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/ ~ 4-r~'v'EITC 

• 	 In 1997, the EITC reduced the number of children in poverty by 2.2 million. Over half the 6 ../~ ~1;', 
decline in child poverty between 1993 and 1997 can be explained by changes in taxes, most 
importantly the EITC. 

• 	 The President pushed.hard to improve the EITC by insuring that OBRA 1993 significantly 
increased the maximum amount of the credit for families with two or more children by 
$1,500, and eligibility for the credit was extended to families with incomes up to $30,000 (or 
about $3,600 above the prior.law level.) 

• 	 The combined effects of the minimum wage and the EITC. have dramatically increased the 
returns to work for families with children. Between 1993 and 1997, families with one child 
and one earner who worked full-time at the minimum wage experienced a 14 percent increase 
in their income; after inflation, just because of these two policies alone. Similar families with 
two children experienced a 27 percent increase in their income. 

HEAD START 

• 	 The President is committed to expanding Head Start to serve 1 million children by 2002, 

including a doubling of infants and toddlers in Early Head Start. 


• 	 Under the Clinton Administration, Head Start funding has grown by 68 percent, and the program 
has added 120,000 children. For 2000, we are proposing a $607 million increase, which 
would be the largest Head Start increase ever enacted. 

• 	 The Administration's proposal will allow Head Start to add 35,000 pre-school children and 7,000 
infants and toddlers in 2000, bringing total enrollment to 877,000 children. The ' 
Administration will continue working to expand participation, and will pursue innovative 
ways of doing so within overall budget constraints. 

• 	 The Administration strongly supported the reauthorization of Head Start in 1998. We worked 
with Congress to ensure that Head Start allows our neediest children to reach school ready to 
learn. The reauthorization improved program quality and accountability; made the program 
more responsive to family needs and strengthen partnerships with other community services. 

• 	 The Administration has fought against cuts in the Republican Budget Resolution that would 
force deep cuts in key domestic priorities. After factoring in commitments made in their 
Resolution to tax cuts and protected programs, remaining programs would be slashed more 
than 10 percent in 2000 and more than 20 percent in 2004. If cuts are applied 
across-the-board, the Republican budget !;ould mean that in FY2000 alone Head Start 



funding would be cut by $580 million cutting services to over 100,000 children. 

POVERTY 

• 	 Poverty Rate Fell To 13.3 Percent in 1997 -- Down from 15.1 Percent in 1993. In 1997, the 
poverty rate declined to 13.3 percent from 13.7 percent the year before. Since President 
Clinton signed his Economic Plan into law, the poverty rate has declined from 15.1 percent in 
1993 to 13.3 percent last year -- that's the"biggest four-year drop in the poverty rate in almost. 
30 years (1965-1969). 

Overall Poverty Rate 
1997 13.3% 
1996 13.7% 

. 1995 13.8% 
1994 14.5% 
1993 15.1% 

• 	 In 1997, the poverty rate among the elderly fell back to its record low of 10.5 percent, after a 
temporary rise to 10.8 percent in 1996. 

• 	 The African-American Poverty Rate Dropped To Its Lowest Level In History. In 1997, the 
African.:..American poverty rate declined from 28.4 percent to 26.5 percent -- that's its lowest 
level recorded since data were first collected in 1959. Since 1993, the African-American 
poverty rate has dropped from 33.1 percent to 26.5 percent. Between 1980-1992, the poverty 
rate for African American remained at 30% or more. 

African-American Poverty'Rate 
1997 26.5% 
1996 28.4% 
1995 29.3% 
1994 30.6% 
1993 33.1 % 



• 	 Last year, the Hispanic poverty rate dropped from 29.4 percent to 27.1 perpent -- that's the 
largest one-year drop in Hispanic poverty since 1978. 

CHILD POVERTY 	 ,. I ul~\...JJ 

• 	 Child Poverty dropped from 22.7 percent to 19.9 percent between 1993 and 1997, lifting 1.6 ~-~V 
million children out of poverty. This follows an increase from 19.5 percent in ] 988 to 22.7 \, 
percent in 1993, when 2.8 million children were pushed into poverty. 

\ ~ 
Children's Poverty Rate ~~~fi'. ,,_, 1"'-' V'.(,J 

_ ~ 1997 19.9% ~.Q. ' 

lj)~\'-l)oJ 1996 .. 20.5% io~~ ~ '" ~ 

\) ~\Sl.cJ0 k0\~ 1995 20.8% r' \ JfLj..; \ \ 


\S)\~A. V 0' lJ '. un ,1994 21.8% ~~ \1G~ 

~ ~ .r>,J"/.II [;<S... (\. <~J 1993 vJ- 22.7% ~\ \r LvN't 6 ~
'"\ "'o~' "f .e)\1G ~~r4t'~~\V'- ,,(,'VI 

• 	 Child poverty among African Americans remains high, but is now at a record low of 37.2, percent vCtyY"' ~ 
having dropped from 46.6 percent in 1992. ~ t\."\C; 

" ~~ 
• 	 In 1997, the Hispanic child poverty rate dropped from 40.3 percent to 36.8 percent - that was the ""~ 

largest one-year drop on record (data first collected in 1976) .. 

UNEMPLOYMENT 

• 	 The Lowest Rate in 29 Years. 

• 	 The unemployment rate averaged 7.1 % and rose to more than 1 0 % in 1982 and 1983. 

• 	 In June 1999, the unemployment rate was 4.3 % -- the lowest level in 29 years. The 
, unemployment rate has been below 5 % for 24 consecutive months. [Source: BLS] 

Unemployment for African Americans 

• 	 Lowest on record. 

• 	 African American unemployment reached 21.2 % in January 1983-- a record high, and never 
dropped below 10 % between 1983-1992. 

• 	 The African-American unemployment rate has fallen from 14.1 % in January 1993 to 7.3 % in 
June 1999 - a record low. 

Unemployment for Hispanics 

• 	 Went from record highs during the Reagan/Bush administrations to achieve record lows in the 
Clinton administration 

• 	 Hispanic unemployment hit a record high of 15.7 % in 1982. 

• 	 Hispanic unemployment hit a record low of 5;8% in 1'999. 
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,JMemo 
Ii _.... I ChildrcO'5 Ocft:nse fund 
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To: .. ""L\;~ i·, , ... ...;:.. \, 0/ ••i' .. _ •• 

. . 
From:: Deboran Weinstein, Director, Family Income Division 

Date: 08103199 

ReI; Jump In Number of Children liYing Below Haff'the Federal Poverty Une in First Year of 
Welfare I..aw 

pl!,c4.. 
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7W 
WI 
""':1 
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This new analysis of Census data (not released an~ere b8fore) shows that when noncash 
benefits like food stamps and welfare assistance al"llt taken into aceount, 13$ 'wetl as counting 

. the effec.t of federal Wes, ttae number of children in single motIler famQies living below half the 
federal poverty line (about $6,4CQ a year 1cr a family of three) jumped from 1996 to 1997: 
374,000 more d1Pdren that. poor. a surge of 28 percent. 

We cannot have a fun pictUre of the tmpact ofwelfare changes without payIng attention (0 what 
is happening 'to c:hHdf'i!l1. This new analysis shOws that. despite a strong economy, there nas 
been a substantial increase in extn:rne poverty for children. The Joss of benefits ~ not been 
outweighed by a gain In earnings for these families. 

Please cal' me for more information or explan2\'l:lon; (202) 66;2-3565. 

Thanks fer your attentIon. 

25 E SIreel, NW 
Wa,hinSTDtl, DC 20001 
Telephone 202 628 8787 
Fa~ 202662 3S10 
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Number ofChildren in Mother-Only Families 

Living Below One-Balfofthe Poverty Litle 


Jumps Sharply in 1997 


Extreme child poverty rose shal'pl, in 19" (Source: CDF d.ata., see attached table) 

• 	 After acc;;ounting for noncash benefits and t~est the number ofchildren in mother­
only families that were below one-balf of the poverty liM jumped upward by 26 
percent between 1996 and 1997. 

• 	 'Ibis jump in extreme poverty was statistioally signifioant, Notably, it occurred while 
both the total population ofsuch children and the number below the regular poverty 
line were edging downward. 

• 	 The increase ha.I passed unnoticed until now because official tabulations ofCensus 
data for extreme child poverty (children under one-halfofthe,poverty line) do not 
account f0t' noncash benefits and taxes. \ 

• 	 Some people have attacked similar analyses for (a) leavi:u.g out boyfiiends and other 
household members and (b) ignoring a growing tendency for people'to underreport 
their-welfare income to Census ipterviewe:rs .. But CDF'5 preliminary findings suggest 
that addressing both problems would not alter the basic result, 

The poorest mother...only falilBies lost about 5500 a year siDce 1995 (Source:. OMS 
analyst) 

• 	 Between 1995 and 1997, the poorest one-fifth of female family heads with children 
lost 5503 (7 percent) from their average inflation-adjusted annual income. counting 
noncash benefits and taxes, according to unofficial analyses by OMB a.na.lyst Richard 
Davier. 

• 	 The losses were c:a:used by a 54121055 ofTANF and a 5140 loss in food stamps. 

• 	 The losses are astonishing bec;ause this group'Ii inoome bad been. riEing for the two 
previous years. Wealthier quintiles ofmother..only fhmiliesdid nOt lose as much (or 
actually gained) from 1995 to 1997, Bavier's analysis fuund. 
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a.. ~ " After years of decUne, the number of children in extremely poor female-headed families il 

II 
c. (ose significantly in 1997 

~ ~ 
Children", (emale-headed families (families ot 'he household head and unrelated subfamilies) Absolule Percen~ 

Change Change 
1993 1994 1995 1900 1997 '96 to '91 "96 to '97 

Number of Childrflll 
Total 16.656,000 16,732.000 17,357,000 18,946.000 16,884,000 (63.000) -0.4% 


Oftictal Income Is Below 100% of Poverty L1n~ 8,995,nOO 8,857.000 8.737,000 8,354,000 8,311,000 (43.000) -0.5% 
,I Altemafe Income ~ Below 100% 01 Poven)' 7,760.000 7.211,000 l,e84,000 8.609,000 8.471,000 (137,000) -2.1% 

ontclaJ tncomsls Below 50% of Poverty l.I"e 4,819.000 4,725,000 4,180,OOD 4.399,000- 4,304,4)00 (4. 000) -0.1 %


I AJternale Income Is Below 10% or Poverty 1,702,000 1,~1.000 1,&90,000 1,463.000 t,821,OOO 374,600 25.7% 
If! 

I PfIrCfInl of ChIldren

I Tolal 100% 100% 100% 100% 1000/" 0% 0%
I OnIcJallnoome Is Below 100% or Poverty Line 54.0% 52.9% 50.~ 49.3% 49.2% -0.1% -0.1%I 


Alternate Income Is Below 100% 0' Poverty 48.8% 4~.1% 38.5% 39.0% 38.3% -0.7% -1.7% 

OUloJ.' Inc:ame'l BelOW SO§ of I'oveny Lb\. all.,,", 28.2% 24.0" te.O,. 21.0% ·0.1\<Ii tUIJfI
1m Altemafe 'neome is Be'ow 60% of P.overtv 10.2% 9.&% 9.2% 8.6% 10.8% 2.2% 26.2% 


I~
I . Nole: Ofnclat Income means cash income (Including government cash benems). 

loc Allemate income mfUlns cash plus (ood and housing assistance and EiTe, mInus payraU and income taxBS. 


I~ SoUftlG: CDf' tabu\alions of Ibe Marcil Currem Popufations Suntey(March 1995-March 19981 
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Br S.Ul! H01'I'IITZ 
WlUhmfOll POd SlajJD'riltr 

More than one in three, chil­
dren under 18 living in the Dis­
trid is poor, according to annual 
U.s, Census figures released yes­
terday. \ 

Nationally. the poverty rate'has 
been dedining in the past few 
years, but that 'has not been the 
case in theDistrict. . 

About 35.6 percent-or 
38,366-youths younger than 18 
Uved in poverty in the District in 
1996. according to the report, 
which uses a combination of food 
stamp records, data from federal 
income tax returns and census 
figures to detemPne who is poor. 
When compared with the 50 
states, D.C:s child poverty rate 
ranks bighesl. '. , 

Mayor Anthony A. WIlliams 
yesterday called it -problematic· 
to compare the District to states, 
but he said that the -census re­
mains a valuable tool in receiving
fedml funding.· . . 

Experts consider it'misleading 

to compare statistics on the Dis­
trict, a small and entirely urban 

, jurisdiction. with states that have 
urban, rural and suburban pop­

. ulations. The estimates are im­
portant, said Census Bureau stat­
istician Paul Siegel, because they 
are used in administering federal 
programs and allocating federal 
funds to Ioca1 jurisdictions, in­
cluding the District. 

In Virginia. the rate of c:hildren 
younger than 18 living in poverty' 
in 1996 was 16.5 percent. and in 
Maryland it was 14.1 percent. Na­
tionally. the percentage was 20.5. 

"Despite the fact that the econ­
, omy is nominally good. the econ­
omy for low-skilled people is bad 

' and D.C. has a shortage of low­
skilled jobs: said Liz Siegel, c0­
founder of D.C. Action for Chil­

,dren. a children's advocacy 
group. 

Liz Siegel. no relation to the 
census statistician, said: "We've 
always bad a smal.I middle class. 
We' have a Jot of fairly wealthy 
people. and then we have a lot of 
very low income residents. Our 

school system and public safety 
issues have chased the middle 
class out to the suburbs." 

The mayor has said that im­
proving services to children, es­

,peciaUy those living in poverty, is 
one of his top priorities. He and 
two D.C. council members re­
cently began a program designed 
to address the needs of District 
children in a comprehensive fash­
ion. 

The overall poverty rate in 
Maryland in 1996 was 9.6 percent 
and in VlI'ginia 11.3 percent. Na­
tionally. the percentage was 13.7. 

Compared to the 50 states, the 
District ranks as one of the poor­
est. The census figures from 1996 
actually show the Districtas the 
worst in the country, with 21.1 
percent living in poverty. But cen­
sus officiala said that the estimat­
ed percentage of people living in 
poverty in (our states--West Vir­
ginia, LOuisiana. Mississippi and 
New Mexico-is SO statistically 
close that none of the four or the 
District can definitively be called, 
the worst. 

mbc tonsbingt0!l~~.st, 
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 4.. 1999 

8i iF s'§; _ .L.t 
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State Estimates for People Under Age 5 in Poverty for US: 1996 


Table E96-00. Estimated Number and Percent People Under 

Age 5 in Poverty by State: US 1996 


(Estimates model 1996 income reported in the March 1997 Current Population Survey.) 


I 
I 

People Under Age 5 in Poverty 
Number Percent 

State Estimate 90% Confidence Interval Estimate 90% Confidence Interval 
states 4,582,979 4,295,2(j8 to 4,870,690 23.4 21.9 to 24.9 

-Alabama 88,276 82,478 to 94,075 2~~ 27.6 to 31.5 
-Alaska 9,000. •. 7,857 to 10,142 17. 15.3 to 19.8 
-Arizona 101,624 93,687 to 109,560 27.5 25.3 to 29.6 
-Arkansa~ 56,485 51,808 to 61,162 31.2 28.6 to 33.8 
-California 746,177 674,743 to 817,610 27.6 24.9 to 30.2 
-Colorado 49,463 45,282 to 53,644 17.4 15.9to 18.9 
-Connecticut 30,715 26,580 to 34,851 14.0 12.1 to 15.9 
-Delaware 8,801 8,045 to 9,557 17.7 16.1 to 19.2 
-District of Columbia 11,746 10,202 to 13,291 35.0 30.4 to 39.7 
-Florida 257,070 241,138 to 273,002 26.4 24.7 to 28.0 
-Georgia 149,067 142,141 to 155,994 25.7 24.5 to 26.9 
-Hawaii 17,269 14,135 to 20,403 19.5 16.0 to 23.0 
-Idaho 20,230 18,298 to 22,163 . 21.4 19.4 to 23.5 
-Illinois 182,863 170,811 to 194,9~! = 20.0 18.7 to 21.3 
-Indiana I 1,OL.41 65,048 to 78,200 16.9 15.3 to 18.4 
-Iowa 30,078 ' 26,952 to 33,203 16.1 14.4 to 17.7 
-Kansas 32,324 29,788to~ 17.5 16.2 to 18.9 
-Kentucky 77,2851 72,737 to ,8 , 28.7 27.0 to 30.4 
-Louisiana . 110,575 102,238 to 118,912 33.8 31.3 to 36.4 
-Maine 14,537 12,717 to 16,358 20.8 18.2 to 23.4 
-Maryland 54,834 't I ,! ";;1"'­ LV V"'-,'t 15.3 13.2 to 17.5 
-Massachusetts 61,937 15.1 13.2 to 17.0 
-Michigan 146,167 132,676 to 159,658 21.4 19.5 to LJ.4 

-Minnesota 42,488 36,887 to 48,090 13.0 11.3 to 14.7 
-Mississippi 72,919 64,895 to 80,942 34.7 30.8 to 38.5 
-Missouri 84,332 79,422 to 89,241 22.7 21.4 to 24.0 
-Montana 15,152 13,704 to 16,600 28.0 25.4 to 30.7 
-Nebraska 19,657 17,424 to 21,890 17.1 15.1 to 19.0 
-Nevada 20,185 to 24,895 22:f 16.8 15.0 to 18.5 
-New Hampshire 7,4 5,629 to 9,283 9.8 7.4 to 12.2 
-New Jersey 81,841 71,819 to 91,863 14.3 ,12.5 to 16.0 

10f2 11/4/19993:31 PM 
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rNewMeXico I 48, 1781 44,138 to 52,218 34.71 
343,5571 314,453 to 372,661 26.3-New York 

-North Carolina . 110,086 to 124,315 - 21.8 
-North Dakota 8,039 , 7,218 to ~~ 19.4 

~iO 150,791 140,032 to 161, 19.7 
lahoma 70,647 65,438 to 75,857 30.5 

-Oregon 47,836 45,417 to 50,255 - 21.9 
-Pennsylvania . 142,502 131,093 to 153,910 18.8 
-Rhode Island 12,856 11,746 to 13,966 19.6 
-South Carolina 69,456 65,195 to 73,718 26.8 
-South Dakota 12,018 10,580 to 13,455 23.8 
-Tennessee 95,034 86,695 to 103,373 25.5 
-Texas 5~~ '. 461;062 to 541,160 30.3 
-Utah 27,668 to 35,941 15.5 
-Vermont 6,263 5,208 to 7,318 l~i-Virginia 83,378 77,180 to 89,577 18. 
-Washington 

=i! 
68,458 to 80,553 19.1 

-West Virginia 36, 32,082 to 40,259 34.0 
-Wisconsin 42,226 to 58,876 14.7 
-Wyoming , 5,814 to 7,282 20.7 

31.8 to 37.6 
24.1 to 28.6 
20.4 to 23.1 
17.4 to 21.4 
18.3 to 21.1 
28.2 to 32.7 
20.8 to 23.0 
17.3 to 20.3 
17.9 to 21.3 
25.1 to 28.4 
20.9 to 26.6 
23.3 to 27.8 
27.8 to 32.7 
13.5 to 17.6 
15.1 to 21.2 
16.8 to 19.5 
17.5 to 20.6 
30.1 to 37.8 
12.3 to 17.1 
18.4 to 23.0 

These estimates were released in November 1999. 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates Program 


Return to Tables for States and Counties by Income Year and Statistic 

Last Revised: Thursday, 28-0CT-99 

20f2 1114119993:31 PM 
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State Estimates for People Under Age 18 in Poverty for US: 1996 


Table D96-00. Estimated Number and Per,S.ent-Poo.ple Under 
- Age 18 in Poverty by State~~~?~ _ _ 

(Estimates model 1996 income reported in tbe March 1997 Current Population Survey.) 

People Under Age-18in Poverty 
Number Percent 

~----~~-----+~~~~~~~~--~State % CQnfidence Interval 
United States 1 .8 to 21.1 
-Alabama 24.1 to 26.4 
-Alaska 14.0 to 
-Arizona 
-Arkansas 
-California 
-Colorado 13.7 to 15.5 
-Connecticut 12.7 to 15.2 
-Delaware 14.6 to 16.1 
-District of Columbia 33.1 to 38.2 
-Florida 21.3 to 23.2 
-Georgia 22.4 
-Hawaii 15.9 
-Idaho 
-Illinois 
-Indiana 
- owa 
-Kansas 
-Kentucky 
-Louisiana 29. 28.3 to 31.1 
-Maine -17.1 15.5 to 18.6 
-Maryland - 14.1 13.2 to 15.1 
-Massachusetts 14.6 13.3 to 15.9 
-Michigan ' 19.3 18.5 to 20.2 
-Minnesota 11.4 
-Mississippi _ 231,558 29.8 
-Missouri 70,822 19.1 

48,234 21.0 
54,601 12.2 11.1 to 13.3 
63,272 
22,720 

14;0 3.0 to 15.1 
7.5~·""-------..".6.~3~to---:=:"8.~8 

278,908 .7 12.8 to 14.7 

lof2 111411999 2:49 PM 
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• 
 I-New Mexico 

-New York 
150,032 141,313 to 158,752~1j--______2=7....-:.5""t:-o-;:;:3"70.~9 

1,164,818 1,097,875 to 1,231,762~ 23.9 to 26.9 
-North Carolina 354,943 339,306 to 370,580 18.7 17.9 to 19.5 
-North Dakota 25,580 23,478 to 27,683 15.3 14.0 t~ 16.6 
-Ohio 479,7611 457,914 to 501,609 16.5 15.7 to 17.21 
-Oklahoma 222,488 212,612 to 232,364 24.9 23.8 to 26.0 
~-------------r~~~~----~ ---~~--------~~~~~143,821 1 17.3 15.8toI8.8 
~~~--~-------+--4~9~="-----4~ ---~16~.~7~------~1~5~.9~t-o~1=7.~6 

41,016 17.8 16.9 to 18.8 
214,400 to 237,397 23.4 22.2 to 24.6 

34,260 to 40,643 18.7 17.1 to 20.3 
-Tennessee 269,449 to 306,205 21.4 20.0 to 22.8 
-Texas 1,399,485 to 1,542,123 26.224.9 to 27.41 
-Utah 72,363 to 91,850 11.6 10.2 to 12.9 
-Vermont 18,888 to 23,824 14.6 12.9 to 16.3 
~-V~i~r~gi~nria-.----------r-~~~~---~2~6~2,~9~04~t~0 ---~~r---------~1~5~.8~t~0~1~7~.1 

-Washington 229,214 to 15.6 to 17.9 
-West Virginia 116,728 to 135,400 27.7 to 32.2 
-Wisconsin 148,758 to, 185,117 12.2 10.9 to 13.5 

. -:Wyoming 17,458 to 20,630 14.4 13.2 to 15.6 

These estimates were released in November 1999. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
.. Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates Program 

-
Return to Tables for States and Counties by Income Year and Statistic 

Last Revised: Thursday, 28-0CT-99 
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