presenl, by; 1984

persnns.” Mo,pof,thxs change can be,a:mbuted not to wxdowhood,
but to persounal choices which lead to divorce, seoaration, or
abandonment:

To be sure; these decisions are often difficult; and painfal circum.

stances may nearly overpower the abxluy to chose. From ihe stand-

point of public policy, however, it is necessary 1o ackno w!edge .t
the contemporary ethos of divorce and separaticn carr «& with .t 3o-
cial costs, some of which third parties such as taxp . 1z 4re ex-

pected to bear by subs:d:z;ng those peop]e made mui ¢ dapendent
by such choices. No_doubt; the options of separatior r:d divorce
are fixed in our social mores. No doubt, too, tax law; i.v=r divorze
over mamage. Still, orie can imagine that cultural (rsther than
]egal) institudons rnight do more to dissuale citizens from too

swiftly’ exercising the option of divorce—and from too czsually de-
ciding to marry in the first place. Perhaps it is also necessary to
scrutinize those leral structures and incentives, such as AFDC re-

quirerrents in sorie states, that penahzc coupler who wou]d other-

wise stay together:”“ As a phllosophlcal and practical matter,

government can and should do little in this area consciously to alter
patterns of personal choxce.

ethss in a um“ lxke our own can perhaps turn Lhexr attention to the
costs, as well as the beneﬁb, of our present customs.

On a somewhat different but related matter, unprecedemed num-

bers of young males are abandoning teen-age and other young wo-
men with children without benefit of any marriage at all. In these
cases, family *“break-up” is not at issiie because no intact married-
couple family was ever formed. In these cases, again, it is not clear

that both parties clearly consented enher to the pregnancy or to the

27, Calculated from Mon -~ INcom® anD POVERTY STATUS, supra note 7, Table 15, at
21, : e
" 28. See ComMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, CHILDREN 1N POVERTY, WMPC: 99-8, 99ik
Cong., 15t Sess. 12 (Comm. Print 1985). Ste gmerally id. at 118-23, 404-11.
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subsequent separation. Together with divorce and separation, the

sad result of [hlS development is- that the largest single bloc of poor

erty among the eldcrty and among married- couple families; it has
watched with horror as the n.umbers of the poor in female-headed
hoijseho]ds Wii.h y'o'ung ;hildren hai}e gi-'own ei}éi’i faster.

'expenment and pro_ject what poverty mlght have Iooked like in 1984
had the structure of Amierican families remained as it was in 1959,
Twenty-five years ago, only 8% of Americans lived in female-headed

families. If that percentage had held constant (rather than climbing
to 13.2%), in 1984 there would have been only 18.7 million persons
in female-headed families, as opposed to 30.8 million. If the pov-
erty rate of persons in femnale-headed families held at 1984 level of

38.4% this would have meant 7:2 million poor persons; rather than
the 11.8 million actually registered in 1984. There would have been
some 4.6 million fewer poor persons.3° All those additional poor : -
persofis represent orily a fraction of thie poor, but the existence of: :

this group seems less necessary and its defining characteristics more

painful than some others. .
With good reason, then, the attention of those who would lanrnick

a_new assault upon povertx 1s now drawn o its fast-growmg and

in female-headed famllles w1th no husbands present Another 3
million unrelated individuals also live in poor female-headed house-

holds. Here is the “new poverty” xnost in need of attention: What
is to be done?
Stronger economic growth clearly Eéiﬁé In 1984; the real median

income ofrmale-headed families rose by 3.8%. Asa consequence

— 29, Calculaied from MoNEY INCOME AND POVERTY STATUS, supra note 7, Table 13, at
21

30. Ifone loo[s at fervale-headed honmﬁoid: a larger class than chale-headcdjmm-
I?.t. the numbers are even more dramatic. See Appendix, Figures 1 and 2. Officially, the

term “family" refers (6 a §ioup of two or more persons related by I-lood, marsidge or
adoption,.and rcsxdmg togethier: all such persons are considered me <t ers of the same
family. The tetim “household” includes the related family member -nd all the unre:
lated persons, if any, such as lodgers, foster children, wards or employecs, who share the
housing unit. A person living aloné in a hiousing Tnit or 3.group.of unrelaied persons
sharing a housing unit is also counted as a houschold: MoNEY. INCOME AND POVERTY
STATUS, supra_note 7, app. A, at 32. The gap apparently caused by the increase in per.
centage of female-hcaded houscholds is dramatic when scen over tinie and reveals the

potential positive impact on poverty of "traditional” family structures.
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the number of female headed households in. poverty, most of these
with children under 18; ZC(UEHY declined slightly, by 74,000.31 But

even if the economic system were functioning at the level of full em-
ployment; high median wages and low inflation, a large proportion
of female-headed households would still remain in poverty. Many
young mothers wnh small children are hkely to remain outside the

labor force for a while: And the poverty level for a household of

four in 1984 ($10,609) is about $4000 higher than the annualized
minimum wage (a;proximately $6600).

~ There are so:ne “~.peful signs, however. Over a million of all
poor families r"lZ shiort of the poverty. line by only $999 or less.

Roughily tvio mii . fell short by an additional $1000 or less.32 In-

deed, nrn-za h ber éﬁts totaling $113 billion from the federal gov-
ramer : 1984, are intended to help make up such income
deficits. thlé as we have seen, poverty involves considerably more -
than economiics alorie, it is good both for national morale and com-

from staggering.

Another point should be stressed. For the sake of argument, sup-
pose that each poor family has z+. . .<rag - »f two children. If it is
possible to help a million namcd Coupind witk: two chi'dren to es-

capc from poverty,. the nes poverty figore s re doced by about 4 mil-
..¢s so helped; the net

lion: For each million female-headed

poverty ﬁgure is reduced by an average of about 5 mxlhon. The

..eeded to push the f‘armly over the poverty line. My pomt here,

however, is that helpmg famlhes helps several persons at once, and

in that sense; fo ‘using on the %amily as the unit to which assistance
should be directed could provide a very efficient way of reducing
poverty.33

C. Some Suggcstwns
Two stra[egles may thus be considered: (1) It would be helpf’ul if

someone could conceive of a *‘reward,” z social incentive, that

headed families in 1384 was $12,808, up from
PoVERTY STATUS, supra rote 7. Table A. It is
n K ]984. there were virtually the
ded and married-couple families {about $ ion -each).
Of poo only 479,000 were married-couple families, c ed with 1.5
willion [ famnllcs Id.. Table 15. at 21.

82, See MoNEY INCOME axD POVERTY STATUS; supra note 7. Tahtc- 19, 3t 30,

33 1In 1984, furthermore, only 6.6 million of the poor were “inrelaied individoals.:”

Id., Table 15, at 21.

_ 31._ Median income _for_fem
$11,769 in_1983. See Money 1
worth noﬁnz,lhal,gf,l,hg 7.3
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would encourage both the formation and the perpetuation of mar-
ried-couple families. Such families perform indispensable services

which redound to the benefit of the common good. Not the least

important is the fact that some 98% of such families maintain them-
selves above the poverty line. But their moral contribution to the
training of their children is also indispensible. The Reagan Admin-
istration has proposed steps to eliminate the federal income tax for

poor.and near-poor families such as raising the deduction for depen.
dents:34 Since the official poverty line is a pre-tax figure, this reform

alone would not reduce the gross numbers of poor: But it would
significantly change the actual meaning of the poverty numbers by
freeing <ignificant funds for personal use.3s .

- Special employment programs for married people might also be
designed to ascure tull‘time employment for at least one spouse. In

addition; minimum child allowances might be set for at least the first

two children with aoomutic increases for each year sf-iarriage

maintained. The public policy probleins involved in helping mar-
ried-couple families are intriguing; if quite straightforward. B
(2) - For female-headed households with no husband present, the

policy dilemmia is miore complex. Incentives that would lead to the .
creation of more such households would be self-defeating, While
the freedon: of persons who choose such a sitwation must be
respected, there are sound public policy ressons, based in part on
the desire ts minimire the tax burden of suvsidizing the dependent
poor; for at least niot encouraging the break-up of couples and for

positively dfscotirzgin”g}h:e abandonment of unwod mothers by their
male partnecs. Thus; two objectives in appareat tension with orie
another must bz achieved at the same time, namely helping those

genuinely in need without establishing incentives that invite yet

higher frequencies of need. o
In ,déi;éiopiiggﬂpfuibilig;p’qlicy in this area; it is perhaps imporiant to

consider distinctions in the origins of female-headed households,
Typically, the creation of a female-headed household comes about

with some suddenness; there is litde Or 1o time to prepare for it

Widowhood, desertioi: after marriage, separation, divorce and

abandonment may have the common consequence of generating fi-

nancial need. These statuses may not be alike, however; in their

34, _Ser The President's Tax Proposals to. the Congress for Fairness, Growth, and
Simplicity; reprinted in 72 Feb. Tax Rep. (CCH) No, 25: i ¢h. 2 (May 29, 1983).

23._In this regard, it is quite striking that in 1984 - 35,000 poor families were only

$250 below the official poverty line. and 594,000 only $500 shori of it. 1d., Table 19, at
0. )
78
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conseqiizrices for the woman involved; especially with respect - the
particular parameters of her need for financial assistance. Some wo-
men may need quick and substantial help, but only for a short time.
Others may need modest help for an extended period: In designing

programs that really help, we must go back to the disaggregation
principle and take into account Wdiﬁ'erenééé, in the age, work experi-

ence and education of the women involved. It is coticeivable that a

system of credits that allowed a woman to borrow as needed from

some fixed sum at low interest, at her own pace; might allow for

maximum program fexibility. Then, later, when she is entirely back

on her feet and the children are grown, she might find repayment

easier. In addition, such a program might be self-financing. It
might also engender in those who participate a feeling of control
over their own destiny. . 7

A second possibility might involve some form of “separation

surarice,”. to which married couples migh: contribute to protect

against unexpected financial nieeds that often arise— temporarily in

many cases—from sudden separation or. divorce. Such a program
geared to divorce and separation might not be as_massive as it
would seem at firsi glance given the number of female-headed

households. The often-cited figure—"'one out of every two mar-
riages today ends in divorce”—ig misleading, since one person may
be involved in more than one divorce, and, as 2 consequence, may
inflate the sum of divorces counted; whereas every permanent mar-
riage is counted only once. Two of every three couples who pledge

to stay together “until death . . .” in fact do so.

Realisis will quickly detect w- ~knesses in such schemes. Govern-

fent credit programs; both for students an” foi farmers, have been

villnerable to abuse. Insurance progrars, public; private or mixed;
incur their own difficulties. The task, however, is not to create 2

perfect program; but one that, on the “fholé; achieves its purposes

with limited costs and risks and with sufficient incentives and/or

‘sanctions to rrevent the worst abuses..

With respeci to tennage mothers abandoned without marriage,

onie circumstanice in. particular may suggesta clue for policy-makers.
Many such y.ang women are clustered in urban neighborhoods.
This circumstance suggests that, rather than directing support to
each individual, support might instead be provided in kind in the
form of social centers, at which meals would be served, child care
provided, the skills of child-rearing taught and classes held, for the

purpose of allowing mothers to complete their education in prepa-
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ratien for their later économic self-reliance: Providing assistance in

such a social context might go far toward ‘reducing an unwed
mother’s sense of isolation while also contributing to her non-mon-

etary human needs. Some programming of this sort is already oc-
curring under private auspices;36 :

Again, with respect (o il poor persons; it is important to study
the success stories for insights into what will make successful public
policy. Every year, a great many individuals, households ‘and fami-
e from 123 even as others, through various misfor-

lies do escape from ;3sverty, . T
tunes, take their piaces. The poverty aggregates do not refect the

same individuals every year. There is considerable individual mobil-
ity and flux: The study of how the successfal ones exit from poverty

might offer us many creative ideas. The study of how some people
manage to escape fron. noverty is far more likely to lead to pro-
grams that decrease th incidence of poverty than is the study of
misfortunes. Too miich of the literature on poverty is a recitation of
Pathology, too little a discovery of human resilience; will and inven-
tiveness. It would be helpful if the media approached poverty less
with the censorious, puritanical intention of making the afluent feel
guilty, and more with the humane intention of helping the needy .
learn from the methods and approaches that worked for many in
their midst. Rising from poverty was once the substance of Améri-

can narratives. For millions ihis story line, with its heroism and
courage, still reflects the path of their own lives.

_-Finally, it is impor:ant to remember that some forms of poverty

do not spring principally from poliucal Or econoriic causes; some
spring irstead from ‘moral and cultural roots: ‘Accordingly, leaders

of our moral and cultural institutions—the news and entertainment
tnedia, the universities; think tanks, the chirches, political parties,
and so-on—oughit to think conscientiously about their impact on the

national ethos.. They might, for example, do more both to en-

courage the married-couple family (which is surely in need of social

sustenance) and to express disapproval of those men who without
so much as marriage abandon young worier with children they have
fathered: This last problem is not merely an acute moral disorder,;
commanded by rieither fatiire nor nature’s God, but also a

profound social disorder that has great cost for our country.
To believe that the national ethos has no effect whatever upon

personal bekavior would be a grave mistake. Meanwhile, those re-
sponsible for public policy need to evaluate more systematically the

86. See, #., National Center for Neighborliosd Enterprise, Washington, D.C.
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pattern of incentives and remedies created by existing and proposed

programs to see whether this pattern cannot be altered to promote 2
sounder social order, particularly with regard to families.
1V Concluding Remarks

Iri i netary terms, as we have seen, simply getting everyone over

the poverty line is not 4 difficult proposition. We already spend
considerably imore than that on existing programs, much of it to
good effect. With some of our programs, however, we seem to be
“losing ground.” We are certainly losing ground through our re-
cent national preference for a niew family structure. Fer the nation
as a whole, the new family structure has become expensive indeed.
It is the main “‘structural” cause of *‘new poverty.” Until 1984, the
“yc v poverly” was growing faster than the “old” was being re-

duced: With classic American can-do, however, and a burst of so-

cial inventiveness, we should be able to reduce that form of poverty,

too, during the coming ten years. -
_In reducing poverty, this nation of immigrants and, alas, former
slaves, has had no historical peer. We are not, in a word, any less

capable of social invention_than were cur forebears. Were the offi-
cial United States poverty level translated into British pounds, Ital-
ian lire. French francs, Soviet rubles; and the rest, it would soon be
obvious that the the official U.S. measure of poverty appears to the

vast majority of humans on this globe, cven in developed countries,
a generous sum. Yet we know we <an do beuer, and we must.
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APPENDIX
Table 1 Opinions on Poverty
Table 2 Persons Below the Poverty Level (with poverty rate) by
Family Status ’
Tzcble 8 Out-of-Wedlock Births
Table 4 ©  Family Status of Adults
Table 5 Employment for 16 - 65 Age Group

Figure 1 Persons Below the Poverty Level in Female-Headed

Families, No Husband Present B o .

Figure 2 Persons Below the Poverty Level in Female-Headed
Hotiseholds, No Husband Present
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TABLE 1

Opinions on Poverty

{z1l numbers in percent)

gf a€stion S
Some people think welfare enconrges husbinds
10 avoid tamily responsibililies Wecause it’s -

easier for wives to get aid for children if father

Almost always or often
Seldom or almost never
Don’t know

- Peor young women have babies so they can

collect welfare
Almost always or often
Seldom_or almost never
Don‘t know o
Anti-poverty programs have worked
Almosi always or ofien
Seldom or alimiost never
~_ Don't know
Wkheii poverty programs failed, it was because

Never given enough money
Money wasted on unhelpful projects
Money never got to poor
Don't know o
Greatest responsibility for helping the poor
should be upon
Charities
Churches A
Families and relatives
The government ____
The poor themselves
Other. . ... ______ __.__._
Dont' know/all about equally
vere willing to spend

Even if government

whatever i+ necessary to ¢liminate poveriy in.the

Uniled States. does government know enotgh
about how to do this?

Ves. we kiiow how

No, we don't kiiow how

Don’t know

SOURCE: Los Angeles Times poll; April 21-25; 1985; publish

June/Jily 1985:

arsons

Poverty

28
56
15

Persons
Not in S
Poverty National

22
73
4

22
70
7

ed in Public Opiviion;
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Llhwx rate) by l‘amu Status

1970

420
154
951

689
511

652
266
309
54¢C
198

438

.
» TABLE 2
P—'erens—Below the Poverty Levgl
(in lhousands of persons;
. . 1%0.
All persons 7 39 851 {22.2) 25
In fcmalc-hcadcd households, . -
no husband present 10 663 (4?;?) 11
Householders 7 247 (424) 1
Related children under 18 4 095 (68.4) 4
65 years and older _ INA) 2
Unrcla(cd individuals 3 416 (50.9) 3
In all oiher houscholds 29 188 (18.5) 14
Houscholders 6 288 (i5.9 3
Related children uiider 18 13 193 (22:3) 5
65 ycars and older (NA) 2
Unrelated individuals 1 510 (36:1) - 1
In marncd-couples families. (NA)

(l?;G)

(38.2)
(32 5)

2.0)
(4l 1)

(38:4)
(8.2)
(7.2)

£9.2)

(16.7)

(24.0)
(NA)

29

o:‘w:—wm: NPT

=Xcept poverty rale percentages in paremheses)

1980

272

649

972
866
308
118
623
245
248
563

109

032

(13.0)
(33.8)
(32.7)

{50.8)
(27.8)

(27.9)
(8.0)

(6:3)
(lO 4)
195)

17.4)
(6.2)

33

"W i Qe e o

1984

700

440
198

772

001
035
260
780
157
329
575
488

00 (14:4)

(34.0
(34.5)
(54.0)
(22:1)
(24.4)

(9.3)

(1.2)
(12.5)
(7.5)

“,8 7)
6.9)

SOURCE: U.S. Burcau of the Ccnsus Currcnl Population eponts, Series P-GO; No: i-i!) Atoney Income and Poverty Status a/ Famities avid T’mans in the United
States: 1284, Table 15; and ibid., No. 127 {1980), Table 16. )
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TABLES
~ Out-of-Wedlock Births
{(per 1000 unmarried -vomen)
Year Whites Blacks ézﬁ)’li’lcr’s
1950 6.1 71.2
1960 9:2 98.3
1965 : 11.6 T 918
1970 138 89.9
1975 124 79.0
1980 17:6 77:2

SOURCE: Siaiistical Abtraet of the Usited States 1985, Table 94

National

14.1
21.6
23.5
264
245
294



-
(2]
TABLE 4 , .

_ Family Status of Adulis

(in millions, cxcept percents)
B o . B , No.-of Divorces -
Year Total Single Married Widowed Divorced per 1000 Persons
1960 125.5 (100)* 27.7 (29) B4.4 (67) 10.6 (8) 29 @ 2.2 ¢
1970 132:5  (100) 214 (1) 95.0 (79 11:8 (9) 43 (3) 3.5
1980 159.5 (100 323 (20) 104.6 (GO 127 8) 9.9 (6) 5.2
1983 167.1 (100) 359 (22 106:7 (64) 128 (8) 116 ) (NA)

“numbers i piircitlicses represent ihe percentage of the total population

SOURCE:  Statistical Abstiart of the United States 1985, Fabies 44 and 120,

MY £0g 3gimeT dfRA
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. "TABLES5
Einployment for 16 - 65 Agc Group

(itv miitlions; cxcept percents)

1972 1980

% of L. %Oi- .

Toial S Adiks Total ~ .. Adulis Total
Adiils  Ewmployed  Employed Adillis  Emplojed  Employed Adulis

National 124 79 64 43 - N 67 152
Whites 109.6 70.7 65 124:1 85 G8 129.6
Blacks 12.9 7.5 62 15.8 9.1 56 17:5

SOURCE: Telephone i+ wiry 1o Bureau of Lzbor Statistics; November 8, 1085,
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10.3
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FIGURE |

Persons below the Poverly Line IN FAMILIES of Female Headed

Numiber of
Persons
(in Millions)
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- Households, with No Husband Present

T 1 I
1970 1980
—— Actual number:

B
1984

Hypothetical numbers; hOldmg cons(am at the
1959 level 18%) the percenitage of population
living in female-headed Fan.nhes. no husband
present
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- FIGURE 2
Persons below the Poverty Line in Female-Headed
- HOUSEHOLDS, with No Husbarid Present
Number of

Pcrsons
(in Millions)

16.5——

|
T

1:2)
105
1 —— ~2

G.5—— ~

1980

the.. ,ﬁu(fnl,;,qzc,wu,
houscholds. no hushand present.

S)

64-385 (184) 1 8 1

1984

Gieiical ibers holdiig constanat the 1959 level (12%)
population  living  in female-headed
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