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Summary

Due to the improving economy and increases in employment and earnings
among low-income families, the number of children living in poverty has declined
significantly since 1993. Between 1993 and 1995, the reduction in child poverty was
substantial; after 1995, progress against child poverty continued, but at a much slower
pace. (Increases in employment and earnings were primarily the result of growth in the
economy. Some research indicates that changes in welfare policy and expansions in the
EITC also contributed to the increases in employment and earnings by prompting more
single parents to enter the labor force.) |

e From 1993 to 1995, the number of children in poverty, after counting all
government benefits and taxes, fell by 2.4 million.

By contrast, in the 1995-1998 period, the number of poor children after
counting government benefits and taxes fell 1.2 million — half as much —
despite the fact that this period is one year longer than the 1993-1995 period.

« Measured on an annual basis, the number of poor children declined at a rate
of 1.2 million per year between 1993 and 1995 and at a rate of 400,000 a year —
one-third as much — between 1995 and 1998.

In addition, since 1995 the basic measure of the overall depth and severity of
child poverty has improved very little, and those children who remain poor have, on

average, become somewhat poorer.

To measure the depth of child poverty, the Census Bureau uses a measure called
the "child poverty gap.” The child poverty gap is the total amount by which the
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incomes of all children who are poor fall below the poverty line. Stated another way,
the child poverty gap is the amount of money it would take to lift all poor children to
the poverty line. In computing the child poverty gap, the Census Bureau divides the
amount by which a poor family falls below the poverty line by the number of people in
the family. The Census Bureau then assigns the "per-person poverty gap” for the family
to each child in the family. Thus, if a family with two parents and one child falls $3,000
below the poverty line, the poverty gap for the child in the family is $1,000. The overall
U.S. child poverty gap reflects both the number of children in the country who are poor
and the depth of poverty of each poor child (i.e., how far each poor child falls below the
poverty line).

* In 1993, the child poverty gap, measured after counting government benefits
and taxes (including the Earned Income Tax Credit), was $20.3 billion. By
1995, this gap had narrowed to $16.8 billion. The child poverty gap declined
$3.5 billion between 1993 and 1995, or 17 percent. (These figures are adjusted
for inflation.)

* By contrast, between 1995 and 1998, the child poverty gap after counting
government benefits and taxes hardly budged, declining only $400 million
(from $16.8 billion to $16.4 billion). This represented a narrowing of this gap
of just 2 percent.

¢ The reason the child poverty gap changed so little between 1995 and 1998,
despite strong economic growth and a decline in the number of poor
children, is that the children who remained poor became poorer, on average.
In 1995, poor children fell an average of $1,471 below the poverty line. By
1998, they fell an average of $1,604 below the poverty line.

e The $1,604 figure for 1998 represents the largest poverty gap per poor child
recorded since these data were first collected in 1979.

The Census data show that the primary reason poor children became poorer
between 1995 and 1998 is that the safety net became less effective in reducing the depth
of child poverty.

¢ In 1995, the child poverty gap stood at $45.1 billion before counting
government benefits and taxes. After counting government benefits and
taxes, the child poverty gap was $16.8 billion. Benefits and taxes thus
reduced the child poverty gap by $28.3 billion, or 63 percent, in 1995.

* 1In 1998, the child poverty gap was $38.2 billion before counting government
benefits and taxes. This figure was $7 billion less than the comparable figure
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for 1995. But after counting benefits and taxes, the poverty gap in 1998 was
$16.4 billion, only $400 million less than the comparable figure for 1995.
Safety net programs reduced the child poverty gap by 57 percent in 1998; this
represented a significant drop from the 63 percent reduction for which the
safety net programs were responsible in 1995. (This also is a significant drop
from 1993, when safety net programs reduced the child poverty gap by 60
percent.)

These developments primarily reflect a lessening of the impact of cash assistance
and food stamp benefits on child poverty.

e In 1995, cash assistance benefits based on income (primarily Aid to Families
with Dependent Children benefits but also benefits under the Supplemental
Security Income program for low-income disabled children) shrank the child
poverty gap by 24 percent. In 1998, cash assistance benefits reduced the child
poverty gap by only 16 percent, or two-thirds as much.

e Similarly, in 1995, food stamps reduced the child poverty gap a little less than
13 percent; in 1998, food stamps reduced the child poverty gap 10.5 percent.

- o Together, cash assistance and food stamps reduced the child poverty gap by
nearly 37 percent in 1995, but by a little less than 27 percent in 1998.

o The impact of cash assistance and food stamps in shrinking the child poverty
gap declined markedly among children in married and single-parent families
alike and among children in white, black, and Hispanic families alike. The
decline was greatest among Hispanic children.

The lessened effect of cash and food stamp assistance in reducing the depth of
child poverty reflects the sharp declines in the numbers of children who receive these
benefits. Between 1993 and 1995, the number of children receiving AFDC and food
stamps declined modestly as the economy improved and the number of children in
poverty decreased. But between 1995 and 1998, the decline in participation in these
programs greatly accelerated. While the economy continued to expand and
employment and earnings increased among low-income families, participation in the
cash and food stamp assistance programs fell much more rapidly than did the number
of children who were poor.

e Between 1993 and 1995, the number of children receiving AFDC dropped
about 5 percent, while the number of children who were poor before counting
government benefits based on income declined at a similar rate of nearly 6
percent.
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e By contrast, between 1995 and 1998, the number of children receiving AFDC
or TANF (which replaced AFDC in 1996) plunged about 36 percent, more
than three times the 10 percent decline during those years in the number of
children who were poor before counting government benefits based on
income.

e Inboth 1993 and 1995, there were 57 children receiving AFDC for every 100
children who were poor before counting benefits based on income. By 1998,
only 41 children received TANF cash assistance for every 100 such poor
children. The ratio of the number of children receiving cash assistance to the

number of poor children was substantially lower in 1998 than in any year
since 1970.

¢ Child participation in the food stamp program shows a similar trend.
Between 1993 and 1995, the number of children receiving food stamps fell 2
percent, a rate not very different from the percentage decline in the number
of poor children in these years. But between 1995 and 1998, the number of
children receiving food stamps dropped 27 percent while the number of poor
children fell 10 percent.

* In 1993, some 85 children received food stamps for every 100 children who
were poor before counting benefits based on income. The figure for 1995 is
similar — that year, 88 children received food stamps for every 100 such poor
children. In 1998, by contrast, 72 children received food stamps for every 100
such poor children. (This ratio increased between 1989 and 1993; the ratio for
1998 was still slightly above the ratio for 1989.)

The decline in the role of cash and food stamp assistance programs in lessening
the depth of poverty among those children who remained poor was paralleled by a
decline in the role these programs play in lifting children out of poverty altogether.

* In 1995 the combination of food stamps and cash assistance benefits based on
income lifted from poverty 12 percent of the children who were poor before
government benefits and taxes are counted. Thus, these programs lifted from
poverty about one of every eight such children.

* In 1998 these programs lifted 9 percent of such children out of poverty, about
one in every eleven such children.

Despite this erosion in the impact of cash assistance and food stamp programs in

lifting children from poverty, the safety net as a whole lifted the same proportion of
children out of poverty in 1998 as in 1995. In both years, government benefits and taxes
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lifted from poverty a total of 33 percent of the children who otherwise would have been
poor.

The safety net lifted the same proportion of these children from poverty in 1998
as in 1995 because the decline in the impact of cash and food assistance programs in
lifting children from poverty was offset by an increase in the anti-poverty impact of the
Earned Income Tax Credit. The EITC was larger in 1998 than in 1995 (the sizeable EITC
expansion enacted in 1993 did not phase in fully until 1996), and the proportion of
otherwise-poor children lifted from poverty by federal income and payroll taxes and
the EITC climbed from 6 percent in 1995 to nearly 10 percent in 1998.

ix
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. Introduction

This report examines recent trends in the impact of government safety net
programs, such as cash assistance, food assistance, and the Earned Income Tax Credit,
on poverty among children. The effect of government programs on poverty is
determined by comparing the number or percentage of children who would be poor if
government benefits were not counted as part of their family incomes to the number or
percentage who are poor when government benefits are counted. The difference
represents the impact of government programs in lifting children out of poverty.

This report uses data the Census Bureau collects each year on the incomes of the
American people, the same data on which the official poverty measure is based. These
Census data include information on cash income from earnings, Social Security
payments, Unemployment Compensation, Supplemental Security Income, welfare
payments, and many other government cash benefits. The Census data also include
certain government benefits not in the form of cash — such as food stamps, school
lunches, and housing assistance — as well as federal income and payroll taxes paid and
any Earned Income Tax Credits received.

The official poverty measure is based on a definition of income that includes cash
payments an individual or family receives, whether from earnings, government
benefits, or any other source. Benefits not in the form of cash are not counted as income
in the official measure. To determine whether an individual or family is poor under the
official poverty measure, that person’s or family’s cash income is compared to the
poverty line.

This analysis uses several alternative measures of poverty that differ from the
official poverty measure. These alternatives compare income to the official poverty line
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but use different definitions of income. One of the measures used in this report —
poverty before counting government benefits and taxes — excludes government
benefits, taxes, and the EITC from income. The number of people counted as poor
under this poverty measure is higher than under the official poverty count.

The measure of poverty before government benefits and taxes are counted is
useful in determining the impact of the economy on poverty. If government benefits
and taxes are excluded, nearly all the remaining income is that produced by the private
sector, primarily as earnings from employment. Tracking this measure of poverty over
time shows trends in the impact of the economy on poverty. The measure of poverty
before counting government benefits rises during recessions and falls during economic
recoveries.

Another measure used in this report is poverty after all government benefits and
taxes are counted. This measure counts nearly all government benefits,' including not
only cash assistance? but also benefits provided in forms other than cash, such as food
stamps and housing subsidies. It also reflects the effect of taxes, including the EITC.?
The number of people counted as poor under this measure is lower than the official
poverty count because this measure includes non-cash government benefits, which are
not included in the official poverty measure.

The measure of poverty before counting government benefits and taxes is not
intended to represent the number of people who would be poor if these programs did
not exist. Without these programs, other institutional and behavioral changes likely
would occur that would affect the extent of poverty. The purpose of this type of
analysis is to identify the impact of government benefits on poverty. In this report, we
focus on the impact of government benefits on poverty among children.

! Medical insurance programs such as Medicare and Medicaid are not included as income in this
measure because these programs provide insurance protection rather than benefits that can be used for
basic living expenses like food or rent. When the poverty line was set, it did not take into account the
costs of medical care. If medical insurance programs were counted as income, the poverty line would
have to be adjusted to compensate. The definition of income used in this measure, which counts major
non-cash benefits other than health insurance as income, is similar to that recommended for measuring
poverty by an expert panel of the National Academy of Sciences in 1995.

2 Like the official poverty measure, this measure also encompasses cash assistance provided by state
and local governments, including special state-funded cash aid for immigrants and state supplements to
the federal Supplemental Security Income program.

3 Generally, the effect of taxes is to lower a family’s disposable income. Among low-income working
families with children, however, this effect may be offset by receipt of the Earned Income Tax Credit,
which adds to the family’s income. If the amount of the EITC is greater than the family’s tax liability, the
net effect of the combination of taxes and the EITC is to reduce poverty.

2
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II. Progress in Reducing Child Poverty Has Slowed Since 1995

The recession of the early 1990s has been followed by the longest peacetime
economic recovery in modern U.S. history. Due to the improving economy and
increases in employment and earnings among low-income families, the number of
children living in poverty has declined significantly since 1993. Between 1993 and 1995,
the reduction in child poverty was dramatic; after 1995, progress against child poverty
continued, but at a much slower pace.

Increases in employment and earnings were primarily the result of growth in the
economy. Some research indicates that changes in welfare policy and expansions in the
EITC also contributed to the increases in employment and earnings by prompting more
single parents to enter the labor force.

Declines in Number of Poor Children

Measuring poverty after counting all government benefits and taxes, the number
of children in poverty dropped twice as much from 1993 to 1995 as from 1995 to 1998.
From 1993 to 1995, the number of children in poverty, after counting all government
benefits and taxes, fell by 2.4 million (see Table 1). By contrast, in the 1995 to 1998
period, the number of poor children after counting government benefits and taxes fell
1.2 million — half as much — despite the fact that this period is one year longer than the
1993 to 1995 period.

Averaging across each period of time, the average annual decline in the number
of children in poverty after counting government benefits and taxes was 1.2 million
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Table 1

NUMBER OF POOR CHILDREN BEFORE AND AFTER COUNTING
GOVERNMENT BENEFITS AND TAXES

Number of poor children (in thousands) Child Poverty Rate
Before counting After counting Before counting After counting
government government government government
benefits and taxes | benefits and taxes | benefits and taxes | benefits and taxes
1993 18,198 13,853 26.3% 20.0%
1995 17,098 11,443 24.2% 16.2%
1998 15,365 10,230 21.5% 14.3%
Change:
1993-1995 -1,100 -2,410 -2.1% pts. -3.8% pts.
1995-1998 -1,733 -1,213 -2.7% pts. -1.9% pts.
Average Annual
Change:
1993-1995 -550 -1,205 -1.1%pts. -1.9% pts.
1995-1998 -578 -404 -0.9% pts. -0.6% pts.

Source: Census Burcau, Current Population Survey

from 1993 to 1995, and 400,000 from 1995 to 1998. Thus, the average annual decline in
poor children was one third as great in the more recent period as in the 1993-1995
period.

Similarly, the poverty rate among children after counting government benefits
and taxes fell twice as much between 1993 and 1995 as between 1995 and 1998. In the
earlier period, the child poverty rate after counting government benefits dropped by
almost 4 percentage points, from 20 percent in 1993 to 16 percent in 1995. By
comparison, the decline was nearly 2 percentage points in the 1995-1998 period, from 16
percent to 14 percent. Averaging across time periods, the annual decline in the child
poverty rate after counting government benefits was almost 2 percentage points from
1993 to 1995, three times the annual average decline of 0.6 percentage points from 1995
to 1998.

The slowing of the rate at which poverty among children was reduced was not
due to a deceleration in the economy or a reduction in earnings. To gauge the effect of
the economy on child poverty, we can examine child poverty before any government
benefits are counted. This measure reflects the impact of private market income,
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primarily earnings, on poverty among children. Before counting government benefits,
the number of children in poverty dropped an average of 550,000 per year between 1993
and 1995. Between 1995 and 1998, the annual average decline’in the number of poor
children before counting government benefits was 578,000. Thus, the average annual
decline in the number of poor children before counting government benefits was
approximately the same in both periods.

Poor Children Became Poorer

Not only did the decline in the number of poor children slow in 1995, but those
children who remained poor became somewhat poorer. We use a measure researchers
call the "poverty gap" to examine the severity of poverty among children. The child
poverty gap is the total amount by which the incomes of all poor children fall below the
poverty line.* In other words, the child poverty gap represents the amount of money it
would take to lift every poor child exactly to the poverty line. Thus, the child poverty
gap is affected by both the number of poor children and the depth of poverty of each
poor child.

The poverty gap adds to our understanding of child poverty because it provides
a dimension that is missing when we examine only the number of children who are
poor. A child whose family income is $5,000 below the poverty line is worse off than a
child whose family income is $50 below the poverty line. A poor child also may benefit
from a government program if that program raises the child’s family income closer to
the poverty line, even if the improvement is not enough to lift the child out of poverty.

Between 1993 and 1995, the total child poverty gap after counting all government
benefits and taxes fell from $20.3 billion to $16.8 billion, a drop of $3.5 billion or 17
percent (see Table 2). (All dollar figures have been adjusted for inflation.) The
percentage drop over this period in the number of children who were poor after
counting government benefits and taxes was approximately the same, at 17 percent.
This indicates that the decline in the child poverty gap during this period was driven by
the decline in the number of poor children. The average poverty gap per poor child

‘In computing the poverty rate or poverty gap of children, the Census Bureau uses family income
and attributes a portion of that income to the children in the family. In the same manner, a portion of the
gap between the family’s income and the poverty line is attributed to the children. For example, a child
in a four-person family would be assigned one-fourth of the dollar gap between the family’s income and
the poverty line. The Census Bureau defines a family as all persons living together who are related by
blood, marriage, or adoption.
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Table 2

POVERTY AMONG CHILDREN AFTER
COUNTING GOVERNMENT BENEFITS AND TAXES
Number of poor children Total child poverty gap after Poverty gap for each poor
after counting all government counting all government child after counting all
benefits and taxes (in benefits and taxes (in billions government benefits and
thousands) of 1998 dollars) taxes (in 1998 dollars)
1993 13,853 $20.3 $1,468
1995 11,443 $16.8 $1,471
1998 10,230 $16.4 $1,604
Change: Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1993 to 1995 -2,410 -17.4% -83.5 -17.2% $3 0.2%
1995 to 1998 -1,213 -10.6% -$0.4 -2.4% $133 9.0%
Source: Census Bureau, Current Population Survey

after counting government benefits and taxes remained approximately the same
between 1993 and 1995.

Between 1995 and 1998, the total child poverty gap after counting government
benefits and taxes declined by only $400 million, a 2 percent drop. This was much
smaller than the 17 percent drop in the 1993-1995 period.

The 2 percent decline in the child poverty gap after government benefits and
taxes between 1995 and 1998 also was smaller than the approximately 11 percent drop
in the number of children who were poor during that period. The larger percentage
reduction in the number of poor children than in the total poverty gap suggests that the
children remaining in poverty became poorer between 1995 and 1998. The last column
of the table shows that this is exactly what occurred — the average amount by which
each poor child fell below the poverty line increased from $1,471 in 1995 to $1,604 in
1998. The $1,604 figure for 1998 represents the largest poverty gap per poor child since
these data were first collected in 1979.

The figure of $1,604 is the per child poverty gap after counting government
benefits and taxes. Before counting government benefits and taxes, the per child
poverty gap was $2,489, the smallest recorded per child poverty gap before counting
government programs. (See Appendix table A-2 on page 26.) This shows that while the
growth of the economy and increases in employment and earnings were working to
reduce the depth of poverty among children, the weakening of the safety net was great
enough to offset this effect and to increase the depth of poverty among children.

6
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Increases in Depth of Poverty Among Children Not an Artifact of Methodology,
But Effect of Changes in Government Benefit Programs

The increase between 1995 and 1998 in the average poverty gap per poor child could have
occurred because poor children became poorer or it could signify simply that the children who
escaped from poverty during this period were primarily children whose incomes were already close
to the poverty line. If the children lifted out of poverty were primarily those whose incomes were
already close to the poverty line — in other words, those with smaller-than-average poverty gaps —
the average poverty gap per poor child among the remaining children would be larger, even if the
income level of the remaining children did not change.

Between 1995 and 1998, the number of children lifted from poverty by the Earned Income Tax
Credit increased substantially. The EITC is available only to poor families with earnings, and the
amount of a family’s EITC rises as the family’s earnings increase, up to certain levels. As a result, the
children lifted from poverty by the EITC tend to be closer to the poverty line, before counting the
EITC and other government benefits and taxes, than the children who remain poor after government
benefits and taxes are taken into account. Since the EITC primarily lifts less-poor children out of
poverty, perhaps the increase in the effect of the EITC between 1995 and 1998 made the poverty gap
per poor child larger without any increase actually occurring in the depth of poverty

among the
children who remained poor.. . ”

To determine whether this was the case, we examined changes in the child poverty gap
between 1995 and 1998 after government benefits such as cash assistance, food stamps, and housing
benefits are counted but before the effect of taxes and the EITC ‘are taken into account. This analysis
shows that the poverty gap per poor child increased between 1995 and 1998 even when the effect of
the EITC is removed. The number of children who were poor after counting government benefits, but
before taxes and the EITC, fell by 727,000 between 1995 and 1998. Yet the total child poverty gap,
measured before taxes and the EITC are taken into account, increased during this period from $18.7
billion to $18.9 billion. The poverty gap per poor child, measured before taxes and the EITC, climbed
from $1,497 to $1,605. L g b B |

These data show that the increase in the povefty gap per pobr child between 1995 and 1998 is
not an artifact of the EITC’s lifting from poverty more children who were already closer to the

poverty line. To the contrary, these data strongly suggest that the children remaining in poverty did
become somewhat poorer, onaverage. . ... L :

In addition to the effect of the EITC, it could be that the increase in the poverty gap per poor
child was the result of increases in earnings that lifted out of poverty primarily those children who
were already closer to the poverty line. To evaluate this possibility, we examined the data on the
poverty gap among poor children before counting any government benefits. This measure of the
poverty gap reflects the impact of private market income, primarily earnings, on child poverty, but
not the effect of government benefits and taxes. This analysis shows that the poverty gap per poor
child before counting government benefits and taxes Jell from $2,638 in 1995 to $2,489 in 1998. This

shows that the effect of increased earnings was to reduce, rather than to increase, the poverty gap per
poor child.

These analyses show that the increase between 1995 and 1998 in the poverty gap per poor
child after counting government benefits and taxes was primarily due to the effect of reductions in
government benefits, rather than to either increases in earnings or changes in the EITC and tax policy.
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lll. Some Safety Net Programs Less Effective in Reducing Child
Poverty after 1995

As the previous chapter shows, child poverty has declined at a slower rate since
1995, and those children remaining in poverty have become somewhat poorer, on
average. A primary reason is the declining effectiveness of some parts of the social
safety net in reducing poverty among children. Some of the benefits provided to low-
income families, especially cash assistance and food stamps, lifted fewer children out of
poverty in 1998 than in 1995 and were less effective in reducing the depth of poverty
among poor children.

On the other hand, the Earned Income Tax Credit expanded during this period
and lifted more children out of poverty. The increased role of the EITC in reducing
poverty among children helped to offset the decreasing role of cash assistance and food
stamps.

Effect on Number of Children in Poverty

As was discussed in the previous chapter, between 1993 and 1995, the number of
children in poverty fell dramatically. During this period, the safety net became
significantly more effective in lifting children out of poverty. In 1993, nearly 24 percent
of children who were poor before counting government benefits and taxes — almost one
in four such children — were lifted out of poverty by these benefits (see Table 3). By
1995, the proportion of children poor before counting government benefits and taxes
who were lifted from poverty by these benefits had risen to 33 percent, or one in every
three such children.

19



Table 3

CHILDREN LIFTED OUT OF POVERTY BY GOVERNMENT BENEFITS

Change Change
Percent of children poor before counting 1993 to 1995 to
government benefits who were lifted out of 1993 1995 1998 1995 1998
poverty by: (percentage | (percentage

points) points)
Social Insurance 8.3% 8.1% 8.0% -0.2% -0.1%
Cash assistance based on income 5.3% 6.2% 4.3% 0.9% -1.9%
Food stamps 5.1% 6.2% 4.9% 1.1% -1.3%
Housing and other non-cash benefits 5.1% 6.6% 6.3% 1.5% 0.3%
Taxes and EITC* 0.1% 6.0% 9.9% 5.9% 3.9%
Total - All government benefits and taxes 23.9% 33.1% 33.4% O 92% 0.3%
Cash benefits plus food stamps 10.4% 12.4% 92% 2.0% -3.2%
Source: Census Burcau, Current Population Survey
*This category shows the net impact of taxes plus the EITC. Taxes reduce available income while the EITC adds to income, so the positive impact of this category on
poverty is due to the EITC.

After 1995, the number of children in poverty continued to decline, but at a
slower rate. Over the same time period, the safety net continued to lift a large number
of children out of poverty, but the proportion of children it lifted from poverty stopped
rising. In 1998, the safety net of government assistance programs lifted from poverty 33
percent of the children who were poor before counting government benefits and taxes,
the same proportion as in 1995.

This stabilization at 33 percent reflects a reduction between 1995 and 1998 in the
effectiveness of the cash assistance and food stamp programs in lifting children out of
poverty along with an offsetting increase in the EITC’s impact in reducing child
poverty. These developments differ from those in the 1993 to 1995 period, when all
categories of government benefit programs based on income became more effective in
lifting children from poverty.

> The social insurance programs, which include Social Security and Unemployment Compensation,
(continued...)
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Safety Net Grew Stronger in Early 1990s, Helped Cushion Effects of Recession

The U.S. economy experienced a recession during the early 1990s; between 1989 and
1993, the number of children who were poor before counting government benefits rose
significantly. During this time, safety net programs offset part of the increase in child

poverty caused by the worsening of the economy.

Between 1989 and 1993, the number of children who were poor before receipt of

government benefits and taxes rose more than 3 million, or nearly 22 percent. But the

number of children poor after government benefits and taxes are counted increased 2

million, or 17 percent. In 1989, government benefits and taxes lifted from poverty 21 percent

of the children who would have been poor without such benefits; by 1993, these programs
lifted nearly 24 percent of such children from poverty. By 1995, some 33 percent of such
children were lifted from poverty by these programs. -

As these data indicate, the safety net grew considerably stronger in the first half of
the 1990s. A number of benefit programs important to poor families with children were
reduced in the early 1980s; by 1993, most of these reductions had been substantially restored
and some expansions had been enacted. In the food stamp program, for example, many of
the reductions carried out in the early 1980s had been reversed, and basic food stamp benefit
levels had been raised modestly. In the AFDC program, all states were required to extend

AFDC benefits to two-parent families, and some states secured waivers enabling more low-
income working parents to receive AFDC. '

Of particular importance, the EITC was greatly expanded. The increase in the EITC,
coupled with the modest improvements in food stamp benefits, increased substantially the
number of states where a mother with earnings equal to 75 percent of the poverty line was
lifted from poverty by government benefits and the tax system. In 1990, only seven states
fell into this category; by 1993, all states did. o ‘ o o

In addition, because of changes in eligibility for the Supplemental Security Income
program for children, 974,000 low-income disabled children received SSI payments in 1995,
compared to fewer than 300,000 six years earlier. :

See Wendell E. Primus, Kathryn Porter, Margery Ditto, and Mitchell Kent, The Safety Net Delivers: The Effects of
Government Benefit Programs in Reducing Poverty, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, November 1996.

By 1998, cash assistance programs for low-income families and the food stamp
program lifted smaller fractions of children from poverty than in 1995. In 1995, cash

> (...continued)

lifted out of poverty about the same proportion of children in 1993 and 1995. These programs are
provided to families based on credits earned by working and are not based on need.

11
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assistance for low-income families — primarily AFDC payments® — lifted out of poverty
6 percent of the children who were poor before counting government benefits and
taxes. Food stamps lifted from poverty an additional 6 percent of such children. In
1998, some 4 percent of the children who were poor before receipt of government
benefits and taxes were lifted from poverty by cash assistance benefits, a reduction of
nearly one-third since 1995. Close to 5 percent of such children were lifted from
poverty by food stamps.

The combined effect of cash assistance and food stamps was to lift from poverty
12 percent of the children who were poor before receipt of government benefits and
taxes in 1995. By 1998, cash assistance and food stamps together lifted 9 percent of such
children out of poverty.

On the other hand, the proportion of children poor before counting government
benefits and taxes who were lifted from poverty by the combination of federal income
and payroll taxes and the EITC rose from 6 percent in 1995 to nearly 10 percent in 1998. 7
This positive effect is the result of the expansion of the EITC® The increase in the
effectiveness of the EITC in lifting children from poverty offset the decline in the impact
of cash assistance and food stamps on the number of poor children.

Effect on Child Poverty Gap

The total child poverty gap has declined since 1993. Virtually all of this
reduction occurred between 1993 and 1995, however, when both the stronger safety net
and increases in employment and earnings among low-income families reduced the
poverty gap for children. Since 1995, the safety net has become less effective in
reducing the child poverty gap. The total child poverty gap has remained largely
unchanged during this time, even though the number of poor children has declined.

® By 1998, the AFDC program had been replaced by Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, or
TANF.

7 In 1988, the EITC alone lifted from poverty 17 percent of the children who were poor before counting
government benefits, or 2.6 million such children. Other tax policies offset a portion of the EITC’s
impact, however, and the net effect of taxes and the EITC was to lift 10 percent of such children out of

poverty.

8 In 1996, the EITC expansion enacted in 1993 took full effect.

12
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The poverty gap per poor child has increased, indicating that children remaining in
poverty have become poorer, on average.’

The total child poverty gap after counting government benefits and taxes shrank
17 percent between 1993 and 1995. It declined just 2 percent between 1995 and 1998 (see
Table 4).

Table 4
CHILD POVERTY GAP BEFORE AND AFTER COUNTING
GOVERNMENT BENEFITS
Total child poverty gap (in billions of 1998 dollars)
Before counting government After counting government
benefits and taxes benefits and taxes
1993 $50.6 $20.3
1995 $45.1 $16.8
1998 $38.2 $16.4
Change: Number Percent Number Percent
1993 to 1995 -$5.5 -10.9% -$3.5 -17.2%
1995 to 1998 -$6.9 -15.3% -$0.4 -2.4%
Source: Census Burcau, Current Population Survey

The lack of much progress in reducing the child poverty gap since 1995 reflects
the fact that the safety net has become less effective in the last several years in
narrowing this gap. Between 1995 and 1998, the child poverty gap before counting
government benefits and taxes fell $6.9 billion, or 15 percent, reflecting the effect of
increases in employment and earnings in reducing the depth of child poverty. After
government benefits and taxes are counted, however, the decrease in the child poverty
gap nearly disappeared. The child poverty gap after counting government benefits and
taxes shrank only $400 million — a decline of just 2 percent — between 1995 and 1998.

? A modest portion of the apparent reduction in the effectiveness of the social safety net may be due to
increased underreporting. ‘As is true in all surveys, the Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey,
from which these data are taken, does not capture all the program benefits received by respondents.
There is also some evidence that the level of underreporting has increased in recent years. However, the
best available information indicates that increases in underreporting probably account for one-quarter or
less of the change in the effect of cash assistance and food stamps on the poverty gap.

13
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The child poverty gap after counting government benefits and taxes failed to
narrow much in these years even though the number of poor children fell markedly.
The number of children who were poor after counting benefits and taxes dropped 1.2
million between 1995 and 1998, a development that should have led to a substantial
reduction in the child poverty gap. But although earnings lifted more children out of
poverty in 1998 than in 1995, reductions in some safety net programs resulted in those
children who remained poor becoming poorer, on average. The net effect of fewer poor
children but those children being poorer was a lack of progress between 1995 and 1998
in reducing the depth of child poverty, despite substantial economic growth and sizable
drops in unemployment.

e In 1993, the child poverty gap before government benefits and taxes are
counted was $50.6 billion. After counting government benefits and taxes, the
gap was $20.3 billion. Thus, government benefits and taxes reduced the child
poverty gap by nearly 60 percent in 1993 (see Table 5).

e In 1995, with a stronger EITC, government benefits and taxes reduced the
child poverty gap nearly 63 percent.

Table 5
REDUCTION IN CHILD POVERTY GAP DUE TO GOVERNMENT BENEFITS
Change Change
. . 1993 to 1995 to
‘Ii’erc:n-t reduction in total child poverty gap 1993 1995 1998 1995 1998
ue tor (percentage | (percentage
points) points)
Social Insurance 13.6% 13.5% 14.5% -0.1% 1.0%
Cash Assistance based on income 24.3% 24.0% 16.2% -0.3% -7.8%
Food stamps 12.6% 12.7% 10.5% 0.1% -2.2%
Housing and other non-cash benefits 8.3% 8.4% 9.4% 0.1% 1.0%
Taxes and EITC* 1.1% 4.1% 6.4% 3.0% 2.3%
Total - All government benefits and taxes 59.9% 62.7% 57.0% 2.8% -5.7%
LY
Cash benefits plus food stamps 36.9% 36.7% 26.7% -0.2% -10.0%
Source: Census Bureau, Current Population Survey
*This category shows the ncrimpact of taxes plus the EITC. Taxes reduce available income while the EITC adds to income, so the positive impact of this
category on poverty is duc to the EITC.
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* Since 1995, however, the effectiveness of the safety net in closing the child
poverty gap has eroded. In 1998, government benefits and taxes reduced the
child poverty gap by 57 percent, down from the 63 percent reduction in 1995
and also below the 60 percent figure for 1993.

This decline in the effectiveness of the safety net in closing the child poverty gap
— and reducing the depth and severity of child poverty — is primarily due to the
lessened anti-poverty impact of cash assistance and food stamps. In 1995, cash
assistance benefits reduced the child poverty gap by 24 percent. In 1998, cash assistance
benefits reduced the gap by 16 percent — two-thirds as much. Similarly, in 1995, food
stamps reduced the child poverty gap by a little less than 13 percent, but in 1998, the
food stamp program reduced the gap 10.5 percent.

Together, cash assistance and food stamps reduced the child poverty gap nearly
37 percent in 1993 and about the same percentage in 1995. But in 1998, these two
programs combined reduced the child poverty gap by close to 27 percent — some 10
percentage points less than in 1995 or 1993.

This large reduction in the impact of cash assistance for low income families and
food stamps on the child poverty gap between 1995 and 1998 holds true regardless of
the race of the child. Cash assistance and food stamps together reduced the poverty
gap for white children by almost 30 percent in 1995, but only 23 percent in 1998 (see
Table 6). For black and Hispanic children, the decline in the anti-poverty impact of cash
assistance and food stamps was larger. These benefits reduced the poverty gap for
black children by 42 percent in 1995, but by not quite 33 percent in 1998. For Hispanic
children, these benefits reduced the poverty gap by 37 percent in 1995, but by just 24
percent, or nearly 13 percentage points less, in 1998.

Table 6
PERCENT REDUCTION IN TOTAL POVERTY GAP DUE TO
CASH BENEFITS PLUS FOOD STAMPS
Children in Children in White Black . .
All Children Single Mother |Married Couple | Non-hispanic | Non-hispnanic Hls.pamc
Families Families children Children Children
1995 36.7% 41.9% 27.2% 29.7% 42.2% 37.0%
1998 26.7% 31.6% 18.8% 23.0% 32.6% 24.4%
Percentage
Point Change:
1995-1998 -10.0% -10.2% -8.4% -6.7% -9.6% -12.6%
Source: Census Bureau, Current Population Survey
15
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Children living in single-mother families tend to be poorer than children living
with married couples, and cash assistance and food stamps have a larger impact in
reducing the poverty gap of poor children living with single mothers. Nevertheless, the
impact of cash assistance and food stamps on the poverty gap of children in both types
of families fell between 1995 and 1998. These benefits reduced the poverty gap of
children living with single mothers nearly 42 percent in 1995, but only 32 percent in
1998. For children living with married couples, cash assistance and food stamps
reduced their poverty gap by 27 percent in 1995, but just about 19 percent in 1998.
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IV. Child Participation in Safety Net Programs Falls Faster Than
Drop in Child Poverty after 1995

Cash assistance programs and food stamps lifted fewer children out of poverty
and reduced the child poverty gap less in 1998 than in 1995. Over this period, the
number of children receiving cash assistance and food stamps fell faster than the
number of poor children.

Drops in Child Participation in AFDC/TANF and Food Stamps

Between 1993 and 1995, the number of children receiving AFDC and food stamps
decreased modestly as the economy improved and the number of children in poverty
fell. Between 1995 and 1997, however, the decline in participation in these programs
greatly accelerated. While the economy continued to expand and employment and
earnings increased among low-income families, participation in AFDC/TANF and food
stamps fell much faster than did the number of children who were poor.

Table 7 shows the number of children who were poor after counting social
insurance benefits such as Social Security and Unemployment Insurance, but before
counting benefits from government assistance programs based on income — such as
AFDC, TANF, food and housing benefits — and before taxes. The table also shows the
number of children receiving AFDC or TANF in these years. The final column of the
table provides the ratio of the number of children receiving AFDC or TANF to the
number of children who were poor before counting assistance programs based on
income.
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Table 7

NUMBER OF CHILD PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS AS A
PERCENTAGEe OF THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO
WERE POOR BEFORE COUNTING ASSISTANCE
BENEFITS BASED ON INCOME (in thousands)

i Ratio of AFDC
Number of Child | Child Recipients to
AFDC Recipients Number of Poor

Number of Poor
Children Before
Counting Benefits

Children
1989 13,846 7,286 52.6%
1993 16,685 9,439 56.6%
1994 16,324 9,440 57.8%
1995 15,717 9,009 57.3%
1996 15,426 8,355 54.2%
1997 14,890 7,161 . 48.1%
1998 14,131 5 803 41.1%
Change:
1993-1995 -5.8% -4.6%
1995-1998 -10.1% -35.6%

Source: Poverty data from Census Burcau, Current Population Survey; AFDC administrative data from
Department of Health and Human Services.

Note: Data in this table are not subject to the undercount of program bencfits in the CPS, since these
data are from administrative sources.

Between 1993 and 1995, the number of children receiving AFDC dropped about 5
percent, while the number of children poor before counting assistance programs based
on income declined about 6 percent. In other words, the number of children
participating in AFDC fell at a rate similar to the rate at which the number of poor
children was declining. By contrast, between 1995 and 1998, the number of children
receiving AFDC or TANF (which replaced AFDC in 1996) plunged about 36 percent —
more than three times the 10 percent drop in the number of poor children during that
period.

As a result, in 1995 there were 57 children receiving AFDC for every 100 children
who were poor before counting assistance benefits for low-income families. In 1998,
some 41 children received TANF cash assistance for every 100 such poor children.

Child participation in the food stamp program shows a similar effect. Table 8
presents the same data as Table 7, but for the food stamp program. Between 1993 and
1995, the number of children receiving food stamps fell 2 percent, while the number of
children who were poor before counting low-income assistance programs fell almost 6

18
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Table 8

NUMBER OF CHILD PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS AS A
PERCENTAGE OF THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO
WERE POOR BEFORE COUNTING ASSISTANCE BENEFITS
BASED ON INCOME (in thousands)

Number of Poor Number of Child sﬂi;ﬁ;;f;m to
Children Before Food Stamp
Counting Benefits Recipients Numbe.r of Poor
Children
1989 13,846 9,429 68.1%
1993 16,685 14,196 85.1%
1994 16,324 14,391 88.2%
1995 15,717 13,860 88.2%
1996 15,426 13,189 85.5%
1997 14,890 11,347 76.2%
1998 14,131 10,140 71.8%
Change:
1993-1995 -5.8% -2.4%
1995-1998 -10.1% -26.8%

Source: Poverty data from Census Bureau, Current Population Survey; food stamp administrative data from
Department of Agriculture.

Note: Dara in this table are not subject to the undercount of program benefits in the CPS, since these dara are
from administrative sources.

percent. Between 1995 and 1998, however, the number of children receiving food
stamps dropped nearly 27 percent, while the number of children poor before counting
these benefits fell only 10 percent.

In 1995, some 88 children received food stamps for every 100 children who were
poor before counting assistance benefits based on income. In 1998, some 72 children
received food stamps for every 100 such children in poverty. This is much lower than
in 1995, but still slightly higher than the ratio of the number of children receiving food
stamps to the number of poor children 1989, before food stamp participation rates
began rising in the early 1990s.

As these figures indicate, since 1995, participation in these programs appears to
have declined much more rapidly than improvements in the economy and increases in
employment and earnings among low-income families can explain. Substantially
smaller proportions of poor children are participating in cash assistance and food stamp
programs than was the case just a few years ago. In fact, the ratio of 41 children
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receiving TANF for every 100 children poor before counting assistance benefits is
substantially lower now than at any time since 1970."°

The decline in the number of poor children receiving food stamps reflects, to a
small degree, the elimination of eligibility for legal immigrant children as a result of the
1996 welfare law. The ineligibility of immigrant children for food stamps (until late in
1998 ') can explain only a very modest portion of this decline, however, since the
number of legal immigrant children involved was not large. The number of immigrant
children receiving food stamps declined by somewhat less than 200,000 between 1995
and 1998. This means that only about five percent of the decline in child food stamp
participation between 1995 and 1998 was due to the loss of food stamp eligibility by
children who were legal immigrants.'?

Children Lifted Out of Poverty More Likely to Have Family Earnings, EITC

Another way to look at the impact of program benefits on poverty among
children is to compare the children lifted from poverty by government benefits to the
children who remain in poverty after government benefits are counted. Table 9
compares the characteristics of the children lifted out of poverty by government
benefits in 1998 to the characteristics of the children who remained in poverty that year.

More of the children lifted out of poverty than of the children remaining poor
lived in working families. As the table shows, 85 percent of the children lifted from

19 See Table A-5 in Appendix A of Indicators of Welfare Dependence, U. S. Department of Health and
Human Services, Annual Report to Congress, October 1998. These data track AFDC participation until
the program was terminated in 1996, then track participation in TANF, which replaced AFDC.

"' This change was reversed in November 1998 for legal immigrant children who entered the United
States before August 22, 1996, the date the welfare law was signed.

12 One reason this decline is small is that most children in immigrant households are not immigrants
themselves, but are U.S. citizens. Urban Institute researchers report that 75 percent of all children living
in a family with one or more immigrant parents are U.S. citizens.

USDA data show that between 1995 and 1998, there also was a decline of 360,000 in the number of
food stamp recipients who are citizen children living with one or more immigrant parents. The welfare
law did not disqualify children who are citizens; its immigrant eligibility restrictions apply only to
immigrants. This decline in participation by citizen children may have been due in part to chilling effects
of recent changes in government policies related to immigration and fears that receipt of benefits by
citizen children could adversely affect immigrant parents. Together, children who are immigrants and
children who are U.S. citizens with immigrant parents account for 15 percent of the decline in child food
stamp participation between 1995 and 1998.
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Table 9

CHILDREN LIFTED OUT OF POVERTY AND CHILDREN
REMAINING IN POVERTY AFTER GOVERNMENT BENEFITS, 1998
Children lifted out of Children remaining in
poverty by government poverty after government
benefits and taxes benefits and taxes

Earnings 85.4% 66.2%
No earnings 14.6% 33.8%
EITC 79.1% 56.7%
No EITC 20.9% 43.3%
Food stamps 53.7% 48.1%
No food stamps 46.3% 51.9%
Housing assistance . 27.7% 21.9%
No housing assistance 72.3% 78.1%
Cash assistance 30.0% 30.4%
No cash assistance 70.0% 69.6%
How to read table:
The top two lines show that 85.4 percent of the children lifted out of poverty by government
benefits and taxes lived in families with earnings; the other 14.6 percent of these children lived in
families that lacked earnings. Among children who remained poor after government benefits and
taxes are counted, 66.2 percent lived in families with earnings while 33.8 percent lived in families
without earnings.

poverty by government benefits in 1998 lived in families with earnings. A substantial
majority of the children who remained poor after counting government benefits also
lived in families with workers. Some 66 percent of the children who remained in
poverty lived in families with earnings.

Children lifted from poverty by government benefits also were more likely to
receive the EITC than were the children remaining poor. Some 79 percent of the
children lifted from poverty by government benefits received the EITC; about 57
percent of the children who remained in poverty received EITC benefits.

Children lifted out of poverty by government benefits also were somewhat more

likely to receive food stamps or housing assistance than the children remaining in
poverty. But children lifted from poverty by government benefits were not more likely
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to receive cash assistance based on income than children remaining poor. Poor families
that receive cash assistance tend to have very low incomes and to be far below the
poverty line, which makes it harder for cash assistance and other benefits to raise them
above the poverty line.

It is not surprising that the children lifted out of poverty by government
assistance programs are more likely to live in families with earnings than the children
who remained poor. On account of their earnings, working poor families tend to have
higher incomes and to be closer to the poverty line than poor families without earnings.
As a result, it is easier for government benefits to lift poor families with earnings above
the poverty line than to lift out those without earnings. In addition, the EITC, which
has a large impact in reducing poverty, goes only to families with earnings; those
without earnings do not qualify for the EITC.

22

32



Appendix Tables

23
33

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ce

“Bjep paysygndun ‘neaing snsuay) :8oINog

lelol
9113 snid saxe} |esapay
syjauaq Buisnoy pue pood
aWooU} UO paseq IIUB]SISSE Yse)
ajueinsuj [e|1920s
:0} anp a)e1 Apanod ul uonanpai Juiod abejussiad

el
0113 sn|d saxe) [e1apaly
s)jauaq Buisnoy pue poo4
AWOoU| U0 paseq aJuelsisse Yysed
ajueinsuy) |e120s
:A}I9N0d W04y panowiay uaipiiyd Jo Juadiad

el
9113 snid saxe) jeiapaqy
s)yjauaq Buisnoy pue pood
SWOo2U] UO Paseq SIUB]SISSE Ysed)
ajuelnsuy| |ejoo0s

:(spuesnouyy) 0} anQ ALBAOd WOJ4 PIAOWDY USIPJIYD JO JOqWNN

2L €L Sz 08 Ve £9 8P 9 S9
4 02 Ll Sl 60 00 (900 (1) (€0
v'2 €2 L2 L' 0€¢ L2 L2 €2 L'
60 bl vl Gl gl vl N1 80 9l
Ll 02 Ll 0¢e (rd 22 Ll 82 2e
v'ee oee 6'lE L'ES £62 6¢ce 012 Ll oA
66 88 vl 09 12> 10 (£2) (19) (9°1)
AN 86 el 872l Ll 201 Ll 06 €61
£p 8y 8'g 29 86 £6 9p 1'e L2
08 98 €L 1'g v'8 £8 v 801 601
GEL'S  pIZ'S  LOE'S  SS9'S SIS SYE'Y  EPL'E €982  IpL'Y
61G'L ley'L  Gg2'L €e0'L 866G 12 (cor) (ee8)  (661)
8121 209k  /88'L  68l'T 120 €S8V SWL'L  Iv¥'L  9S6°L
99 LLL £96 2S0'L  SE0't 856 269 v6v 186
peeS'L  vOP'L  912'L  18€'L  POS'L  E€IS'L  80L'L  IwL'L  L6E'L
Pl 96l 1'glL 29l 08l 002 08l £1e g€l
G'9l 9/l WA A 681 002 vl 002 €€l
681 661 502 802 812 L2 102 £22 v'9l
861 012 812 €22 £€2 L've 1 1'E2 6171
S'I2 62 9€2 e 562 €92 gee 6's2 102
0£2'0L 080'LL L¥E'LL  EPV'LL  €19'CL €S8'CL  LIS'LL  €62'CL  029'8
6VL'LL  LIS'2L  9/5'CL 92l 2le€L  vi8'€L  60V'LL  vOp'ZL  1E2v'8
L9V'EL ELI'VL E€9P'PL S99'VL B82S Z2L'GL VSISl LIE'CL  ZLE'01
ICL'PL 068'VL  92¥'SL  LIL'SL ¥2E'9L  G89'0L  9v8'Sl SOv'vL  vOE'LL
G9e'Sl  v62'9l  2v9'9l  860'ZL 828'ZL 8618l ¥SE'VL  9VL'9L  19LCL
8EC'1L 690°LL 0S9'0L 995'0L 020'0L 26269 209'G9 €££'29 SIE'€9
8661 .66L 966L S66L v66L €66l  686L €861  6.61

9113 3y snid saxe) je1apa) ssa7

s)1jauaq Buisnoy pue pooj snid

aWooUl U0 paseq 9ueISISSe YSed Shid

aJueInsuy| [BIDOS SN|d

SIXE)} puUe S)ijauaq dawwaAaohb Gunpunos alojeg
(uassad uy) syey Ausnod ppyd

2113 3yl snid saxe) [e1apa) SS9

syyauaq Huisnoy pue pooy snid

9WOJUI U0 paseq JJUEISISSE |Sed Snid

' aJueINSy| [B]90S SN|d

SOXE) pue S)1}auaq Jusawuianob Bununos asogeg
}(spuesnoyy) uaipjiyd Jood jo JaquinN

(spuesnoy) uoneindod __,_Eo [ejoL

"86-6.61 ‘SHYIA 319313S HO4 NIHATIHD 1TV HOL L3N ALI4VS 40 LOVANI
l-v 8|qe L

25

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



LE

9¢€

‘aulp Auanod auy 0} pliyo 100d L12A3 11| O} Papasu ASLOW §0 Junowe 8y} sjuasasda deb Auaaod piyo syl -aul Auaaod auyl mojaq |y ualpuR Jood (1B Jo S8Looul.ay) Yoiym AQ IUNOWE (B30} 8y} SI deb Auaaod piyo 8yl 910N

¥'8G

1'.S 265 819 129 819 8'6S 6'95 ¥'29
¥'9 GG €S (4 [ FL 00 (e (00)
66L 661 v'ie b'ie 9'ie 602 02 v'8l WA
29l 18I 9’2 ove 6'€e eve 6'v2 o've 8'82
Syl LSl el Gel £l 9¢l L'el 8'GlL L9l
p09‘L 69S'L  9Y'L  LLY'L SSP'L 89Y'L Lev'L  Seb'L  Lpv'L
GO9'L 9/S'L  9IS'L  Z6¥'L  €0S'L  SOS'L  WP'L LY'L 18Pl
GO96‘L /66'F G96°'L €26'L  L/6't 666'FL L06'FL PO6'L €9t
Zie'e eiv'e 9Sv'e 28y’ ¥SS'e  029'C 2eS'T  2lS'e  0Osve
68v'z €192 0£9'c 8€9'C 969'Cc 6..'CT /69'C S2l'T 209'C
9L vLl L9l 891 €8l €02 89l 6'8l gzi
68l L6l L'61 L8l 661 602 891 '8l G2l
g9z 28e v'8e 2'8e zoe AR 0'se S92 £'8l
L'2€ 6'GE 6'LE 0'6¢ Ly L'EY 1'GE (14> 8.2
28e 92y 8'ey L'Sy L8P 9'0S eov (1747 2ee
8661 1661 9661 G661 t66L €661 6861 €861 6161

‘gjep paysigndun ‘neaing snNsuay) :82N0S

fejol
2113 snid saxe} |eiapad
sjyouaq Bujsnoy pue pood
aWooUul Uo paseq aguejsisse yse)
ajueinsui |e100S
:deb Auanod uj uononpail Juasiad

9113 3y} snid saxe) jeiapaj ssa

s)jauaq Buisnoy pue pooj snid

awoou) UO paseq 3JuelSISSe Ysed snid

aaueansu |e1oos snid

saxe)] pue sjjauaq juawusanob Bununod alopeg
(siejjop 86) piyo 1ood 1ad deb Auanod

9113 9y snid saxe] |esapa) sSa

syyeuaq buisnoy pue pooj snid

awWoou] Uo paseq aduels|Sse yses snid
aouesnsul |e190S snid

saxe] pue sjijouaq Juawulanob Bununoo alogeg

i(sae|jop 86 40 suoljiiq) deb Auanod jejoL

86-6.61 ‘SHVIA @31D313S HOH ‘NIHATNHI TV HO4 dVD ALHIAOd NO L3N A134VS 40 LOVdWI
cvalqeL

26

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



*JCENTER ON BUDGET
4d AND POLICY PRIORITIES

Publication/Subscription Order Form

Name:
Organization
Address:
City: State: Zip Code:
Phone: Fax:
Quantity Price Total
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities Subscription $55.00
Pub # PUBLICATIONS

Add applicable sales tax for residents of the District of Columbia (5.75%), Maryland (5%) and
Massachusetts (5%). If tax exempt, include copy of certificate.

Add $2.00 for shipping & handling (not required for subscription orders)

TOTAL

Order must be prepaid by check, money order, or credit card

URGENT ORDER shipping available for next day air or 2™ day air via Federal Express or UPS. Account
number for direct billing must be provided.

| Federal Express: | | UPS: ] 1

SUBSCRIPTION: $55 for a one-year subscription. Includes major poverty and income reports, budget analyses,
and reports and analyses on the topics listed below.

® labor issues, including employment, unemployment insurance, minimum wage, and job
creation initiative
* low-income programs and policies, including cash assistance, nutrition and health programs

* state policy issues, including state budget, tax and low-income assistance issues

PAYMENT:

O Check/Money Order (U.S. currency only; payable to the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities)

O Mastercard O Visa O American Express
Credit Card Number Expiration Date Signature

Signature required for credit card order
Mail or fax this form and payment to: Publications Service, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 820 First

Street, N.E., Suite 510, Washington, DC 20002, Tele: (202) 408-1080, Fax: (202) 408-1056. You can also contact us via
e-mail to center@cbpp.org or visit our web site at www.cbpp.org.
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NOTICE

REPRODUCTION BASIS

Ij This document is covered by a signed “Reproduction Release
(Blanket) form (on file within the ERIC system), encompassing all
or classes of documents from its source organization and, therefore,

does not require a “Specific Document” Release form.

D This document is Federally-funded, or carries its own permission to
reproduce, or is otherwise in the public domain and, therefore, may
be reproduced by ERIC without a signed Reproduction Release form

(either “Specific Document” or “Blanket”).
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