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PART I

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

A. Description of Program

The Aid to Families with Dependent Children program was en-
acted in 1935. It was proposed as part of President Roosevelt's
system of "social security," and became law when the President
signed the Social Security Act in August 1935. The original legisla-
tion was designed to provide Federal matching funds to the States
to allow them to make cash payments on behalf of needy depend-
ent children. The purpose clause of the program has since been
amended, and, currently, provides both for the provision of cash as-
sistance, and for services to help maintain and strengthen family
life, and to help parents or relatives of needy children "to attain or
retain capability for the maximum self-support and personal inde-
pendence consistent with the maintenance of continuing parental
care and protection."

BASIS FOR ELIGIBILITY

In order for a child (and parent) to be eligible for assistance, the
child must be found by the State welfare agency to have been de-Srived of parental support because of the death, continued absence
from the home, or physical or mental incapacity of a parent. The
child must be living with a parent or other specified relative, and
be under age 18, or, at the option of. the State, under age 19 and
expected to complete a full-time course in secondary school or
equivalent level of vocational or technical training before his 19th
birthday.

At the option of the State, a child (and parents) may also be eligi-
ble for assistance if the parent who is the principal earner in a
two-parent family is unemployed. By regulation, the term "unem-
ployment" is defined as working fewer than 100 hours a month.
Twenty-six States, Guam and the District of Columbia are current-
lyproviding assistance to families with an unemployed parent.
(Table A-9 gives State-by-State data for the AFDC-UP program for
fiscal year 1986.)

CHILD SUPPORT AND PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT REQUIREMENTS

As a condition of eligibility for assistance, each applicant and re-
cipient must assign the State any rights to support the individual
may have in his own behalf or in behalf of any other family
member who is applying for assistance, as well as any rights to
support that have accrued at the time the assignment is executed.
In addition, each applicant and recipient must cooperate with the
State agency in establishing the paternity of a child born out of

(1)
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wedlock and in obtaining support payments, unless the individual
is found to have good cause for refusing to cooperate. A description
of how the child support enforcement program works is included in
Part II of this document.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

The Federal statute requires that each applicant and recipient of
assistance, with specified exceptions, must register for and partici-
pate in Work Incentive (WIN) program activities to which they are
assigned. These activities may include job search, institutional
training, on-the-job training, and other employment-related activi-
ties., Those who by law are excluded from the WIN participation
requirement are: (1) a child under age 16 or a full-time student; (2)
persons who are ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age; (3) a person
living in an area remote from a WIN site; (4) a person needed in
the home to care for another member of the household who is ill or
incapacitated; (5) the parent or relative of a child under age 6 who
is providing care for the child except for brief and infrequent ab-
sences; (6) a person working at least 30 hours a week; (7) a preg-
nant woman whose child is expected to be born in the next three
months; and (8) a parent if the other parent is required to register.

The law prescribes penalties for persons who refuse to partici-
pate in WIN without good cause. In the case of a single-parent
family, the penalty is loss of benefits payable on behalf of the
parent (or caretaker relative) who refuses to comply. In this case,
protective payments must generally be made on behalf of the other
family members. If the principal earner in a two-parent family eli-
gible on the basis of the parent's unemployment refuses to comply,
the penalty is loss of benefits to the entire family. The period for
loss of benefits is three months for the first refusal to comply, and
six months for the second and any subsequent refusals.

States may also require individuals to participate in State-admin-
istered Community Work Experience (CWEP) programs, WIN dem-
onstration programs, and in State-administered job search pro-
grams. All of these programs are required to be administered
under the authority of the State welfare agency. The requirements
for participation, and penalties for non-participation, are generally
the same as those for the WIN program. See Part III for additional
information on AFDC employment and training programs.

INCOME AND RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

In order to be eligible for AFDC, a family must have countable
income that is below the State's "standard of need," which varies
by family size. In practice, not all families with countable income
below the applicable standard of need actually receive any benefits.
States may have payment standards that are below the need stand-
ard. Benefits are usually computed by subtracting countable
income from the payment standard. There are no Federal rules
that tell States how to determine their need and payment stand-
ards, or how to adjust them. Tables A-1 through A-5 provide data
relating to State benefit levels for various size families.

Federal law provides that no family may be eligible for AFDC if
the family's gross income exceeds 185 percent of the applicable
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standard of need, excluding, at the option of the State, earned
income of a child who is a full-time student, for a period of up to
six months.

Federal law also establishes resource (i.e., asset) limitations. No
family can be eligible for assistance if the combined value of its re-
sources (reduced by any debts with respect to such resources) ex-
ceeds $1,000, or such lower amount as a State may determine. Ex-
cluded from this resource limitation are: a home, an automobile
(within a value limitation established by Federal regulation), and
burial plots and funeral agreements that meet Federal regulations.
Regulations also allow States to exclude basic maintenance items
that are needed for daily living, such as clothes, furniture, and
other similarly essential items of limited value.

HOW TO COUNT INCOME

Unearned income is generally counted as available to the family,
and AFDC benefits are reduced dollar-for-dollar for any unearned
income, such as social security benefits, that a family may have.
However, the Federal statute provides specifically for the disregard
of $50 in child support payments that a family receives in any
month, and for certain amounts of a stepparent's income.

In addition, the statute sets out rules that must be followed in
determining how much of a family's earned income may be count-
ed. These rules differ for applicants and recipients.

For purposes of determining eligibility for applicants, States
must disregard (1) the first $75 of monthly earnings of each individ-
ual in the family unit; and (2) the actual cost of day care, up to
$160 a month, for each child in the family unit (or an amount less
than $160 if an individual is not working full time).

For purposes of determining benefit amounts for recipients,
States must disregard, in addition to the above-mentioned amounts,
$30 plus one-third of additional monthly earnings. However, the
one-third disregard may be applied for only four consecutive
months of earnings, and the $30 disregard for an additional eight
months (a total of 12).

BENEFIT LEVELS

Each State establishes a "standard of need" for a family of a
given size to cover the family's basic needs. As noted earlier, States
also establish a payment standard, which may be lower than the
standard of need. It is this amount that generally represents the
maximum benefit that is payable to a given family. In California
(the State with the highest maximum, other than Alaska), the max-
imum amount payable to a family of three (parent and two chil-
dren) is $617 a month. This is more than five times the maximum
benefit level for a family of the same size in the State of Alabama,
where the maximum is $118 a month. (See table A-1 for State-by-
State benefit levels for a family of three as of January 1987.)

This variation is lessened by the availability of food stamps.
Combined AFDC and food stamp benefits are valued at $720 a
month in California, or more than twice the combined value of
AFDC and food stamps in the State of Alabama, where the value of
combined benefits is $332 a month. (See table A-1.)
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Table A-2 shows maximum AFDC benefits by family size for
each State. Tables A-4 and A-5 show maximum benefits (AFDC
and AFDC plus food stamps) for 1977, 1982, and 1987.

FEDERAL-STATE MATCHING REQUIREMENTS
Federal matching for AFDC benefits varies from State to State

and reflects, within limits, State per capita income. The statute
provides for a minimum Fe~deral matching share of 50 percent, and
a maximum Federal share of 83 percent. Currently, the Federal
Government pays about 54 percent of the cost of AFDC in all
States. The highest Federal share is paid in Mississippi, where the
Federal share for fiscal year 1987 is 78.5 percent. The formula that
is used by the States for AFDC is the same that is used for Medic-
aid. (States may use an alternative formula that was established
specifically for AFDC, but, because the Medicaid formula is more
beneficial except for States with very low benefit levels, all States
now have chosen to use the Medicaid formula.)

Some States have experienced considerable change in the per-
centage of Federal matching to which they are entitled as the
result of a change in their relative per capita income. For example,
New Hampshire's matching rate dropped from about 61 percent in
fiscal years 1980-81, to about 53 percent in 1987. Similarly, Virgin-
ia's matching rate declined from about 57 percent to 52 percent in
that same time span. Other States have experienced increases in
their matching. For example, Idaho's matching share increased
from about 66 percent in fiscal years 1980-81 to about 71 percent
in fiscal year 1987. Michigan's matching share grew from 50 per-
cent to about 57 percent over that same time span.

The Medicaid formula is as follows:
State share=State per capita income squared/national

per capita income squared X 45 percent
Federal share=100 percent-State share (with a mini-

mum of 50 percent and a maximum of 83 percent)
In addition to paying the above-described share of benefit costs,

the Federal government also pays 50 percent of each State's costs
of administration, and 90 percent of the costs of planning, develop-
ing and installing statewide mechanized claims processing and in-
formation retrieval systems. All matching is on an open-ended enti-
tlement basis.

The Federal government pays 75 percent of the cost of benefits
in Puerto Rico, Guam and the Virgin Islands. However, there is a
dollar limitation on the amounts that may be paid to each of these
jurisdictions.

(See table A-11 for Federal matching rates.)

ADMINISTRATION

At the Federal level, the AFDC program is administered by the
Department of Health and Human Services. At the State level, it is
administered by the State welfare agency, or, at State discretion,
by local governments under State welfare agency supervision.
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B. Relationship to Other Programs

RELATIONSHIP TO THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

As a result of P.L. 99-198, households in which all members re-
ceive AFDC are automatically (categorically) eligible for food
stamps, as long as they meet food stamp employment-related re-
quirements and certain other food stamp rules. About 80 percent of
AFDC recipients actually receive food stamps. The amount of the
AFDC payment that a family receives is considered as countable
income for purposes of determining the amount of the food stamp
benefit that a family is entitled to receive, with the result that one
dollar of AFDC reduces the food stamp benefit by $.30. Because the
food stamp benefit is reduced by $.30 for each additional dollar of
AFDC income, a State must spend $1.43 to effectively increase the
family's total income by $1.

The food stamp law was amended in 1985 (P.L. 99-198) to allow
States to operate projects under which households including one or
more members who are recipients of AFDC, SSI, or Medicaid bene-
fits will be eligible for food stamps regardless of the food stamp
program income and asset requirements, as long as the household
income does not exceed 130 percent of the Federal poverty level.
Benefits to these households are to be based on the size of the
household and (1) the AFDC benefit, (2) the Medicaid income eligi-
bility standard, or (3) at State option, the AFDC or Medicaid stand-
ards of need. The Secretary of Agriculture must adjust the benefits
received by these households to ensure that the average benefit by
household size is not less than the average that would have been
I rovided under regular food stamp benefit determination rules.

There can be no more than five Statewide projects and not more
than five projects in political subdivisions of States. The processing
of applications for, and determinations of eligibility to receive, ben-
efits under the food stamp and AFDC programs are to be simplified
and unified to the extent practicable for households participating
in the projects.

The food stamp program is generally administered at the local
level by the same personnel who administer the AFDC program.

RELATIONSHIP TO MEDICAID

All AFDC recipients are automatically (categorically) eligible for
Medicaid. AFDC recipients may retain categorical Medicaid eligi-
bility for a period of time after losing AFDC eligibility in certain
specific circumstances. A provision in the Child Support Enforce-
ment Amendments of 1984 required States to continue to provide
Medicaid benefits for four months to families that lose AFDC eligi-
bility as the result (wholly or partly) of increased collection of sup-
port payments under the Child Support Enforcement program.
(The family must have received AFDCin at least three of the six
months immediately preceding the month of ineligibility.)

The law also requires the continuation of Medicaid benefits for
families that lose AFDC benefits because of earnings. A "work
transition" provision in P. L. 98-369 (Deficit Reduction Act of 1984)
requires States to continue Medicaid benefits for nine months for
families that lose AFDC eligibility due solely to the 4 and 12 month
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time limitations on the $30 plus one-third and the $30 disregards
that are applied to earned income. States may provide Medicaid for
an additional 6 months to families that would be eligible for AFDC
if these disregards were applied. Finally, States must also provide
for a continuation of Medicaid benefits for a period of four months
in the case of a family that loses benefits as a result of increased
hours of, or increased income from, employment. This provision
would apply to a family that loses AFDC because of earnings that
are at a level that would make the family ineligible even if the
one-third disregard were used in determining its eligibility for an
AFDC benefit. It would also apply to a family receiving AFDC on
the basis of the unemployment of the principal earner if the family
becomes ineligible because the principal earner works more than
100 hours in a month. (See Part IV for additional information on
the Medicaid program.)

RELATIONSHIP TO THE SSI PROGRAM

The AFDC statute provides that, if an individual is receiving
benefits under the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program,
that individual may not be considered a member of an AFDC
family for purposes of determining the amount of the benefits of
the family, and the individual's income and resources may not be
counted as income and resources for purposes-of the AFDC family.

C. TWends in AFDC Enrollment
The number of individuals on the AFDC rolls grew rapidly

during the 1960's, from 3 million in 1960 to 8.5 million in 1970. The
growth continued in the early 1970's, reaching a peak of 11.3 mil-
lion in 1975. The program enrollment dipped in the second half of
the 1970's, but began growing again in 1980. It dipped again in
1982 as the result of program reductions enacted in 1981. The rolls
have shown low to moderate growth in the years since then. The
average monthly number of recipients in 1986 was 11 million, still
below the peak number of 11.3 million in 1975. (See tables A-6 and
A-7.)

D. Characteristics of Recipients
The characteristics of AFDC recipients have changed over time.

In general, AFDC families have become smaller, many of the moth-
ers are younger, and more recipient children are of preschool age.

Specifically, in 1983, 56 percent of AFDC mothers were under
age 30, compared with 41 percent in 1969. In 1984, about 74 percent
of AFDC families had either one or two children. In 1969, about 50
percent had either one or two children. In 1984, 44 percent of
AFDC cases included only one child, compared to 27 percent of
AFDC cases with one child in 1969. In 1984, 43 percent of AFDC
children were under age 6, compared to 33 percent in 1969. The
basis of eligibility of AFDC children has also been changing. In
1984, about 46 percent of children'were eligible on the basis of ille-
gitimacy, compared with 28 percent in 1969. (See table A-13.)

According to the most recent data available (1984), 41 percent of
AFDC caretaker relatives were white, 42 percent were black, and
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13 percent were Hispanic. The basis of eligibility for AFDC chil-
dren breaks down as follows: incapacity-4 percent; unemploy-
ment-9 percent; death-2 percent; divorce or separation-36 per-
cent; no marital tie-46 percent; and other or unknown-3 percent.
The median number of months a family was on AFDC was 26.

Of the approximately 3.7 million adults on the AFDC rolls in
1984, about 60 percent were exempt from participation in work pro-
grams. About 73 percent of those exempt were exempt because
they were caring for a child under age six. About 7 percent were
exempt because of age or poor health.

Characteristics of AFDC families vary significantly among the
States. These variations reflect both a difference in the characteris-
tics of the general population, and in the relative generosity of
State benefit levels. Examples of AFDC characteristic differences
among States include:

Shelter arrangement of AFDC families.-About 28 percent of
AFDC families in the State of Massachusetts either live in public
housing or receive some form of HUD rent subsidy. Only 7 percent
of families in Wyoming have these kinds of housing subsidies. The
average for the Nation is 17 percent. About 32 percent of AFDC
families in South Carolina live in shared living arrangements, com-
pared to negligible numbers of families in such States as California
and Massachussetts. The National average is about 5 percent. (See
table A-15.)

AFDC families by race of caretaker relative.--Eighty-nine percent
of AFDC family caretaker relatives in the State of Iowa are white,
compared to 11 percent in Mississippi. The National average is 40
percent. In New Mexico, 60 percent of caretaker relatives are His-
panic, while many States have very low or negligible numbers of

ispanics. The National average is 12 percent. About 50 percent of
South Dakota's caretaker relatives are native Americans, com-
pared to 1 percent for the Nation. Ninety-six percent of caretaker
relatives in the District of Columbia are black, compared to a Na-
tional average of 41 percent. (See table A-17.)

AFDC families by reason for deprivation of youngest child.-In
the District of Columbia, the percentage of families whose youngest
child is eligible for AFDC because the mother is not married is 75,
compared to 24 percent in West Virginia. The National average is
51 percent. (See table A-20.)

Female adult recipients by age.-About 47 percent of Delaware's
female adult recipients are age 19-25, compared to 28 percent in
New York. The National average is 36 percent. (See table A-21.)

The above statistics are illustrative of the differences that exist
in State AFDC populations. Tables A-14 to A-24 show selected
characteristics for each State. These tables include data obtained
from the integrated (AFDC, food stamps and Medicaid) quality con-
trol review schedules on cases selected for review during the
months of Federal fiscal year 1984. A more complete set of charac-
teristics tables, as well as an analysis of the data, is expected to be
published shortly by the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices. (Because of some instances of small sample size and of coding
errors, State-specific data should be used with caution.)

Using longitudinal data, researchers have attempted to describe
the length of AFDC "spells," and the reasons why families enter
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and leave the AFDC rolls. The data that have generally been used
for these purposes are derived from the Panel Study on Income Dy-
namics (PSID). The Congressional Budget Office has prepared a
paper that discusses the findings that have been made, and de-
scribes the PSID, including its limitations for purposes of analyzing
AFDC recipiency. The CBO paper is included in Part X of this doc-
ument.

E. AFDC Foster Care

The AFDC foster care program, which had long been a part of
the general program of Aid to Families with Dependent Children
under title IV-A of the Social Security Act, was amended by the
Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980. This legislation
continued AFOC foster care as a required Federal matching grant
program, but transferred the program to a new part E of title IV.
It provided linkages between the foster care and child welfare serv-
ices (title IV-B) programs to encourage less reliance on foster care
placements and greater use of preventive and family reunification
services. The legislation made other changes intended to help pre-
vent inappropriate placements or long-term stays in foster care.
(Tables A-25 and A-26 give data relating to numbers of foster care
children and expenditures.)

F. Emergency Assistance

States are also eligible to receive Federal matching funds for
emergency assistance to needy families with children. Twenty-five
States and the District of Columbia elected to operate emergency
assistance programs in fiscal year 1986. The statute provides limits
on the length of time during which this type of assistance may be
furnished, specifying that aid may not be furnished for a period in
excess of 30 days in any 12-month period. Eligible families include
those with a needy child under the age of 21 only where (1) the
child is without available resources, (2) the payments, care, or serv-
ices involved are necessary to avoid destitution of the child, and (3)
the destitution or need for living arrangements did not arise be-
cause the child or relative with whom he is living refused to accept
employment or training. Assistance may be in the form of money
payments, payments in kind, or such other payments as the State
may specify, as well as medical care or other types of remedial

-care, and other services specified by the Secretary of HHS. The
statute specifically authorizes emergency assistance to migrant
workers with families. The Federal matching rate is 50 percent. In
1986 the average monthly caseload for all States participating in
the program was 33,311. Federal payments totalled $87 million.
Most of the expenditures were in the States of California, Massa-
chusetts and New York. (See table A-27 for State-by-State data.)
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TABLE A-1.-GROSS INCOME LIMIT, NEED STANDARD, AND MAXIMUM MONTHLY POTEN-
TIAL BENEFITS, AFDC AND FOOD STAMPS, ONE-PARENT FAMILY I OF THREE PERSONS,
JANUARY 1987

Gross Com-
income bined

limit Maxi- Food benefits100Com- asa

State (185 100 mum Stamp bind percentp percent AFDC beneof need ned grant fit benefits 1986
stand- poverty
ard) old 4

Alabama..................$710 $384 $118 $214 $332 46
Alaska..................1.,386 749 749 197 946 104
Arizona1................................................... 1,149 621 293 200 493 68
Arkansas-................................................-433 234 192 214 406 56
California1................................................ ,1141 617 617 103 720 99
Colorado.................. 1779 421 346 184 530 73
Connecticut-............................................-934 505 505 136 641 88
Delaware ................................................ 574 310 310 195 505 69
District of Columbia ................................ 1,317 712 364 179 543 75
Florida-....................................................-740 400 264 209 473 65
Georgia...................677 366 256 211 467 64
Hawaii-....................................................-866 468 468 301 769 92
Idaho1...................................................... ,025 554 304 197 501 69
Illinois .................................................... 1,275 689 1342 191 533 73
Indiana-...................................................-568 307 256 211 467 64
Iowa-.......................................................-919 497 381 174 555 76
Kansas-...................................................-697 377 5377 178 555 76
Kentucky-................................................-364 197 197 214 411 56
Louisiana ................................................ 1,129 610 190 214 404 55
Maine ..................................................... 1,032 558 405 166 571 78
Maryland-................................................-884 478 51345 202 547 75
Massachusetts-........................................-908 491 491 141 632 87
Michigan (Washtenaw County) .............. 1,232 666 5 503 151 654 90
Michigan (Wayne County)1.....................,166 630 5 473 160 633 87
Minnesota-...............................................-984 532 532 128 660 91
Mississippi-..............................................-681 368 120 214 334 46
Missouri ................................................. 577 312 279 204 483 66
Montana-.................................................-792 428 354 182 536 74
Nebraska-................................................-648 350 350 183 533 73
Nevada-...................................................-527 285 285 202 487 67
New Hampshire-......................................-734 397 397 169 566 78
New Jersey ............................................. 747 404 1 404 174 578 79
New Mexico-............................................-477 258 258 211 469 64
New York (Suffolk County)-...................-1,114 602 1 602 123 725 100
New York (New York City)-....................-919 497 5 497 155 652 90
North Carolina-........................................-958 518 259 210 469 64
North Dakota-..........................................-686 371 371 177 548 75
Ohio ....................................................... 1,245 673 1302 202 504 69
Oklahoma ............................................... 871 471 310 195 505 69
Oregon ................................................... 734 397 397 204 601 83
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TABLE A-1.-GROSS INCOME LIMIT, NEED STANDARD, AND MAXIMUM MONTHLY POTEN-
TIAL BENEFITS, AFDC AND FOOD STAMPS, ONE-PARENT FAMILY I OF THREE PERSONS,
JANUARY 1987-Continued

Gross Com-
income bined

limit Maxi- Food Con-fas
State (185 100 mum Stamp bined percent

percent AFDC bene. benefits
of need grant 2  fit 3  beeit t8
stand- poverty
sand) thresh-
ard) old 4

Pennsylvania .......................................... 1,086 587 365 178 543 75
Rhode Island ........................................... 931 503 5 503 175 678 93
South Carolina ........................................ 703 380 199 214 413 57
South Dakota ......................................... 677 366 366 178 544 75
Tennessee ............................................... 638 345 155 214 369 51
Texas ...................................................... 1,062 574 184 214 398 55
Utah ....................................................... 1,282 693 376 175 551 76
Vermont ................................................. 1,589 859 572 116 688 95
Virginia ................................................... 596 322 291 201 492 66
Washington ............................................ 1,480 800 5 492 154 646 89
West Virginia .......................................... 919 497 249 213 462 63
W isconsin ............................................... 1,185 641 544 125 669 92
Wyoming ................................................ 666 360 360 180 540 74
Guam ..................................................... 490 265 265 315 580 80
Puerto Rico ............................................ 333 180 90 NA NA NA
Virgin Islands ......................................... 387 209 171 275 446 61

Median AFDC State 6 .................... 871 471 350 183 533 73

'In most States these benefit amounts aply also to 2-parent families of 3 (where the second parent is
incapacitated, or, as permitted in almost half the States, unemployed). Some, however, increase benefits for
such families.

2 In States with area differentials, figure shown is for area with benefit applicable to the largest number of
recipients.

3 Food stamp benefits are based on maximum AFDC benefits shown and assume deductions of $248 monthly
($99 standard household deduction plus $149 maximum allowable deduction for excess shelter cost), in the 48
contiguous States and D.C. In the remaining five jurisdictions these maximum allowable food stamp deductions
are assumed- Alaska, $429; Hawaii, $353, Guam, $380 and, Virgin Islands $198. If only the standard deduction
were assumed, food stamp benefits would drop by $44 monthly in most of the 48 conti uous States and D.C.
Maximum food stamp benefits from October 1986 through September 1987 are $214 ior a family of three
except in these 4 jurisdictions, where they are as follows: Alaska, $293; Hawaii, $336; Guam, $315; and Virgin
Islands, $275.

4 Except for Alaska and Hawaii, this column is based on the Census Bureau's 1986 poverty threshold for a
family of three persons, $8,740, converted to a monthly rate of $728. For Alaska, this threshold was increased
by 25 percent: for Hawaii, by 15 percent, following the practice of . Office of Management and Budget.

5 In these States part of the AFDC cash paymrent has been designated as energy aid and is disregarded by
the State in calculating food stamp benefits, Illinois disregards $18. Kansas disregards $10. Maryland disregards
$59. Michigan disregards $46. New Jersey disregards $25, New York disregards $53, the full amount of a
benefit boost enacted in 1981 ($30) and in 1985 ($23) Ohio disregards $14, Oregon disregards $118, Rhode
Island disregards $127.85, Washington disregards $46

6 Among 50 States and D.C.
Note-Puerto Rico was deleted because it does not have a food stamp program; instead a cash nutritional

assistance payment is given to recipients.
Source. Table prepared by CRS from information provided by a telephone survey of the States.
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TABLE A-2.-MAXIMUM AFDC BENEFITS, BY FAMILY SIZE, JANUARY 1987 1

State 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person 6-person
family family family family family

Alabama ..................................................... $88 $118 $147 $177 $206
Alaska* 2•.................. .. 665 749 833 917 1,001
Arizona 3 ................................................... 233 293 353 412 472
Arkansas .................................................... 158 192 224 254 283
California* .................................................. 498 617 734 837 941
Colorado 2 4 .... ............................ 272 346 420 498 574
Connecticut* 5........................................... 411 505 593 678 767
Delaware* .................................................. 229 310 363 450 514
District of Columbia .................................... 286 364 441 512 601
Florida 3 .... ................ 203 261 312 361 407
Georgia.......................................... 214 256 302 346 375
Hawaii*6.................. 390 468 546 626 709
Idaho ..................... 245 304 344 385 418
Illinois 7 2 .................................. 250 342 386 452 507
Indiana 2 .................................................... 196 256 316 376 436
Iowa ........................................................... 322 381 443 490 545
Kansas* 8 ................................. 308 377 436 489 542
Kentucky* .................................................. 170 197 246 288 325
Louisiana 9................. 138 190 234 277 316
Maine 1 ...................................................... 301 405 509 613 717
Maryland .................................................... 269 345 415 481 530
Massachusetts* ......................................... 409 491 571 652 735Michigan:(W1a1shtenaw County) 10o....................... 417 503 605 699 833

(Wayne County) 10 ...................... 387 473 575 669 803
Minnesota* 2............................................. 437 532 621 697 773
Mississippi .................................................. 96 120 144 168 192
Missouri ..................................................... 224 279 327 371 412
Montana 3 2 ................................ 282 354 426 501 570
Nebraska* .................................................. 280 350 420 490 560
Nevada* 2 ................................................. 229 285 341 397 453
New Hampshire *....................................... 336 397 451 503 572
New Jersey*.............................................. 307 404 465 526 587
New Mexico* ............................................. 210 258 313 359 391
New York:

Suffolk County) * ........................... 503 602 706 800 878
New York City)* 11.....................416 497 596 683 773

North Carolina ............................................ 225 259 283 309 333
North Dakota* 2 ........................................ 301 371 454 516 569
Ohio ........................................................... 248 302 374 437 486
Oklahoma 2 ................................................ 240 310 384 450 514
Oregon* 2 .............................................. 338 - 397 482 566 645
Pennsylvania 12 ......................................... 287 365 451 535 608
Rhode Island* 13 ....................................... 407 503 574 646 727
South Carolina ............................................ 158 199 240 281 322
South Dakota* ........................................... 323 366 408 450 492
Tennessee ................................................... 119 155 189 222 256
Texas 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....158 184 221 246 284
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TABLE A-2.-MAXIMUM AFDC BENEFITS, BY FAMILY SIZE, JANUARY 1987 --Continued

2.person 3-person 4-person 5-person 6-personState family family family family family

Utah ........................................................... 301 376 439 500 550
Vermont 14 ................................................ 476 572 642 728 778
Virginia 15 ................................................. 231 291 347 410 458
Washington ................................................ 397 492 578 666 756
West Virginia 3 16-.....................................-201 249 312 360 413
Wisconsin 17 ............................................. 463 544 649 745 806
Wyoming* 3--------------------------------320 360 390 450 510
Guam*-...................205 265 310 341 171
Puerto Rico "8-------------------------------66 90 114 138 162
Virgin Islands-.............................................-126 171 215 259 304

Median State 19 ............................... 280 350 415 481 530

*These States pay 100 percent of the need standard.
IMaximum benefit paid for a family of given size with zero countable income. Family members include 1

adult caretaker.
2 Alaska, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, and Texas

also have a children-only schedule.
3 Arizona, Florida, Montana, West Virginia and Wyoming have two payment schedules, one that includes

shelter expenses and one that does not.
, Colorado no longer has separate payment schedules for winter months and non-winter months.
5 Connecticut has three rent regions. Data shown are from rent region B which has the highest number of

recipients.
6 The Hawaii figures include shelter maximums of $215, $240, $265, $290, and $320 for an AFDC family

with 2 recipients to 6 recipients, respectively.
I Illinois divides itself into 3 distinct areas with regard payment schedules. Data shown are from the Cook

County area which includes Chicago.
8 Kansas has a basic standard and a shelter standard. The shelter standard varies from area to area (i.e.

from $76 monthly to $135 monthly). The shelter payment in Topeka, Kansas City, Witchita, and some of the
other large cities is $109 monthly.

9 Louisiana has two payment schedules-one for urban areas, from which our data were taken, and one for
rural areas.

10 Michigan has varied shelter maximums. Shown are benefits for Washtenaw County (Ann Arbor) and
Wayne County (Detroit).

I1 New York has payment schedules for each social service district. Shown are the Suffolk County and New
York City amounts The figures include energy payments.

12 Pennsylvania has four regions. The figures in the table are from region 2, which has the highest number
of recipients.

13 Rhode Island has a winter and non-winter payment schedule. The figures in the table are from the winter
schedule which last from November through April The non-winter schedules lasts from May through October.

"14 Vermont has a base amount plus a shelter maximum that depends on whether the recipient is living
inside or outside of Chittenden County. The largest amount paid to recipient with no other income equals 66.7
percent of the base amount plus 66.1 percent of the shelter allowance. The shelter maximum for families living
in Chittenden County is $250 per month, for those living outside Chitlenden County the shelter maximum is
$213 monthly

1, Virginia has three payment schedules. The figures shown are from area 2 which has the highest numberof recipients.
,6 West Virginia has three payment schedules The figures show the higher benefit levels.
17 Wisconsin has two regions-one for urban areas, from which our data were taken, and one for rural

areas.
18 Puerto Rico pays 50 percent of need plus 50 percent of rent as paid The figures assume rent at $20 a

month. Officials estimated that $20 is the average amount allowed for rent.
'9 Among 50 States and D.C.
Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) on the basis of a telephone survey of

the States.
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TABLE A-3.-AFDC NEED STANDARD FOR A FOUR-PERSON FAMILY, BY STATE, FOR
SELECTED YEARS

Per.
J anu- Janu. Janu. cent

Sta 1910 1 9o 1 5 1 o a12 1 arl I9 7 19a7 -

87

Alabama................$230 $225
Alaska..................400 400
Arizona..................256 282
Arkansas.................176 290
California.................432 389
Colorado.................235 264
Connecticut................330 403
Delaware.................287 287
District of Columbia............280 349
Florida..................223 230
Georgia.................208 227
Hawaii..................263 497
Idaho .................. 272 395
Illinois ................. 282 317
Indiana..................322 363
Iowa .................. 300 376
Kansas .............................. 267 353
Kentucky.................264 235
Louisiana.................213 203
Maine ................. 349 349
Maryland.................302 314
Massachusetts ......................... 314 1'368
Michigan (Washtenaw County)....... NA NA
Michigan (Wayne County)........ 263 399
Minnesota................299 385
Mississippi................232 277
Missouri.................235 370
Montana.................250 227
Mebraska.................330 328
Nevada ................. 317 329
New Hampshire..............294 346
New Jersey................347 356
New Mexico...............203 239
New York (Suffolk County)........ NA NA
New York (New York City)........ 336 400
North Carolina..............184 200
North Dakota...............284 347
Ohio .................. 258 431
Oklahoma................218 264
Oregon ....... ................... 281 452 2

Pennsylvania...............313 349
Rholde Island...............263 319
South Carolina..............198 217
South Dakota...............300 329
Tennessee................217 217

$240
514
282
273
591
351
553
312
481
230
227
546
421
350
363
419
390
235
494
522
326
444

1 531
501
486
252
365
331
370
341
392
414
367

1563
476
210
408
431
349

2441
395
389
229
361
217

$480
1 800

282
273
660
510
636
336
798
468
432
546
627
713
363
578
422
246
661
641
520
515
693
658
611
327
365
513
420
341
429
443
313
676
566
488
454
757
349
468
749

3547
229
371
300

$480
823
748
273
698
510
664
349
798
468
432
546
627
768
363
578
450
246
738
674
546
515
786
750
616
327
365
514
420
341
442
465
313
706
596
538
454
809
583
482
749

3 574
444
371
413

$480 108.7
833 108.3

1 748 192.2
273 55.1
734 69.9
510 117.0
688 108.5
363 26.5
870 210.7
468 109.9
432 107.7
546 107.6
627 130.5
778 175.9
363 12.7
578 92.7
462 73.0
246 -6.8
750 252.1
702 101.1
574 90.1
571 81.8
788 NA
752 185.9
621 107.7
443 90.9
365 12.3
514 105.6
420 27.3
341 7.6
451 53.4
465 34.0
313 54.2
706 NA
596 77.4
566 207.6
454 59.9
834 223.3
583 167.4
482 71.5
749 139.3

3 574 4 67.7
458 131.3
408 36.0
421 94.0
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TABLE A-3.-AFDC NEED STANDARD FOR A FOUR-PERSON FAMILY, BY STATE, FOR
SELECTED YEARS-Continued

Per-
JJ Janu- Janu- Janu- centState 19O 5 1•s 190 ra 19 198 1 1•9 ' 1971-

87

Texas .................................................. 239 187 187 621 691 691 189.1
Utah ................................................... 271 397 572 802 809 809 198.5
Vermont ............................................. 327 458 753 951 985 963 194.5
Virginia ............... 297 346 400 422 457 457 63.8
Washington ........................................ 303 370 536 904 914 941 210.6
West virginia ...................................... 265 332 332 332 623 623 135.1
Wisconsin ........................................... 255 456 622 749 764 764 199.6
Wyoming ............................................ 277 270 340 310 390 390 40.8
Guam ................................................. NR NR 306 310 310 310 NA
Puerto Rico ......................................... 132 132 126 228 228 228 72.7
Virgin Islands ..................................... nr 166 263 263 263 263 na

Median State5 .............................. 277 346 389 488 515 566 104.3

I CRS survey data
2Oregon based benefits on the age of the child
3 Winter rate (Nov -Apr) Summer rate was $441 in
4 Change calculated on basis of summer 1986 rate
5 Among 50 States and D C
NR = Not reported
NA = Not available

The figure shown assumes all children are under 6.
1986 and will be $441 in 1987.

Note. Table complied by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) on the basis of data from the Department
of Health and Human Services and, where noted, from CRS itself.

TABLE A-4.-COMBINED AFDC AND FOOD STAMP BENEFITS FOR THREE-PERSON FAMILY,1

BY STATE, SELECTED YEARS

Percent
July 1977 October January change,

Jl197 1982 1981 1977-87.in constant
dollars

Alabama .............................................................
Alaska ................................................................
Arizona ...........................
Arkansas ............................................................
California ............................................................
Colorado .............................................................
Connecticut ........................................................
Delaware ............................................................
District of Columbia ............................................
Florida ................................................................
Georgia ...............................................................
Hawaii ................................................................
Idaho ..................................................................

$248
458
279
277
414
332
434
339
345
277
247
532
376

$317
820
422
339
613
483
567
445
469
405
393
691
472

$332
946
493
406
720
530
641
505
543
473
467
769
501

-26.6
13.2

-3.1
-19.7
-4.7

-12.5
-19.0
-18.3
-13.7
-6.4

3.6
-20.8
-27.0
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TABLE A-4.-COMBINED AFDC AND FOOD STAMP BENEFITS FOR THREE-PERSON FAMILY,1
BY STATE, SELECTED YEARS-Continued

Illinois ................................................................
Indiana ...............................................................
Iowa ...................................................................
Kansas ................................
Kentucky ............................................................
Louisiana ............................................................
Maine ................................................................
Maryland ...........................................................
Massachusetts ...................................................
Michigan (Wayne County)...................
Minnesota ...........................................................
Mississippi ..........................................................
Missouri ............................................................
Montana .............................................................
Nebraska ............................................................
Nevada ..............................................................
New Hampshire.......................
New Jersey.........................
New Mexico..........................
New York (New York City)..................
North Carolina.........................
North Dakota.........................
Ohio ..................................................................
Oklahoma ..........................................................
Oregon ...............................................................
Pennsylvania .....................................................
Rhode Island.........................
South Carolina.........................
South Dakota.........................
Tennessee ..........................................................
Texas ..................................................................
Utah ..................................................................
Vermont .............................................................
Virginia ..... . .............
Washington .......................................................
West Virginia.........................
W isconsin ...........................................................
Wyoming ............................................................
Guam .................................................................
Puerto Rico.........................
Virgin Islands........................

Percent
July 1911 October Januar change,

J 7 1982 1987 1977-87,
in constantdollars

349 470 533 -16.3
323 437 467 -20.7
388 511 555 -21.6
395 495 555 -23.0
295 387 411 -23.6
257 389 404 -13.8
329 486 571 -4.9
311 465 547 -3.6
398 524 632 -13.0
408 519 633 -15.0
411 571 660 -12.0
182 295 334 0.6
307 441 483 -13.8
320 491 536 -8.2
340 504 533 -14.1
320 448 487 -16.6
384 487 566 -19.2
380 511 578 -16.6
291 422 469 -11.7
418 564 637 -16.5
293 400 469 -12.3
378 508 548 -20.5
316 443 504 -12.6
331 456 505 -16.4
417 496 601 -21.0
387 493 543 -23.1
384 515 678 -3.2
230 339 413 -1.6
369 483 544 -19.2
245 326 369 -17.4
246 317 398 -11.3
367 526 551 -17.7
414 613 688 -8.9
356 439 492 -24.2
413 574 646 -14.3
310 403 462 -18.3
423 611 669 -13.3
339 511 540 -12.7
393 542 580 -19.1

NA NA NA NA
289 446 446 -15.4

' See notes at end of table A-5.
Source: Congressional Research Service.
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TABLE A-5.-AFDC MAXIMUM BENEFIT FOR A THREE-PERSON FAMILY, BY STATE,
SELECTED YEARS

Percent
change,

July 1977 1to8er January 1977-87,
1982 1981 in constant

dollars

Alabama ............................................................. $118 $118 $118 - 45.2
Alaska ................................................................ 350 614 749 17.3
Arizona ............................................................... 164 233 293 - 2.1
Arkansas ........................................................... 162 140 192 - 35.0
California ............................................................ 356 506 617 - 5.0
Colorado ............................................................. 238 320 346 - 20.3
Connecticut ........................................................ 382 440 505 - 27.5
Delaware ............................................................ 245 266 310 - 30.6
District of Columbia ............................................ 257 300 364 - 22.4
Florida ................................................................ 162 209 264 - 1 0.7
Georgia ............................................................... 120 194 256 16.9
Hawaii ................................................................ 457 468 468 - 43.9
Idaho .................................................................. 300 305 304 - 44.5
Illinois ................................................................ 261 302 342 - 28.2
Indiana ............................................................... 225 255 256 - 37.6
Iowa ................................................................... 318 360 381 - 34.3
Kansas ............................................................... 331 338 377 - 37.6
Kentucky ............................................................ 185 188 197 - 41.6
Louisiana ............................................................ 133 190 190 - 21.7
Maine ................................................................. 235 325 405 --5.5
Maryland ............................................................ 210 295 345 - 9.9
Massachusetts .................................................... 328 379 491 - 17.9
Michigan (W ayne County) ................................. 350 372 473 - 25.9
Minnesota ........................................................... 347 446 532 - 16.0
Mississippi .......................................................... 48 96 120 37.0
Missouri ............................................................. 203 261 279 - 24.7
Montana ............................................................. 222 332 354 - 1 2.6
Nebraska ............................................................ 252 350 350 --23.9
Nevada ............................................................... 219 271 285 - 28.7
New Hampshire .................................................. 308 326 397 - 29.3
New Jersey ......................................................... 310 360 404 - 28.6
New Mexico ........................................................ 181 233 258 - 21.9
New York (New York City) ................................ 360 424 497 - 24.3
North Carolina .................................................... 183 202 259 - 22.4
North Dakota ...................................................... 302 357 371 - 32.7
Ohio ................................................................... 215 263 302 - 23.0
Oklahoma ........................................................... 237 282 310 - 28.3
Oregon ............................................................... 359 339 397 - 39.4
Pennsylvania ...................................................... 317 335 365 -- 36.9
Rhode Island ....................................................... 314 367 503 - 12.2
South Carolina .................................................... 96 140 199 13.6
South Dakota ..................................................... 293 321 366 - 31.5
Tennessee ........................................................... 1 15 127 155 - 26.1
Texas .................................................................. 116 118 184 - 1 3.0
Utah ................................................................... 291 382 376 - 29.2
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TABLE A-5.-AFDC MAXIMUM BENEFIT FOR A THREE-PERSON FAMILY, BY STATE,
SELECTED YEARS-Continued

Percent
October Janu change

July 1977 1Januar 19771982 1987 in constant
dollars

Vermont ............................................................. 356 506 572 -11.9
Virginia ............................................................... 268 258 291 -40.5
Washinon .... ................ 355 451 492 -24.0
West virginia ...................................................... 206 206 249 -33.7
Wisconsin ........................................................... 371 503 544 -19.6
Wyoming ............................................................ 245 360 360 -19.5
Guam ................................................................. 255 255 265 -43.0
Puerto Rico ........................................................ 44 90 90 12.1
Virgin Islands ..................................................... 131 209 171 -28.4

Note on AFOC maximum benefit amounts. In States with area differentials, figure shown is for area with
highest proportion of the AFDC caseload.

Note on 1987 Food Stamp benefit amounts. Food stamp benefits are based on maximum AFDC benefits
shown and assume deductions of $248 monthly ($99 standard household deduction plus $149 maximum
allowable deduction for excess shelter cost in the 48 contiguous States and D.C. In the remaining five
jurisdictions these maximum allowable food stamp deductions are assumed: Alaska, $429; Hawaii, $353; Guam
$380; and the Virgin Islands, $198. If only the standard deduction were assumed, food stamp benefits would
dro $44 monthly in most of the contiguous.States and D.C. Maximum food stamp benefits fro October1986 through September 1987 are $214 f-or a family of three except in these four jurisdictions, where they
were as follows: Alaska, $293; Hawaii, $336; Guam, $315; and the Virgin Islands, $275.

Note on 1982 Food Stamp benefit amounts. Food stamp benefits are based on maximum AFOC benefits
shown and assume deductions of $200 monthly ($85 standard household deduction plus $115 maximum
allowable deduction for excess shelter cost in the 48 contiguous States and D.C. In the remaining five
jurisdictions these maximum allowable food stamp deductions are assumed: Alaska, $345; Hawaii, $285; Guam
$310; and the Virgin Islands, $160. If only the standard deduction were assumed, food stamp benefits would
drop $35 monthly in most of the contiguous States and D.C. Maximum food stamp benefits from October1982 through September 1983 are $199 f-or a family of three except in these four jurisdictions, where they
were as follows: Alaska, $287; Hawaii, $278; Guam, $287; and the Virgin Islands, $252.

Note on 1977 Food Stamp benefit amounts. "Maximum" food stamp benefit amounts were calculated from
the food stamp "basis.of.issuance" tables for 1977, when the Food Stamp program incorporated a "purchase
requirement"; the purchase requirement system required that "benefits" equal the difference between the
maximum food stamp benefit and the purchase requirement indicated for the household's countable income. The
countable income used was the AFDC benefit shown less an amount estimated to be the maximum food stamp
shelter deduction ($80 for 1977)-thus approximating a maximum food stamp benefit for a household with
that cash AFDC income.

Note on Puerto Rico. Puerto Rico was deleted because it no longer has a food stamp program, instead a cash
nutritional assistance payment is given to recipients (effective as of July 1982).

Note on constant dollars The constant dollars were computed using the CPI-UJ for July 1977, 182.6, and the
CPI-U) for January 1987, 333.1.

Source: Congressional Research Service.
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TABLE A-6.-AVERAGE MONTHLY AFDC CASES AND RECIPIENTS, CALENDAR YEARS 1960-
1986

[In thousands)

Year Average monthly Average monthly
caseload recipients

1960 .......................................................................... 787 3,005
1961 .......................................................................... 869 3,354
1962 .......................................................................... 931 3,676
1963 .......................................................................... 947 3,876
1964 .......................................................................... 992 4,118
1965 .......................................................................... 1,039 4,329
1966 .......................................................................... 1,088 4,513
1967 .......................................................................... 1,217 5,014
1968 .......................................................................... 1,410 5,705
1969 .......................................................................... 1,698 6,706
1970 .......................................................................... 2,208 8,466
1971 ......................................................................... 2,762 10,241
1972 .......................................................................... 3,049 10,947
1973 .......................................................................... 3,148 10,949
1974 ......................................................................... 3,230 10,864
1975 .......................................................................... 3,498 11,346
1976 .......................................................................... 3,579 11,304
1977 .......................................................................... 3,588 11,050
1978 ......................................................................... 3,522 10,570
1979 ........................................................................ 3,509 10,312
1980 ........................................................................ 3,712 10,774
1981 ......................................................................... 3,835 11,079
1982 ........................................................................ 3,542 10,358
1983 .......................................................................... 3,686 10,761
1984 ........................................................................ 3,714 10,831
1985 ......................................................................... 3,701 10,855
19861 ...................................................................... 3,761 11,038

' 1986 figures based on preliminary data for January through September
Source Department of Health and Human Services

TABLE A-7.-HISTORICAL TRENDS IN AFDC ENROLLMENTS AND AVERAGE PAYMENTS

In thousands Average monthly
bernieit per -

F[scal year Basic Basic UP UP Total Total
families recipients families recipe families recipe Family Persnents ents P

1970 ........ 1,831 7,009 78 420 1,909 7,429 $178 $46
1971 ......... 2,389 8,830 143 726 2,532 9,556 180 48
1972 .......... 2,784 9,993 134 639 2,918 10,632 187 51
1973 ....... 3,004 10,481 120 557 3,123 11,038 187 53
1974 ....... 3,075 10,412 95 434 3,170 10,845 194 57
1975 ....... 3,241 10,616 101 451 3,342 11,067 210 63
1976 ....... 3,426 10,746 135 593 3,561 11,339 226 71

m u
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TABLE A-7.-HISTORICAL TRENDS IN AFDC ENROLLMENTS AND AVERAGE PAYMENTS-
Continued

In thousands Average monthly
- ~--------- _____----- - - benefit per--

Fiscal year Basic Basic UP UP Total Total

families recipients families recipi. families I recipe Familyents ents Person

1977 ........ 3,426 10,449 149 659 3,575 11,108 242 78
1978 ........ 3,401 10,096 127 567 3,528 10,663 250 83
1979 ........ 3,380 9,807 113 504 3,493 10,311 257 87
1980 ........ 3,502 9,985 141 612 3,642 10,597 274 94
1981 ........ 3,662 10,279 209 881 3,871 11,160 277 96
1982 ........ 3,337 9,455 232 976 3,569 10,431 300 103
1983 ........ 3,378 9,516 272 1,144 3,651 10,659 311 106
1984 ........ 3,438 9,644 287 1,222 3,725 10,866 322 110
1985 ........ 3,431 9,682 261 1,131 3,692 10,813 339 116
19862.......3,494 9,894 253 1,101 3,747 10,995 352 120

1 Includes unemployed parent families and, for 1971-81, foster care children.
2 Preliminary data.

Source. Department of Health and Human Services.

TABLE A-8.-AFDC CASELOAD AND ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1986
(PRELIMINARY)

Total Average Average Average Average monthly
assistance monthly monthly monthly payment per-

Statepas caseload recipients childrenpayments (thou- (thou- (thou.(thousands) sands) sands) sands) Family Person

Alabama...............$68,313 50 146 102 $114 $39
Alaska ...................................... 46,028 7 17 11 569 227
Arizona ..................................... 78,550 26 74 52 251 88
Arkansas .................................. 48,385 23 67 47 179 61
California..............3,580,446 565 1,644 1,098 529 182
Colorado ................................... 106,071 29 83 56 303 106
Connecticut.............226,932 40 117 79 469 161
Delaware .................................. 24,719 8 22 15 251 94
District of Columbia .................. 76,485 21 55 42 299 115
Florida ............... 261,298 97 275 202 224 79
Georgia ..................................... 222,833 84 238 166 221 78
Hawaii ...................................... 73,315 15 47 30 403 130
Idaho ........................................ 19,299 6 17 11 254 94
Illinois ............... 885,779 241 737 494 306 100
Indiana ..................................... 147,470 56 161 109 221 76
Iowa ................ 169,694 41 127 80 347 111
Kansas ..................................... 91,458 23 69 34 326 111
Kentucky...............139,614 60 162 108 193 72
Louisiana...............161,540 80 242 170 168 56
Maine ....................................... 83,957 20 58 36 348 120
Maryland .................................. 249,698 70 192 124 299 108
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TABLE A-8.-AFDC CASELOAD AND ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1986
(PRELIMINARY) -Continued

Total Average Averaje Average Average monthly
assistance monthly monthly monthly payment per-

Statepasscaseload recpients children --payments (thou- (thou- (thou*- Fa
(thousands) sands) sands) sands) mily Person

Massachusetts............453,064
Michigan .................................. 1,216,774
Minnesota ................................. 322,312
Mississippi ................................ 73,957
M issouri ................................... 208,567
Montana ................................... 36,830
Nebraska .................................. 61,495
Nevada ..................................... 15,664
New Hampshire ........................ 19,596
New Jersey.............508,674
New Mexico .............................. 51,344
New York.............2,079,656
North Carolina ................... 1...... 183,128
North Dakota ........................... 19,895
Ohio ..................... 803,515
Oklahoma........................... 100,202
Oregon ........ . . .20,410
Pennsylvania ............................ 773,537
Rhode Island ............................. 78,907
South Carolina............ 103,154
South Dakota ........................... 19,488
Tennessee............................ 99,896
Texas ........................................ 280,511
Utah ......................................... 54,483
Vermont................39,276
Virginia ..................................... 178,596
Washington .............................. 363,553
West Virginia.............109,001
W isconsin ................................. 591,983
Wyoming .................................. 15,736
Guam ....................................... 3,996
Puerto Rico .............................. 64,868
Virgin Islands ............................ 2,590

U.S. total.........15,816,543

87
220
54
53
67
8

16
5
5

121
18

368
67
5

227
30
30

191
16
46
6

59
136
13
8

58
71
37
99
4
2

54
1

3,747

235
673
160
160
201
26
47
16
13

355
51

1,098
175
13

677
88
82

580
44

130
17

162
413
40
22

153
198
115
301
11
6

176
4

10,995

151
431
101
115
131
16
31
11
9

240
34

717
119

9
429
61
54

377
29
91
12

109
291
26
14

103
126
70

189
7
4

120
3

7,294

432
460
500
116
261
347
317
239
329
351
238
471
228
342
295
276
331
338
410
186
264
141
171
339
429
254
429
249
500
328
208
101
172
352

160
151
168
39
87

119
109
82

125
119
84

158
87

123
99
95

122
111
148
66
94
52
57

114
150
97

153
79

163
118
57
31
50

120

Caseload and/or financial data for July, August, and September taken from Form SSA-3635, "Flash Report"
Source. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Family Assistance.
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TABLE A-9.-AFDC UNEMPLOYED PARENT (UP)
AMOUNTS OF PAYMENTS, BY STATE, FISCAL
VENDOR PAYMENTS, PRELIMINARY DATA)

RECIPIENTS OF CASH PAYMENTS, AND
YEAR 1986 (INCLUDES NONMEDICAL

Average Average Average payment
UP money number number per-

State payments faof -_sfaiis reci pents
(thousands) (thou. (thout Family Recipient

sands) sands)

California 1 .......................................
ConnecticutI .........................................
Delaware ...............................................
District of Columbia ...............................
Hawaii ....................................................
Illinois ...................................................
Iowa .......................................................
Kansas ...................................................
Maine .....................................................
Maryland ................................................
Massachusetts 1 ...............................
Michigan I .............................................
Minnesota ..............................................
Missouri .................................................
Montana ................................................
Nebraska ...............................................
New Jersey 1 ....................................
New York I ...........................................
Ohio ......................................................
Oregon ...................................................
Pennsylvania .........................................
Rhode Island 1

South Carolina. ............
Vermont 1 ................................
Washington ...........................................
W est Virginia ..........................................
W isconsin ...............................................
Guam ....................................................

$606,349 75 340
6,041 ................ 4

285 ................................
907 ................................

5,635 1 5
68,282 16 68
25,927 6 25

8,894 2 8
7,279 1 5
6,076 1 6

10,010 2 7
199,898 31 131
50,016 8 34
16,171 4 18

3,242 ................ 3
7,168 2 7

18,673 4 16
90,657 15 65

154,354 35 145
3,967 1 4

60,600 13 57
923 ................................
884 ................ 1

3,549 ................ 3
32,099 7 30
38,459 11 45

116,770 17 73
441] ...............................

U.S. total.............1,543,555 253 1,101 507 117

'Financial and/or caseload data for July, August, and September taken from Form SSA-3645, "Flash"
Report.

Source: Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Family Assistance.

$677
583
272
379
463
366
392
388
482
398
542
533
545
316
391
386
391
504
367
317
379
434
239
472
378
298
584
197

$149
130
67

101
97
84
88
94

113
92

121
127
123
73
93
89
97

117
89
82
89

102
52

113
90
72

133
39
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TABLE A-10.-AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER OF AFDC FAMILIES, TOTAL BENEFIT PAY-
MENTS, TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS, AND ADMINISTRATIVE COST PER AFDC FAMILY,
BY STALE, FISCAL YEAR 1986

(Preliminary data]

Average
monthly Total benefit Total

number of p ent administrative Admtinstra-AFCpayments cot live cost per
AFaIC (thousands) costs AFDC familyfamilies (thousands)

(thousands)

Alabama ........................................... 50.1 $68,313 $17,455 $348
Alaska .............................................. 6.7 46,028 6,073 900
Arizona ............................................. 26.0 78,550 9,434 362
Arkansas .......................................... 22.6 48,385 9,067 402
California .......................................... 564.5 3,580,446 309,835 549
Colorado ........................................... 29.1 106,071 18,300 628
Connecticut ...................................... 40.3 226,932 19,707 489
Delaware .......................................... 8.2 24,719 4,887 595
District of Columbia .......................... 21.3 76,485 22,025 1,033
Florida .............................................. 97.4 261,298 62,298 640
Georgia ............................................. 83.9 222,833 39,970 476
Hawaii .............................................. 15.2 73,315 4,791 316
Idaho ................................................ 6.3 19,299 5,990 946
Illinois .............................................. 241.3 885,779 71,760 297
Indiana ............................................. 55.7 147,470 28,831 518
Iowa ................................................ 40.8 169,694 13,315 326
Kansas ............................................. 23.4 91,458 9,804 420
Kentucky .......................................... 60.2 139,614 18,714 311
Louisiana .......................................... 80.2 161,540 27,875 347
Maine ............................................... 20.1 83,957 6,549 326
Maryland .......................................... 69.5 249,698 30,399 437
Massachusetts .................................. 87.3 453,064 64,849 742
Michigan .......................................... 220.2 1,216,774 128,802 585
Minnesota ................ 53.8 322,312 24,248 451
Mississippi ........................................ 53.3 73,957 9,864 185
Missouri ........................................... 66.5 208,567 25,245 380
Montana .................................. 8.8 36,830 3,750 424
Nebraska .......................................... 16.1 61,495 7,598 471
Nevada ............................................. 5.5 15,664 3,508 641
New Hampshire ................................ 5.0 19,596 4,045 814
New Jersey ....................................... 120.9 508,674 82,472 682
New Mexico ...................................... 18.0 51,344 11,923 663
New York ......................................... 368.2 2,079,656 326,922 888
North Carolina .................................. 66.9 183,128 31,613 473
North Dakota .................................... 4.8 19,895 2,831 585
Ohio ................................................. 227.3 803,515 61,587 271
Oklahoma ......................................... 30.2 100,202 32,738 1,083
Oregon ............................................. 30.4 120,410 25,860 852
Pennsylvania .................................... 190.8 773,537 136,705 716
Rhode Island ..................................... 16.0 78,907 6,412 400
South Carolina .................................. 46.1 103,154 15,183 329
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TABLE A-10.-AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER OF AFDC FAMILIES, TOTAL BENEFIT PAY-
MENTS, TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS, AND ADMINISTRATIVE COST PER AFDC FAMILY,
BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1986-Continued

[Preliminary data]

Average

monthly Total benefit Total Administra-number of payments administrative tive cost perAFDC (thousands) (osts AFDC familyfamilies (thousands)

(thousands)

South Dakota ................................... 6.2 19,488 3,725 605
Tennessee.....................................59.1 99,896 19,486 330
Texas ................................................ 1363 280,511 45,652 335
Utah ................................................ 13.4 54,483 10,377 775
Vermont ........................................... 7.6 39,276 4,300 564
Virginia ............................................. 58.5 178,596 41,611 711
Washington ...................................... 70.7 363,553 37,293 528
West Virginia .................................... 36.5 109,001 8,246 226
Wisconsin ......................................... 98.6 591,983 17,166 174
Wyoming .......................................... 4.0 15,736 2,649 662
Guam ............................................... 1.6 3,996 420 263
Puerto Rico ...................................... 53.7 64,868 14,055 262
Virgin Islands .................................... 1.3 2,590 425 339

Total...............3,746.7 15,816,543 1,948,640 520

Source: Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Family Assistance.

TABLE A-i1.--FEDERAL SHARE OF THE AFDC PROGRAM,' FISCAL YEARS 1980-1988
[In percent]

State 1980-81 2 1986 1987 1988

Alabama ........................................................... 71.32 72.30 72.41 73.29
Alaska .............................................................. 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Arizona (37.9 in fiscal year 1980)................62.28 62.13 62.12
Arkansas .......................................................... 72.87 73.83 74.02 74.21
California .......................................................... 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Colorado ........................................................... 53.16 50.00 50.00 50.00
Connecticut ...................................................... 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Delaware .......................................................... 50.00 50.00 50.00 51.90
District of Columbia .......................................... 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Florida .............................................................. 58.94 56.16 55.54 55.39
Georgia ............................................................. 66.76 66.05 64.54 63.84
Guam (Federal funds limited)............ 375.00 75.00 50.00 50.00
Hawaii .............................................................. 50.00 51.00 51.29 53.71
Idaho ................................................................ 65.70 69.36 71.08 70.47
Illinois ............................................................. 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Indiana ............................................................. 57.28 62.82 62.92 63.71
Iowa ................................................................. 56.57 58.90 60.39 62.75
Kansas ............................................................. 53.52 50.00 51.39 55.20
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TABLE A-1 I.-FEDERAL SHARE OF THE AFDC PROGRAM, FISCAL YEARS 1980-1988-
Continued
[In percent)

State 1980-81 2 1986 1987 1988

Kentucky .......................................................... 68.07 70.23 70.75 72.27
Louisiana .......................................................... 68.82 63.81 65.77 68.26
Maine ............................................................... 69.53 68.86 68.07 67.08
Maryland .......................................................... 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Massachusetts .................................................. 51.75 50.00 50.00 50.00
Michigan ......................................... 50.00 56.79 56.88 56.48
Minnesota ......................................................... 55.64 53.41 52.98 53.98
Mississippi ....................................................... 77.55 78.42 78.50 79.65
Missouri ........................................................... 60.36 60.62 59.85 59.27
Montana ........................................................... 64.28 66.38 67.44 69.40
Nebraska .......................................................... 57.62 57.11 58.06 59.73
Nevada ............................................................. 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.25
New Hampshire ................................................ 61.11 54.92 53.28 50.00
New Jersey ....................................................... 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
New Mexico ...................................................... 69.03 68.94 69.68 71.52
New York ......................................................... 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
North Carolina .................................................. 67.64 69.18 68.40 68.68
North Dakota .................................................... 61.44 55.12 56.41 64.87
Northern Mariana Islands ......................................................................................... 50.00
Ohio ................................................................. 55.10 58.30 58.27 59.10
Oklahoma ......................................................... 63.64 57.60 59.86 63.33
Oregon ........................................................ 55.66 61.54 62.47 62.11
Pennsylvania .................................................... 55.14 56.72 57.28 57.35
Puerto Rico (Federal funds limited) ................. 3 75.00 75.00 50.00 50.00
Rhode Island ..................................................... 57.81 56.33 55.38 54.85
South Carolina .................................................. 70.97 72.70 72.23 73.49
South Dakota ................................................... 68.78 67.82 67.45 70.43
Teniessee ......................................................... 69.43 70.20 70.26 70.64
Texas (67.2 in fiscal year 1980) ......................................... 53.56 55.16 56.91
Utah ................................................................. 68.07 72.62 73.21 73.73
Vermont ........................................................... 68.40 67.06 67.37 66.23
Virgin Islands (Federal funds limited) .............. 3 75.00 75.00 50.00 50.00
Virginia . ............... .... 56.54 53.14 51.86 51.34
Washington ...................................................... 50.00 50.06 52.52 53.21
West Virginia .................................................... 67.35 71.53 72.59 74.84
Wisconsin ......................................................... 57.95 57.54 57.58 58.98
Wyoming .......................................................... 50.00 50.00 54.20 57.96

1 The Federal share of the AFDC program is calculated by the same formula used to determine the Federal
share of medical costs except in States that elect an alternate formula or have no medicaid program. Texas
chose the alternate formula until July 1, 1983. Arizona used the alternate formula until the first quarter of fiscal
year 1983, when it was deemed qualified to use the medicaid formula for the first time. The Federal medicaid
matching rates are 60.81 and 61.47 for Arizona for fiscal years 1978-79 and 1980-81. For Texas they aie
60.66, 58.35, and 55.75, for fiscal years 1978-79, 1980-81, and 1982-83, respectively.

2 Effective Oct. 1, 1979, through Sept. 30, 1981.
3 Public Law 96-272 made permanent the 75.percent matching rate for AFDC effective Oct. 1, 1979. For

medicaid the matching rate remains 50 percent.
Source: Department of Health and Human Services.
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TABLE A-12.-FEDERAL AND STATE AFDC BENEFIT PAYMENTS UNDER THE SINGLE
PARENT, UNEMPLOYED PARENT, AND EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS: FISCAL
YEARS 1970 TO 1992

(In millions of do;larsJ

Emergen. Total Child Total, Column 6
ingle Unem- columns support columns exresed

Fiscal year poe oun n18parent parrnit Assiust- 1,2, and collec. 4 minus in s1985n parent ance 32 tions 6 53 constant

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

1970 .......... $3,851 $231 $14 $4,095 $0 $4,095 $11,580
1971 ........... 4,993 412 22 5,427 0 5,427 14,587
1972 ........... 5,972 422 43 6,436 0 6,436 16,740
1973 ........... 6,459 414 38 6,912 0 6,912 17,369
1974 ........... 6,881 324 44 7,249 0 7,249 16,697
1975 ........... 7,791 362 70 8,223 0 8,223 16,910
1976 ........... 8,825 525 66 9,415 286 9,129 17,421
1977 ........... 9,420 617 70 10,107 423 9,684 17,344
1978 ........... 9,624 565 76 10,264 472 9,792 16,452
1979 ............. 9,865 522 81 10,468 597 9,871 15,039
1980 ......................... 10,847 693 109 11,650 603 11,047 14,674
1981 ........... 11,769 1,075 127 12,971 671 12,300 14,815
1982 .......... 11,601 1,256 95 12,951 786 12,165 13,734
1983 .......... 12,136 1,471 121 13,727 880 12,847 13,977
1984 ........... 12,759 1,612 132 14,502 1,000 13,502 14,041
1985 .......... 13,401 1,556 157 15,J14 903 14,211 14,211
1986 .......... 14,234 1,563 175 15,972 960 15,012 14,695
1987 6 ...................... 14,805 1,583 189 16,577 1,061 15,516 14,851
1988 6 ...................... 15,112 1,567 198 16,877 1,148 15,729 14,520
1989 5 ...................... 15,531 1,557 205 17,293 1,260 16,033 14,295
19905 ......... 15,987 1,546 212 17,745 1,384 16,361 14,110
1991 ) .......... 16,443 1,546 216 18,205 1,520 16,685 13,992
19925 ...................... 116,863 1,541 220 18,624 1,669 16,955 13,888

1 Includes payments to two-parent families where one adult is incapacitated
2 Total AFDC benefits (prior to any reimbursement from child suppoi, collections). Total may not add due to

rounding.
3 Net AFDC benefits-Gross benefits less those reimbursed by child support collections.
4 Net AFDC benefits in constant 1985 dollars
I Administration projections under current law.
6 Does not reflect the impact of the $50 per month disregard of child support payments in calculating AFDC

benefits.
Source: Data provided by the Office of Financial Management, Family Support Administration.

69-985 0 - 87 - 2
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TABLE A-13.--CHARACTERISTICS OF AFDC RECIPIENTS, 1969-84

May Jan. May Mar. Mar. Av.3' AvR.'
1969 1973 1975 1977 1979 1983 1984

Average family size (persons)......... 4.0
Number of child recipients (percent

of AFDC cases):
One ........................................... 26.6
Tw o ........................................... 23.0
Three ......................................... 17.7
Four or more................ 32.5
Unknow n ..............................................

Race/ethnicity (percent of caretak-
ers):

W hite ........................................ NA
Black ......................................... 45.2
Hispanic ................................... NA
Native American............1.3
Asian ........................................ NA
Other and unknown........... 4.8

Education of mother (percent of
mothers):

Less than 8th grade............ 19.0
8th grade................. 10.4
1-3 years of HS............. 30.7
High school degree........1.... 6.0
Some college.............. 2.0
College graduate.......... .2
Unknown ................................... 21.6

Basis for eligibility (percent of chil-
dren):

Both parents present:
Incapacitated ....................
Unemployed .....................

One or both parents absent:
Death ..............................
Divorce or separation .......
No marital tie..............
Other reason..............

Unknown ..................................
Mother's employment status (per-

cent of mothers):
Full-time job.................
Part-time job.................
Actively seeking work; in

school or training.............
Age of mother (percent of moth-

ersI :nder20 ..................................

201to024 ...................................
251to029 ...................................
301to039 ...................................

11.7
4.6

5.5
43.3
27.9
3.5
3.5

8.2
6.3

10.0

6.6
16.7
17.6
30.4

3.6 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.9

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

38.0
45.8
13.4
1.1
NA
1.7

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

10.2
4.1

5.0
46.5
31.5
2.7

...........

9.8
6.3

37.9 40.3 42.3
26.0 27.3 28.1
16.1 16.1 15.6
20.0 16.3 13.9

.... o..,......,.........,.......o.....

39.9
44.3
12.2
1.1
.5

2.0

10.3
6.4

31.7
23.7
3.9
.7

23.3

7.7
3.7

3.7
48.3
31.0
4.0
1.6

10.4
5.7

41.4
43.0
12.2
1.1
.4

1.9

6.8
4.8

25.1
20.5
3.0
.4

39.4

5.9
5.0

2.6
46.9
33.8
5.7

8.4
5.3

11.5 12.2 13.8

40.4
43.1
13.6
1.4
1.0
.4

5.1
4.4

20.8
18.8
2.7
.4

47.8

5.3
4.1

2.2
44.7
37.8
5.9

8.7
5.4

43.4
29.8
15.2
10.1
1.5

41.8
43.8
12.0
1.0
1.5

..............

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NANA

3.4
9.2

1.9
38.6
45.5
1.4

1.5
3.4

44.1
29.6
15.5
10.0

.8

41.3
41.9
12.8
1.1
2.3
.6

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

3.6
8.6

1.9
36.2
46.4
1.2
2.1

1.2
3.6

12.8 19.7 22.2

NA 8.3 8.1 24.1 23.6
NA .......... 428.0 4 28.6
NA 343.1 5 42.8 6 21.4 6 23.8
NA 27.9 24.2 5627.2 527.9

NA
NA
NA
NA
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TABLE A-13.--CHARACTERISTICS OF AFDC RECIPIENTS, 1969-84-Continued
May Jan. May Mar. Mar. Avg.'I Avg.'
"1969 1973 1975 1977 1979 1983 194

40 or over.............25.0 NA 17.6 17.7 5 15.4 5 15.7 NA
Unknown..............3.6 NA 3.0 7.2 5 4.0 65.3 NA

Age of Youngest Child (percentage
of AFDC families):

Under 3..............35.4 37.6 33.5 33.3 33.9 37.9 37.7
3 to5 ............... 22.6 22.5 25.2 23.3 21.6 21.7 22.6
6 toI11...............25.4 25.7 26.4 26.8 27.7 24.1 23.9
12 and over............16.6 14.3 14.9 14.7 15.0 14.5 14.9
Unknown..............NA NA NA 1.9 1.7 1.8 0.9

Median number of months on AFDC... 23 27 31 26 29 26 26

Average monthly figures for fiscal year.
2 Under age 19. Includes other caretaker adult if mother absent.
3 Ages 20-29.
4 Ages 19 to 24. Includes other caretaker adult if mother absent.
5 Includes other caretaker adult if mother absent
Sources. Congressional Budget Office tabulations from the Office of Family Assistance, HHS; National Center

for Social Statistics, AFDC: Selected Statistical Data on Families Aided and Program Operations, NCSS Report H-
4(71), 1971; Office of Research and Statistics, Social Security Administration, AFrC. A Chartbook, 1978 &
1919; ORS, SSA, 1979 Recipient Characteristics Study, Part 1, 1982; ORS, SSA, 1983 Recipient Characteristics
and Financial Circumstances of AFDC Recipients 1986; Committee on Ways and Means, Background Material
and Data on Programs within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means, 1986; and unpublished
statistics from the 1984 AFDC quality control data.

TABLE A-14.-AFDC FAMILIES BY PARTICIPATION IN FOOD STAMP PROGRAM, BY STATE,
OCTOBER 1983-SEPTEMBER 1984

Percent Percent

State Total families partici- not Percentpaying partici- unknownpaying

Alabama ............................................................... 54,977 80.6 19.4 *
Alaska .................................................................. 5,761 67.0 33.0 *
Arizona ................................................................. 26,055 85.2 14.8 *
Arkansas .............................................................. 22,408 88.3 11.7 *
California .............................................................. 546,995 77.3 22.7 *
Colorado ............................................................... 30,000 77.1 22.3 0.7
Connecticut .......................................................... 43,628 82.4 17.5 .1
Delaware .............................................................. 9,411 82.4 17.6 *
District of Columbia2 . .......................................... 22,903 * * 100.0
Florida .................................................................. 103,247 79.7 20.3 *
Georgia ................................................................. 89,251 75.5 24.5
Hawaii .................................................................. 17,127 57.0 6.6 36.4
Idaho .................................................................... 6,685 85.1 14.9 *
Illinois .................................................................. 242,671 86.4 13.5 .1
Indiana ................................................................. 57,922 81.1 17.4 1.5
Iowa ..................................................................... 39,721 84.5 15.4 .1
Kansas ................................................................. 23,998 80.1 19.9 *
Kentucky .............................................................. 60,455 82.2 17.8 *
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TABLE A-14.-AFDC FAMILIES BY PARTICIPATION IN FOOD STAMP PROGRAM, BY STATE,
OCTOBER 1983-SEPTEMBER 1984-Continued

Percent Percent
State Total families partici not Percent

paying patic unknown

Louisiana 2 ...........................................................
Maine ...................................................................
Maryland ..............................................................
Massachusetts ......................................................
Michigan ..............................................................
Minnesota .............................................................
Mississippi ............................................................
Missouri ...............................................................
Montana ...............................................................
Nebraska ..............................................................
Nevada .................................................................
New Hampshire ....................................................
New Jersey ...........................................................
New Mexico ..........................................................
New York .............................................................
North Carolina ......................................................
North Dakota ........................................................
Ohio .....................................................................
Oklahoma .............................................................
Oregon ....................
Pennsylvania ........................................................
Rhode Island .........................................................
South Carolina ......................................................
South Dakota .......................................................
Tennessee .............................................................
Texas ....................................................................
Utah .....................................................................
Vermont ...............................................................
Virginia ..............................................................
Washington ..........................................................
West Virginia ........................................................
W isconsin .............................................................
Wyoming ..............................................................
Puerto Rico ..........................................................
Virgin Islands .......................................................

U.S. total ................................................

71,792
17,931
70,784
87,818

240,274
50,328
52,890
67,962

7,235
14,851
4,501
6,134

129,058
18,371

370,568
67,441
4,185

225,871
27,299
27,200

191,742
15,839
46,581
5,825

58,838
113,921

12,999
8,134

59,122
59,035
32,228
92,911
3,342

55.104
1,325

3,722,667

88.3
79.1
78.7
92.8
80.3
85.1
78.8
87.1
81.3
5.2

75.4
87.6
84.9
92.0
61.5
63.0
89.0
77.3
89.3
86.9
89.9
69.0
66.7
84.9
87.7
79.9
88.9
36.7
84.1
90.4
84.2
76.4
3.2

88.0
80.1

11.7
20.6
21.3
6.1

19.7
14.9
21.2
12.9
18.5
94.8
19.6
12.4
14.9
8.0

38.5
37.0
10.9
22.3
10.7
13.1
8.9

31.0
33.3
15.1
12.3
20.1
11.1
63.3
15.9
9.6

15.8
23.6
96.3
12.0
17.1 2.9

* None.
Data are derived from AFDC quality control reviews.

numbers due to unidentified errors in coding.
2 Did not complete item.

Source: Department of Health and Human Services.

There may be some anomalies in specific State

100.0

.3

1.1

.0

.2

5.0

.1

.0

.1

.4

1.2

.0

.5
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TABLE A-17.-AFDC FAMILIES BY RACE OF CARETAKER RELATIVE (PAYEE), BY STATEl
OCTOBER 1983-SEPTEMBER 1984

In percenttaeTotal ' ........ . ... __ ___ _ __ _

families White Black Hispan. Asian Native Un-
ic American known 2

Alabama............54,977 17.5 82.3 0.0 .2 0.0 0.0
Alaska ............................ 5,761 45.9 7.4 1.2 .6 45.1 0.0
Arizona............26,055 27.7 12.1 36.1 .3 23.5 .2
Arkansas............22,408 31.5 67.7 .2 .3 .2 0.0
California...........546,995 30.8 19.9 19.5 6.7 .8 22.4
Colorado............30,000 39.8 15.7 41.4 1.7 .8 .7
Connecticut..........43,628 37.9 33.3 28.3 .4 .1 .2
Delaware ........................ 9,411 31.2 65.0 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
District of Columbia ........ 22,903 1.1 96.4 .8 .1 0.0 2.0
Florida ........... 103,247 26.1 63.4 10.4 .4 .0 .2
Georgia............89,251 18.6 80.8 .2 .4 .0 .0
Hawaii ............ 17,127 20.9 2.2 2.3 77.3 .5 2.3
Idaho .............................. 6,685 86.5 1.4 6.4 1.1 4.5 0.0
Illinois ........... 242,67i 29.8 59.8 9.1 .5 .1 .8
Indiana ........... 57.922 55.9 37.2 137 .3 .3 4.9
Iowa ............. 39,721 89.0 9.3 1.0 .6 .2 0.0
Kansas ........... 23,998 62.1 30.6 4.1 2.9 .4 0.0
Kentucky...........60,455 74.0 25.7 .1 .2 .0 0.0
Louisiana...........71,792 14.1 84.0 .5 .7 .1 .6
Maine ............ 17,931 78.2 .2 .2 .3 1.1 20.1
Maryland ........................ 70,784 27.3 69.4 .7 .6 .2 2.0
Massachusetts......... 87,818 63.0 15.7 16.9 1.3 .2 3.0
Michigan...........240,274 51.9 45.4 2.3 .3 .5 .0
Minnesota:..........50,328 72.6 10.3 1.2 2.7 6.3 7.3
Mississippi...........52,890 10.8 88.5 0.0 .2 .4 .3
Missouri............67,962 51.3 48.2 .3 .3 .0 0.0
Montana ......................... 7,235 72.2 .3 2.3 .7 24.5 0.0
Nebraska ........................ 14,851 66.5 24.1 4.2 1.4 3.8 0.0
Nevada ........................... 4,501 43.8 47.4 3.6 .8 4.5 0.0
New Hampshire .............. 6,134 93.3 1.3 1.4 .3 0.0 4.0
New Jersey..........129,058 27.8 47.8 24.1 .4 .0 .0
New Mexico.......... 18,371 15.4 3.1 59.9 .1 19.1 2.4
New York...........370,568 26.6 38.2 34.5 .6 .1 .3
North Carolina.........67,441 21.6 70.5 .1 .1 1.8 6.2
North Dakota .................. 4,185 60.6 .7 .7 .7 37.4 0.0
Ohio ............ 225,871 59.9 38.2 1.6 .2 .1 .5
Oklahoma...........27,299 48.1 38.7 1.6 .2 11.6 .1
Oregon ............ 27,200 84.5 8.1 3.1 3.6 .7 0.0
Pennsylvania......... 191,742 51.3 42.1 6.1 .3 .1 .2
Rhode Island.......... 15,839 71.1 18.2 7.4 1.7 0.0 2.1
South Carolina.........46,581 15.1 84.5 .1 0.0 0.0 .3
South Dakota ................. 5,825 47.9 .3 1.8 0.0 50.0 0.0
Tennessee...........58,838 39.5 60.0 0.0 .3 .1 .1
Texas ............ 113,921 15.2 45.3 38.0 1.2 .2 .0
Utah ............. 12,999 71.6 3.4 17.8 3.7 3.4 0.0
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TABLE A-I7.-AFDC FAMILIES BY RACE OF CARETAKER RELATIVE (PAYEE), BY STATE,'
OCTOBER 1983-SEPTEMBER 1984-Confinued

In percent _________

State 
Total

families While Black Hispan. Asian Native Un-ic American known 2

Vermont ......................... 8,134 73.3 .4 .4 .3 0.0 27.8
Virginia ........................... 59,122 30.1 68.2 .7 .8 .1 .1
Washington..........59,035 73.2 9.8 4.8 5.2 5.0 2.3
West Virginia.........32,228 91.8 8.1 .1 .1 0.0 0.0
Wisconsin...........92,911 64.8 25.0 3.7 2.0 2.1 2.7
Wyoming ........................ 3,342 82.1 2.2 11.0 .3 5.0 0.0
Puerto Rico..........27,552 0.0 .1 5.1 0.0 0.0 103.0
Virgin Islands ................. 662 0.0 24.0 18.0 0.0 0.0 58.0

U.S. total .......... 3,694,452 39.5 40.8 12.0 1.9 1.1 5.0

Data are derived from AFDC quality control reviews. There may be some anomalies in specific State
numbers due to unidentified errors in coding.

2 If the race of the caretaker relative was not coded but the caretaker relative was present in the assistance
unit, the race of the youngest child in the assistance unit, if known, was used as a proxy for the race of the
caretaker relative If the caretaker relative was not in the assistance unit, race was coded as unknown.

Source Department of Health and Human Services.

TABLE A-18.-AFDC FAMILIES BY AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD IN ASSISTANCE UNIT, BY
STATE,' OCTOBER 1983-SEPTEMBER 1984

In percent

State Total families 0-2 3-5 6-11 12-15 16-18 Un-
years years years years years known

Alabama ................................... 54,977 36.0 23.8 24.8 11.1 4.0 0.3
Alaska ...................................... 5,761 36.0 25.3 25.0 10.8 3.0 *
Arizona ..................................... 26,055 39.3 23.0 23.3 10.9 3.3 .2
Arkansas .................................. 22,408 34.9 24.4 25.4 11.9 3.3 .1
California..............546,995 41.5 21.4 21.3 10.7 4.7 .5
Colorado ................................... 30,000 45.3 21.7 21.1 8.8 2.2 .8
Connecticut .............................. 43,628 38.3 22.7 250 9.9 3.4 .8
Delaware................9,411 37.8 23.5 19.8 12.8 4.5 1.6
District of Columbia .................. 22,903 35.4 24.2 24.7 10.1 4.2 1.3
Florida ............... 103,247 40.2 22.2 22.9 10.9 3.7 .1
Georgia ..................................... 89,251 35.9 22.2 25.9 10.9 4.6 .6
Hawaii ...................................... 17,127 42.0 21.3 20.8 10.2 4.6 1.0
Idaho ........................................ 6,685 41.6 25.7 19.5 9.4 2.9 1.0
Illinois ............... 242,671 38.6 24.0 23.5 10.4 3.2 .4
Indiana ..................................... 57,922 36.3 24.3 25.6 9.4 2.5 1.9
Iowa ......................................... 39,721 34.2 25.8 25.3 10.4 3.5 .8
Kansas ..................................... 23,998 42.2 21.6 20.6 11.1 3.2 1.4
Kentucky .................................. 60,455 29.9 21.7 29.4 14.5 4.5 *
Louisiana ................................. 71,792 40.1 22.9 23.5 9.4 2.8 1.3
Maine ....................................... 17,931 28.2 24.2 27.6 13.8 5.8 .3
Maryland .................................. 70,784 38.2 22.9 22.0 11.2 4.6 1.1
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TABLE A-18.-AFDC FAMILIES BY AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD IN ASSISTANCE UNIT, BY
STATE,' OCTOBER 1983-SEPTEMBER 1984-Continued

In percent
State Total families 0-2 3-5 6-11 12-15 16-18 Uni.

years years years years years known

Massachusetts ..........................
Michigan ..................................
Minnesota ................................
Mississippi ...............................
M issouri ...................................
Montana ..................................
Nebraska .................................
Nevada ....................................
New Hampshire...............
New Jersey.................
New Mexico..................
New York..................
North Carolina................
North Dakota.................
O hio .........................................
Oklahoma .................................
Oregon ....................
Pennsylvania ...........................
Rhode Island.................
South Carolina................
South Dakota.................
Tennessee ................................
Texas .......................................
U tah ........................................
Vermont ...................................
Virginia .....................................
Washington .............................
West Virginia.................
Wisconsin ................................
Wyoming .................................
Puerto Rico..................
Virgin Islands................

U.S. total..............

87,818
240,274

50,328
52,890
67,962

7,235
14,851
4,501
6,134

129,058
18,371

370,568
67,441-

4,185
225,871

27,299
27,200

191,742
15,839
46,581

5,825
58,838

113,921
12,999

8,134
59,122
59,035
32,228
92,911

3,342
55,104

1,325
3,722,667

35.6
35.8
35.9
40.4
39.7
46.4
47.2
45.7
41.8
32.7
30.3
35.4
29.2
39.3
40.1
36.2
46.3
34.3
36.1
36.5
37.8
38.1
42.4
43.6
33.6
37.3
40.1
37.8
40.3
38.1
16.1
39.3
37.7

23.9 23.1
22.7 25.9
25.7 24.2
21.4 22.6
22A 24.0
22.2 19.2
21.3 18.9
19.7 19.4
20.9 19.3
24.1 26.6
25.5 27.3
22.4 24.2
19.4 24.7
26.1 19.9
21.5 24.3
22.8 25.5
20.9 19.6
22.7 27.6
27.8 21.4
22.7 22.7
23.5 25.9
20.6 24.2
23.6 21.3
25.2 21.5
17.5 31.5
22.4 22.3
24.1 21.6
21.9 26.3
22.4 24.2
24.7 24.1
20.8 36.3
25.3 23.3
22.6 23.9

* None.Data are derived from AFDC quality control reviews. There may
numbers due to unidentified errors in coding.

Source: Department of Health and Human Services.

be some anomalies in specific State

12.1
11.1
9.4

11.2
9.7
9.3
8.2

10.8
10.3
12.5
12.4
11.8
11.8
8.0
9.4

11.4
10.3
11.4
9.9

12.3
9.8

12.2
9.6
7.2
9.6

13.4
10.1
9.8
8.9
8.6

19.9
10.7
10.9

4.3
4.2
4.0
4.2
3.6
2.0
3.6
2.7
6.0
3.7
3.9
4.4
4.7
3.9
4.2
3.0
2.6
3.7
3.9
5.1
2.1
4.4
2.7
2.6
3.2
4.1
3.6
3.4
3.2
2.4
5.7
1.3
4.0

1.0
.3
.8
.3
.5

1.0
.8

1.8
1.7
.5
.7

1.7
10.2
2.8
.6

1.1
.3
.4
.9
.8
.9
.4
.4

4.6
.5
.5
.8

1.0
2.0
1.1

.9
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TABLE A-22.-FEMALE ADULT RECIPIENTS AGE 11 THROUGH 19, BY STATE, I OCTOBER
1983-SEPTEMBER 1984

In percent
Total female

State adults age - 15 16 11 18 1911-19 14 1 6 1 8 1
years years years years years years

Alabama ......................................
Alaska ..........................................
Arizona ........................................
Arkansas .....................................
California ......................................
Colorado .......................................
Connecticut ..................................
Delaware ......................................
District of Columbia..............
Florida ..........................................
Georgia ........................................
Hawaii .........................................
Idaho ...........................................
Illinois ..........................................
Indiana ........................................
Iowa ............................................
Kansas .........................................
Kentucky ......................................
Louisiana ......................................
Maine ..........................................
Maryland ......................................
Massachusetts .............................
Michigan .....................................
Minnesota ....................................
Mississippi ....................................
Missouri ......................................
Montana .......................................
Nebraska ......................................
Nevada ........................................
New Hampshire................
New Jersey..................
New Mexico..................
New York ...........
North Carolina.................
North Dakota.................
Ohio ............................................
Oklahoma ...........................
Oregon ................................ . .
Pennsylvania ....................
Rhode Island .................. . ..........
South Carolina ............... . ..........
South Dakota.................
Tennessee...................
Texas ....................
Utah ........... . ......... . . . . ..........

4,221
328

1,966
1,240

34,235
1,753
3,092

601
988

7,623
7,040

819
435

16,952
4,432
2,432

931-
4,685
4,669
1,208
4,421
4,978
1,266
2,780
5,518
6,252

575
1,432

799
590

8,594
1,122

14,714
5,494

401
14,816

2,257
1,644
6,690
1,223
3,422

295
5,071

10,410
857

1.9 1.3
5.6 *

• 1.3
1.8 *

• .8

3.0 *
• 4.4
.5 1.6

• 5.0
* 2.5
.5 1.1

1.1 1.1

2.2 1.1

* .7

.5 2.0

.4 3.7

* 2.0
1 10.3

• 3.1
2.5 *• 1.1
1.0 1.0

1.3 1.3
1 1.2

.5 2.5
* 1.8

3.8
2.9

5.7
1.9
3.3

9.0
2.6
2.1

7.5
4.5

3.9
1.3
2.2
.7

5.8
1.9
3.8
5.2
9.4

16.7
2.1
6.4
3.4
6.4

3.1
3.6
1.3
1.2
1.6
2.3
4.5

,

5.8
7.1
6.7

12.2
10.2
7.4

10.2
5.6

10.0

8.3
15.8
8.7

14.2
5.7

17.3
10.5
11.3

15.1
.6

22.7
4.0
6.5

11.1
7.7

10.3
16.3
20.8
8.3

16.3
24.0
17.4
4.9
4.2

10.7
24.2
7.6

11.9
6.1

16.3
13.4
2.2

11.8
7.6

13.0
21.7

27.3
16.7
42.6
39.6
29.1
31.2
37.5
49.7
43.2
35.3
35.4
32.2
32.1
31.3
37.7
40.9
36.4
36.3
38.7
34.1
35.9
35.4
33.5
20.2
34.0
28.6
20.8
35.4
41.9
24.3
25.9
34.0
32.4
32.1
38.8
29.1
33.4
36.1
26.7
37.8
36.1
23.6
36.9
28.7
30.4

53.5
67.5
47.1
60.4
53.7
59.5
48.3
50.3
36.6
41.9
51.8
53.6
57.2
41.4
45.6
45.5
63.6
41.4
59.4
40.9
59.4
51.5
53.6
68.3
48.0
41.6
41.6
54.2
33.5
38.1
47.2
58.6
62.3
52.1
33.4
59.5
52.4
56.2
54.7
44.4
61.7
58.8
45.5
49.8
47.8
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TABLE A-22.-FEMALE ADULT RECIPIENTS AGE 11 THROUGH 19, BY STATE,' OCTOBER
1983-SEPTEMBER 1984-Continued

In percent
Total female

State adults age - 15 16 17 18 1911-19 14 ] 6 ] 8 ]
114years years years years years years

Vermont ....................................... 597 * 4.5 9.5 * 29.4 56.7
Virginia ......................................... 4,778 1.3 2.0 3.1 14.9 29.2 49.6
Washington .................................. 3,676 * .8 1.5 4.5 28.8 64.4
West Virginia ................................ 1,927 * 2.9 6.6 6.6 35.1 48.8
Wisconsin ..................................... 5,998 * .6 * 5.5 33.4 60.4
Wyoming ................ 262 * * 4.2 6.7 42.0 47.1
Puerto Rico .................................. 1,094 * 4.5 22.7 9.1 27.3 36.4
Virgin Islands ............................... 44 * * * * 60.0 40.0

U.S. total...........233,642 .3 1.4 3.9 10.5 31.9 52.0
• None.

Data are derived from AFDC quality control reviews. There may be some anomalies in specific State
numbers due to unidentified errors in coding. Only those persons identified as the caretaker relative (payee)
who is in the assistance unit were counted as female adult recipients in this table.

Source: Department of Health and Human Services.

TABLE A-23.-FEMALE ADULT RECIPIENTS BY WORK PROGRAM STATUS, BY STATE,'
OCTOBER 1983-SEPTEMBER 1984

State Total female
adults

In percent

Regis.
tered Exempt Unknown

Alabama ..............................................................
Alaska .................................................................
Arizona .................................................................
Arkansas .............................................................
California .............................................................
Colorado ..............................................................
Connecticut ..........................................................
Delaware .............................................................
District of Columbia......................
Florida ..................................................................
Georgia ................................................................
Hawaii ..................................................................
Idaho ...................................................................
Illinois .................................................................
Indiana .................................................................
Iowa ....................................................................
Kansas ................................................................
Kentucky .............................................................
Louisiana............................
Maine ..................................................................
Maryland .............................................................

43,874
4,627

19,693
21,004

450,244
26,642
38,990

7,217
18,317
77,618
69,267
14,660
5,804

209,820
51,933
34,692
20,198
49,067
58,308
15,701
63,150

23.7
21.6
23.6
15.7
26.9
26.4
38.9
26.3
27.5
18.0
21.2
23.5
32.5
30.2
33.7
20.0
21.2
24.4
15.0
24.0
28.8

76.0
69.5
76.4
77.7
72.6
72.7
60.9
73.3
72.2
81.9
78.6
76.3
66.3
69.6
59.0
79.6
78.6
74.1
37.2
75.3
70.4

0.3
8.9

,

6.6
.5
.9
.3
.4
.3
.1
.2
.2

1.2
.2

7.3
.4
.3

1.4
47.7

.7

.8
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TABLE A-23.-FEMALE ADULT RECIPIENTS BY WORK PROGRAM STATUS, BY STATE,'
OCTOBER 1983-SEPTEMBER 1984-Continued

In percent
State Total female - - -. ..-

Stteadults Reg"
Wed Exempt Unknown

Massachusetts ...................................................... 77,909 35.2 64.5 .3
M ichigan .............................................................. 221,035 83.3 16.5 .2
M innesota ............................................................. 45,327 25.8 73.9 .2
M ississippi ............................................................ 40,094 8.9 89.7 1.4
M issouri .............................................................. 56,679 19.7 79.1 1.3
M ontana ............................................................... 6,108 23.1 76.9 *
Nebraska .............................................................. 11,928 14.5 84.5 1.0
Nevada.........................3,560 26.9 72.7 .4
-New Hampshire .................................................... 5,220 22.3 76.2 1.6
New Jersey....................... 113,422 39.6 60.1 .3
New Mexico .......................................................... 15,167 20.7 77.2 2.2
New York ............................................................. 331,520 31.7 67.9 .4
North Carolina ...................................................... 52,010 25.2 49.6 25.2
North Dakota ........................................................ 3,349 36.2 61.8 2.0
Ohio ..................................................................... 199,522 34.0 65.6 .3
Oklahoma ............................................................. 22,766 84.1 14.5 1.4
Oregon ...... 22,538 41.0 58.7 .2
Pennsylvania......................168,639 34.3 65.2 .5
Rhode Island ......................................................... 14,318 33.5 65.9 .6
South Carolina ...................................................... 36,721 19.2 80.3 .5
South Dakota ....................................................... 4,368 31.7 67.5 .8
Tennessee ............................................................. 47,004 35.0 63.7 1.3
Texas .................................................................... 103,085 26.4 71.4 2.2
Utah ..................................................................... 11,063 29.6 70.0 .3
Verm ont ............................................................... 7,024 28.6 70.6 .8
Virginia ................................................................. 46,572 45.9 53.2 .9
Washington .......................................................... 49,788 28.9 70.0 1.1
West Virginia ........................................................ 24,852 29.6 70.4 *
W isconsin ............................................................. 81,016 23.5 75.3 1.1
Wyoming.......................................................... 2,901 40.9 57.2 2.0
Puerto Rico .......................................................... 45,962 16.5 81.8 1.6
Virgin Islands ....................................................... 900 30.4 68.6 1.0

U.S. total..................3,173,195 32.8 65.2 2.0

• None
Data are derived from AFDC quality control reviews There may be some anomalies in specific State

numbers due to unidentified errors in coding.
Source: Department of Health and Human Services.
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TABLE A-24.-MALE ADULT RECIPIENTS BY WORK PROGRAM STATUS, BY STATE,'
OCTOBER 1983-SEPTEMBER 1984

In percent
State Total male -. ......adults Regis- Exempt Unknown

tered

Alabam a ............................................................... 1,424 15.1 84.9 *
Alaska .................................................................. 305 18.1 70.8 11.0
Arizona ................................................................. 1,215 11.9 88.1 *
Arkansas .............................................................. 1,123 6.2 75.0 18.8
California**......................................................... 91,943 78.8 20.3 .9
Colorado**..................... 4,133 63.1 35.5 1.4
Connecticut**...................................................... 2,422 74.5 25.5 *
Delaware** .......................................................... 569 84.2 15.8 *
District of Columbia**......................................545 31.3 68.7 *
Florida .................................................................. 1,188 20.7 79.3 *
Georgia ................................................................. 1,853 11.8 88.2 *
Hawaii** ............................................................. 3,090 36.4 62.7 1.0
Idaho .................................................................... 328 29.2 70.8 *
Illinois**.............................................................. 25,465 79.7 20.3 *
Indiana ................................................................. 3,159 28.3 52.0 19.7
Iowa** ................................................................ 6,910 53.2 46.4 .4
Kansas**...................... 4,224 57.1 42.3 .7
Kentucky .............................................................. 3,379 12.4 80.6 7.0
Louisiana .............................................................. 1,175 15.1 12.7 72.2
M aine ................................................................... 2,530 27.2 70.6 2.2
Maryland" .......................................................... 4,304 54.9 45.1 *
Massachusetts**................................................. 7,937 57.7 40.9 1.4
Michigan**.......................................................... 49,423 92.0 7.8 .2
Minnesota**........................................................ 9,331 60.1 39.6 .3
M ississipp i ............................................................ 1,194 2.6 89.7 7.7
Missouri....................... 6,558 33.0 64.7 2.3
Montana..........................528 45.5 54.5 *
Nebraska**..................... 1,700 31.6 68.4 *
Nevada ......... 98 32.0 68.0 *
New Hampshire .................................................... 225 9.2 90.8 *
New Jersey**...................................................... 8,337 69.4 29.9 .6
New Mexico .......................................................... 908t 14.9 82.0 3.1
New York**.................... 31,010 49.3 48.8 2.0
North Carolina ...................................................... 1,871 16.5 47.9 35.6
North Dakota ........................................................ 221 38.8 55.4 5.8
Ohio** ................................................................. 49,318 78.9 20.5 .6
Oklahoma ............................................................. 862 68.7 31.3 *
Oregon ................................................................. 1,411 40.0 60.0 *
Pennsylvania**.................................................... 29,950 76.4 22.9 .8
Rhode Island**.................................................... 1,220 31.1 64.5 4.4
South Carolina ...................................................... 1,022 17.0 83.0 *
South Dakota ....................................................... 260 33.4 66.6 *
Tennessee ............................................................. 1,792 32.8 64.3 2.9
Texas .................................................................... 4,813 17.5 79.6 2.9
Utah ..................................................................... 484 23.1 76.9 *
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TABLE A-24.-MALE ADULT RECIPIENTS BY WORK PROGRAM STATUS, BY STATE,1
OCTOBER 1983-SEPTEMBER 1984-Continued

In percent
State Total maleSaeadults Regis.

t terd Exempt Unknown

Vermont** ........................................................... 1,677 49.0 51.0 *
Virginia ................................................................. 1,583 32.8 65.1 2.2
W ashington* ...................................................... 6,297 58.4 41.1 .4
West Virginia** ....... .... .... ... 10,864 83.5 16.5 *
W isconsin** ........................................................ 24,040 71.2 26.6 2.1
W yom ing .............................................................. 184 46.4 53.6 *
Puerto Rico .......................................................... 1 0,038 6.9 89.1 4.0
Virgin Islands ....................................................... 88 20.0 80.0 *

U.S. total ................................................ 426,529 68.3 30.2 1.5
*None.
** Unemployed parent program in this State during all or part of fiscal year 1984.

Data are derived from AFDC quality control reviews. There may be some anomalies in specific State
numbers due to unidentified errors in coding.

Source- Department of Health and Human Services.

Table A-25.-NUMBER OF FOSTER CARE CHILDREN UNDER TITLES IV-A AND IV-E, FISCAL
YEARS 1962-86

Average
Fiscal year monthly number

of children

1986 .........................................................................................................
1985 .........................................................................................................
1984 .........................................................................................................
1983 .........................................................................................................
1982 .........................................................................................................
1981 .........................................................................................................
1980 .........................................................................................................
1979 ..........................................................................................................
1978 ..........................................................................................................
1977 .........................................................................................................
1976 ..........................................................................................................
1975 .........................................................................................................
1974 .....................................................................................................
1973 .........................................................................................................
1972 .....................................................................................................
1971 .....................................................................................................
1970 ..........................................................................................................
1969 ..........................................................................................................
1968 ..........................................................................................................
1967 ..........................................................................................................
1966 ..........................................................................................................
1965 ..........................................................................................................

108,193
108,307
102,051
97,360
93,309

104,851
100,272
103,771
106,504
110,494
114,962
106,869
90,000
84,097
71,118
57,075
34,450
16,750
8,500
8,030
7,385
5,623
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Table A-25.-NUMBER OF FOSTER CARE CHILDREN UNDER TITLES IV-A AND IV-E, FISCAL
YEARS 1962-86-Continued

Average
Fiscal year monthly number

of children

1964 .................................................................................................................. 4,08 1
1963 . ............................................................................................................... 2,308
1962 .................................................................................................................. 989

Source: Department of Health and Human Services

TABLE A-26.-TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE EXPENDITURES AND AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER
OF CHILDREN, BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1986

Transfer of foster care Average monthlyFoster care funds to IV-B child number of children
State expenditures welfare services n

Alabama ..............................
Alaska ..................................
Arizona ................................
Arkansas ..............................
California ..............................
Colorado ...............................
Connecticut .........................
Delaware ..............................
District of Columbia ..............
Florida .................................
Georgia................................
Hawaiil.................................
Idaho ....................................
Illinois ..................................
Indiana ................................
Iowa ....................................
Kansas .................................
Kentucky ..............................
Louisiana ..............................
Maine ..................................
Maryland ..............................
Massachusetts ......................
Michigan .............................
Minnesota ............................
Mississippi ...........................
Missouri ..............................
Montana ...............................
Nebraska ..............................
Nevada ................................
New Hampshire..............
New Jersey................
New Mexico................
New York.................

$2,078,591
17,540

2,908,399
703,879

134,239,823
2.721,116
3,689,777

393,665
5,1752,848
3,475,385
8,876,885

88,157
387,120

10,634,900
1,112,800
2,468,515
3,995,963
6,382,648

11,792,443
2,982,636
8,997,215
5,325,713

42,409,195
8,823,196

797,169
13,455,393

1,360,904
3,090,347

358,537
1,299,788

16,422,601
2,649,367

149,424,297

$390,328
0
0

346,287
0
0
0

142,134
0
0
0
0

307,927
0

1,727,531
0

643,454
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

850,000
0
0
0

206,950
0
0
0

4,213,168

1,521
2

476
455

21,309
1,804
1,087

337
1,186
1,308
1,750

35
166

4,206
1,368

707
1,096
1,587
2,115

681
1,595

898
6,492
1,738

761
2,076

311
743
214
469

3,977
524

17,622
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TABLE A-26.-TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE EXPENDITURES AND AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER
OF CHILDREN, BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1986-Continued

Foster care Transfer of foster care Average monthlyexpenditures funds to IV-B child number of children
welfare services n

North Carolina ...................... $1,932,320 $207,877 1,425
North Dakota ........................ 964,275 0 262
Ohio ..................................... 16,791,396 0 4,156
Oklahoma ............................. 3,691,931 0 1,003
Oregon ................ 7,155,805 783,302 1,238
Pennsylvania ........................ 30,548,903 0 6,900
Rhode Island ......................... 2,195,803 0 348
South Carolina ...................... 1,837,812 0 862
South Dakota ....................... 620,961 129,306 281
Tennessee ............................. 1,774,183 1,547,489 1,063
Texas .................................... 11,677,355 0 2,814
Utah ..................................... 963,403 0 258
Vermont ............................... 2,477,020 0 469
Virginia ................................. 3,000,931 1,371,472 1,919
Washington .......................... 3,920,889 1,139,984 1,012
West Virginia ........................ 7,688,751 0 1,039
Wisconsin ............................. 11,909,609 888,291 2,435
Wyoming .............................. 143,921 0 93

Total ....................... 568,312,079 14,895,500 108,193

'The law allows States to transfer unused foster care maintenance payments to be used for child welfare
services under specified circumstances

Source. Department of Health and Human Services.

TABLE A-27.-EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE: CASELOAD AND PAYMENTS, FISCAL YEAR
1986 (PRELIMINARY DATA)

Average monthly Average monthly
caseload payments

Arkansas .
California 'I.........................................................................
Delaware ...........................................................................
District of Columbia..........................
Georgia ...............................................................................
Illinois ...............................................................................
Kansas ..............................................................................
Maine .................................................................................
Maryland ...........................................................................
Massachusetts ...................................................................
Michigan ...........................................................................
Minnesota ..........................................................................
Montana ............................................................................
Nebraska ...........................................................................
New Jersey .............................................................. . .
New York 'I........................................................................

48
662
216

1,086
629
314
170
279

1,881
4,222
4,176
1,379

124
208
632

5,669

$5,159
2,298,870

24,122
57,278

614,950
54,654
31,926
80,515

391,85A
1,287,85b

713,523
549,019

26,477
88,102

302,097
3,855,879
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TABLE A-27.-EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE: CASELOAD AND PAYMENTS, FISCAL YEAR
1986 (PRELIMINARY DATA) -Continued

Average monthly Average monthly
caseload payments

Ohio ................................................................................... 4,877 548,148
Oklahoma ........................................................................... 809 201,601
Oregon ............................................................................... 1,601 341,485
Pennsylvania ...................................................................... 48 7,040
Vermont ............................................................................. 308 23,440
Virginia.............................................................................. 22 5,676
Washington ........................................................................ 684 256,233
West Virginia ...................................................................... 1,136 145,858
W isconsin ........................................................................... 253 137,850
Wyoming............................. . 453 99,891
Puerto Rico ........................................................................ 886 14,987
Virgin Islands ..................................................................... 2 320

U.S. total .............................................................. 33,311 12,164,811
Data for July, August, and September taken from Form SSA-3645, "Flash" Report.

Source: Office of Family Assistance, Department of Health and Human Services.
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PART II

CHILD SUPPORT AND ESTABLISHMENT OF PATERNITY

A. Description of Program

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT

When the Committee on Finance reported amendments in 1974
to provide for the establishment of the child support enforcement
program, it observed:

"The enforcement of child support obligations is not an area of
jurisprudence about which this country can be proud."

Citing studies that had been done on the subject of nonsupport of
children, the Committee commented:

"Thousands of unserved child support warrants pile up in many
jurisdictions and often traffic cases have a higher priority. The
blame for this situation is shared by judges, prosecutors and wel-
fare officials alike, and is reinforced by certain myths which have
grown up about deserting fathers."

The Committee's proposal to create a new child support enforce-
ment program reflected a desire to improve in a very significant
way the collection of support on behalf of children with absent par-
ents. In presenting its rationale for the new program, the Commit-
tee stated:

"The Committee believes that all children have the right to re-
ceive support from their fathers. The Committee bill . . . is de-
signed to help children attain this right, including the right to
have their fathers identified so that support can be obtained. The
immediate result will be a lower welfare cost to the taxpayer but,
more importantly, as an effective support collection system is es-
tablished fathers will be deterred from deserting their families to
welfare and children will be spared the effects of family breakup."

In the years prior to enactment of the new child support pro-
gram, the Committee had made continuing efforts to strengthen
the law on behalf of children deprived of their parents' support be-
cause of desertion and illegitimacy.

As early as 1950 the Committee provided for prompt notice to
law enforcement officials of the furnishing of Aid to Families with
Dependent Children Program benefits with respect to a child who
had been deserted or abandoned.

In 1967, the Committee instituted what it believed would be an
effective program of enforcement of child support and determina-
tion of paternity. The 1967 amendments to the Social Security Act
required the State welfare agencies to establish a single, identifia-
ble unit with the responsibility of undertaking to establish the pa-
ternity of each child receiving welfare who was born out of wedlock
and to secure support for him. If the child had been deserted by the

(53)
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parent, the welfare agency was required to secure support from the
deserting parent, using any reciprocal arrangements adopted with
other States to obtain or enforce court orders for support. The
amendments also required the State welfare agencies to enter into
cooperative arrangements with the courts and with law enforce-
ment officials to carry out the program. In order to assist in locat-
ing absent parents, the law gave access to records (if there was a
court order) of both the Social Security Administration and of the
Internal Revenue Service.

Although it was hoped that the States would use the 1967 man-
date to improve their programs in behalf of deserted children,
there was in fact very little increased activity on the part of most
States in the succeeding years. By 1972 the Committee had con-
cluded that the law needed to be strengthened, and efforts began to
enact new legislation to require the States to improve their pro-
grams for establishing and collecting support. These efforts culmi-
nated in the enactment in 1975 of the present child support en-
forcement program as title IV-D of the Social Security Act (P.L.
93-647).

The 1975 legislation had the desired effect of prompting the
States to begin to develop child support enforcement programs on a
significant scale. The program gradually gained momentum. More
than $2 billion in child support was collected in fiscal year 1983,
nearly four times the amount collected in 1976. The number of par-
ents who were located using program location resources also in-
creased fourfold, to 800,000 in 1983. Paternity was established on
behalf of 209,000 children in 1983, compared to only 15,000 in 1976.

THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AMENDMENTS OF 1984

As the effectiveness of the program grew, interest in enhancing
that effectiveness also grew. In 1984, the Congress enacted the
Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984 (P.L. 98-378).

The 1984 amendments reflected a specific effort to refocus the
child support enforcement program to serve a broader clientele. Al-
though the 1975 legislation required States to provide services to
all those who applied for them, regardless of whether they were re-
ceiving AFDC, a number of States had served relatively few non-
welfare mothers. The new legislation spoke in terms of serving all
children in the United States who are in need of assistance in se-
curing financial support from their parents, regardless of their cir-
cumstances. This intent was reinforced by a change in funding
rules to give States financial incentives to make collections on
behalf of both non-welfare and welfare families, instead of incen-
tives based solely on collections on behalf of welfare families, as
had been the case under prior law.

The 1984 amendments also gave the States specific new enforce-
ment tools. Under prior law, States were free to use the enforce-
ment tools they wished. Some States had used tough procedures,
others had not. This discretion was removed. The 1984 law required
all States to have in effect laws that establish the following proce-
dures with respect to cases being enforced under the Federally-
aided child support program:
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(1) Mandatory wage withholding for all families receiving
services under the title IV-D program (including both AFDC
and non-AFDC families) if support payments are delinquent in
an amount equal to one month's support. States must also
allow absent parents to request withholding at an earlier date;

(2) Imposing liens against real and personal property for
amounts of overdue support;

(3) Withholding of State tax refunds payable to a parent of a
child receiving IV-D services, if the parent is delinquent in
support payments;

(4) Making available information regarding the amount of
overdue support owed by an absent parent to any consumer
credit bureau, upon request of such organization;

(5) Requiring individuals who have demonstrated a pattern
of delinquent payments to post a bond, or give some other
guarantee to secure payment of overdue support;

(6) Establishing expedited processes within the State judicial
system or under administrative processes for obtaining and en-
forcing child support orders and, at the option of the State, for
determining paternity;

(7) Notifying each AFDC recipient at least once each year of
the amount of child support collected on behalf of that recipi-
ent; and

(8) Permitting the establishment of paternity until a child's
18th birthday.

In addition to requiring the States to adopt new enforcement
tools, the law also required the Internal Revenue Service to with-
hold Federal tax refunds that are due an individual who is delin-
quent in making child support payments, under specified circum-
stances. Under prior law such withholding occurred only with re-
spect to parents of children who are receiving welfare. The new
law extended the withholding procedure to the parents of non-wel-
fare children beginning with refunds payable in 1986.

Other major provisions included: a reduction in the Federal
matching rate from 70 percent to 68 percent in fiscal years 1988
and 1989, and to 66 percent in fiscal year 1990 and each year there-
after; a requirement that each State establish non-binding guide-
lines for child support awards within the State; and a revision of
the audit and penalty provision requiring the Federal Office of
Child Support Enforcement to conduct audits of State program per-
formance at least every three years (instead of every year as under
prior law), and to impose a gradually increasing penalty on States
that fail to operate a program that is in substantial compliance
with Federal laws and regulations.

FEDERAL OFFICE OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

One of the major concerns of the Committee when it designed
the child support enforcement program was to assure that the pro-
gram would have sufficient visibility and stature to be able to oper-
ate effectively. The 1974 Committee bill thus required the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare (now Health and Human
Services) to set up a separate organizational unit under the control
of an Assistant Secretary for child support who would report di-
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rectly to the Secretary. This provision was subsequently modified
by conferees to omit the requirement that the unit be headed by an
Assistant Secretary. However, the basic requirement of establish-
ing a separate unit under the control of a person designated by and
reporting directly to the Secretary was retained.

Under a March, 1977 reorganization of the Department, the
Commissioner of Social Security was designated as the Director of
the Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE). In 1986 the De-
partment was again reorganized and the Director of the new
Family Support Administration was designated to serve concur-
rently as Director of the OCSE. The Family Support Administra-
tion also is responsible for administering the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children program.

The responsibilities of the Director of the OCSE include: estab-
lishing State standards to assure program effectiveness, reviewing
and approving State plans, administering the audit and penalty
provisions of the law, providing States with technical assistance,
and setting organizational and staffing requirements for State
agencies.

STATE RESPONSIBILITIES

The basic responsibility for child support enforcement and estab-
lishment of paternity rests with the States. The law requires each
State to designate a single and separate organizational unit of
State government to administer the program. The 1967 child sup-
port legislation had required that the program be administered by
the welfare agency. The 1975 Act deleted this requirement in order
to give each State the opportunity to select the most effective ad-
ministrative mechanism. Most States have placed the child support
agency within the social or human services umbrella agency that
also administers the AFDC program. Some States, however, have
established different administrative arrangements. For example,
Alaska, Montana and Massachusetts have placed the child support
program in the State revenue department. In Texas, the State at-
torney general administers the program. The programs may be ad-
ministered either by a State agency, or by localities under State su-
pervision. Most programs are State administered.

States are required to operate their programs in accordance with
State plans. These plans must provide for the use of enforcement
tools, such as wage withholding, that were added as requirements
by the 1984 amendments. In addition, the plans must provide that
the State will undertake to secure support for an AFDC child
whose rights to support have been assigned to the State. (Assign-
ment of rights to support is a condition of eligibility for AFDC ben-
efits.) It must also provide for the establishment of paternity for
AFDC children.

With respect to non-AFDC families, the State must make avail-
able, upon application, the collection and paternity determination
services that are provided to AFDC families. The State must
charge an application fee for these services (set at a maximum of
$25, but the maximum is subject to future adjustment by the Secre-
tary to reflect changes in administrative costs). This fee may be
paid by the parent applying for the services, be recovered from the
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absent parent, or paid for by the State from its own funds. The
State may (but is not required to) recover costs in excess of the fee
either from the absent parent, or from the individual who receives
the services. If the State chooses the latter option, it must have in
effect a procedure whereby all persons in the State who have au-
thority to order support are informed that the costs will be collect-
ed from the individual to whom the services are made available.

State plans must also provide for: entering into cooperative ar-
rangements with appropriate courts and law enforcement officials
to assist the child support agency in administering the program; es-
tablishing and using a State Parent Locator Service to locate
absent parents; and cooperating with other States in establishing
paternity, locating absent parents, and in securing compliance with
an order by another State.

ROLE OF FEDERAL COURTS

Under the child support enforcement program, States may have
access to the Federal courts to enforce court orders for support in
cases involving interstate enforcement. It is the responsibility of
the director of the OCSE to receive applications from States for
permission to use these courts. He must approve applications for
use of the Federal district court if he finds that a State has not un-
dertaken to enforce the court order of the originating State within
a reasonable time, and that use of the Federal court is the only
reasonable method of enforcing the court order.

In practice, the States have made virtually no use of this inter-
state enforcement tool.

USE OF THE IRS

States may call upon the Internal Revenue Service for assistance
in collecting past-due support.

Amendments enacted in 1981 (P.L. 97-35) authorized the with-
holding from Federal tax refunds of past-due support owed on
behalf of an AFDC child. This authority was extended to include
past-due support owed on behalf of a non-AFDC child by the 1984
amendments. Amounts of past-due support that have been collected
through this offset mechanism have grown from $168 million in
1982 to $308 million in 1986. (See table B-46 for State-by-State
data.)

The statute also authorizes the States to request that the IRS use
its regular enforcement tools to collect delinquent child support
payments. States must reimburse the Federal Government for any
costs involved in making the collections. To date, little use has
been made of this mechanism ($489,900 was collected in 1986). (See
table B-47 for State-by-State data.)

FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR SERVICE

The statute requires the Secretary of HHS to establish and oper-
ate a Federal Parent Locator Service to be used to find absent par-
ents in order to enforce child support obligations. Upon request,
the Secretary must provide to an authorized person the most
recent address and place of employment of any absent parent if the

69-985 0 - 87 - 3
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information is contained in the records of the Department of
Health and Human Services, or can be obtained from any other de-
partment or agency of the United States or of any State.

The Federal Parent Locator Service processed more than 500,000
requests for location assistance in 1985.

WITHHOLDING FROM UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

The law requires the State child support agencies to use informa-
tion available from State unemployment offices to determine
whether any individual receiving compensation owes child support
obligations that are being enforced by the child support agency. If
so, the child support agency must either reach an agreement with
the individual for withholding from his unemployment compensa-
tion check or, in the absence of such an agreement, bring legal
process to require withholding. In 1985, about $25.8 million was col-
lected in this manner, up from $13.3 million in 1983. (See table B-
48 for State-by-State data.)

GARNISHMENT OF FEDERAL PAYMENTS

Title IV-D of the Social Security Act also includes a provision al-
lowing garnishment of wages and other payments made by the Fed-
eral Government for enforcement of child support and alimony ob-
ligations. The statute provides that moneys (the entitlement to
which is based upon remuneration for employment) payable by the
United States to any individual are subject to legal process brought
for the enforcement against such individual of his legal obligation
to provide child support or make alimony payments. The law sets
forth in detail the procedures which must be followed for service of
legal process, and specifies that the term "based upon remunera-
tion for employment" includes wages, periodic benefits for the pay-
ment of pensions, retirement or retired pay (including Social Secu-
rity and other retirement benefits), and other kinds of Federal pay-
ments.

ALLOTMENTS FOR SUPPORT OWED BY MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED
SERVICES

Title IV-D requires that in any case in which a member of the
uniformed services on active duty fails to make periodic child sup-
port payments under a child support order (which must meet speci-
ied criteria), and the delinquency is in an amount equal to the

support payable for two months or longer, the member must make
allotments from his pay and allowances. The amount of the allot-
ment is the amount necessary to comply with the order, subject to
limitations established by the Consumer Credit Protection Act.

FEDERAL MATCHING FOR ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

The Federal Government currently pays 70 percent of State and
local administrative costs for services to both AFDC and non-AFDC
families on an open-ended entitlement basis. The matching rate
was reduced from 75 percent to 70 percent by a provision in the
Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 (P.L. 97-247).
Under the Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984 (P.L.
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98-378), the matching will be further reduced to 68 percent for
fiscal years 1988 and 1989, and to 66 percent for fiscal year 1990
and years thereafter.

FEDERAL MATCHING FOR AUTOMATED SYSTEMS

Ninety percent Federal matching is available, on an open-ended
entitlement basis, to States that elect to establish an automatic
data processing and information retrieval system designed to assist
management in the administration of the State plan, so as to con-
trol, account for, and monitor all the factors in the support enforce-
ment collection and paternity determination process. Funds may be
used to plan, design, develop, and install or enhance the system.
The Secretary must approve the system as meeting specified condi-
tions before matching is available.

An amendment in the Child Support Enforcement Amendments
of 1984 specified that the 90 percent matching rate is available to
pay for the acquisition of computer hardware. The amendment also
specified that if a State meets the Federal requirements for 90 per-
cent matching, it may use 90 percent matching funds to pay for the
development and improvement of the income withholding and
other procedures required in the 1984 law.

According to the Administration, 33 States are currently in-
volved in some phase of development for Statewide, comprehensive
systems at the 90 percent matching rate. Federal spending for this
purpose has been as follows: Fiscal year 1983-$1.3 million; 1984-
$5.2 million; 1985-$11.1 million; 1986-$12 million; and 1987 (esti-
mated)-$31 million.

DISTRIBUTION OF COLLECTIONS

The first $50 in monthly support payments collected on behalf of
an AFDC family is passed on to the family without affecting the
amount of its AFDC payment. (This $50 "pass-through" provision
was added by P.L. 98-369.) (See Table B-1 for amounts that areraid to families under this provision in each State.) Additional col-
ections made on behalf of AFDC families are used to offset the

cost to the Federal and State governments of welfare payments
made to the family. The amounts retained by the government are
distributed between the Federal and State governments according
to the proportional matching share which each has under a State's
AFDC program.

Child support collections made on behalf on non-AFDC families
are generally passed through in full to the families, although if the
family has previously received AFDC, amounts collected that repre-
sent arrearages and are in excess of specified monthly support pay-
ments may (and in some cases must) be retained by the agency and
distributed between the Federal and State governments in the
same way that collections on behalf of AFDC recipients are distrib-
uted.

FEDERAL INCENTIVE PAYMENTS

As an incentive to encourage State and local governments to par-
ticipate in the child support program and to operate their pro-
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grams on a cost effective basis, the law provides a schedule of Fed-
eral incentive payments. Each State is eligible to receive a basic
payment equal to a minimum of 6 percent of collections made on
behalf of AFDC families, and 6 percent of collections made on
behalf of non-AFDC families. The amount of each State's incentive
payment can reach a high of 10 percent of AFDC collections, plus
10 percent of non-AFDC collections, depending on the State's ratio
of administrative costs to collections. There is a limit on the incen-
tive payments for non-AFDC collections. The incentive payments
for these collections currently may not exceed 100 percent of incen-
tive payments for AFDC collections. This percentage increases to
105 percent in fiscal year 1988, 110 percent in 1989 and 115 percent
in 1990 and years thereafter. The laboratory costs for blood-testing
for establishing paternity are excluded from the State's administra-
tive costs in determining the State's cost/collection ratios for pur-
poses of determining the amount of the incentive payment. (See
table B-31 for State-by-State data on incentive payments.)

Incentives are paid according to the following cost/collection
ratios (ratio of AFDC collections to total administrative costs, and
ratio of non-AFDC collections to total administrative costs).

Ratio

Incentive equal
to this

percent of
collections

Cost/collection ratio below 1.4:1...........................
Cost/collection ratio of:

1.4:1 .............................................................................................
1.6:1 .............................................................................................
1.8:1 .............................................................................................
2.0:1 .............................................................................................
2.2:1 .............................................................................................
2.4:1 .............................................................................................
2.6:1 .............................................................................................
2.8:1 .............................................................................................

TABLE B-l.-CHILD SUPPORT "PASSED-THROUGH" TO AFDC FAMILIES UNDER $50
DISREGARD PROVISION, FISCAL YEARS 1985 AND 1986

State 1985 1986

Alabama .....................................................................
Alaska ........................................................................
Arizona ......................................................................
Arkansas ....................................................................
California ...................................................................
Colorado .....................................................................
Connecticut ...............................................................
Delaware ...................................................................
District of Columbia........................
Florida .......................................................................
Georgia .......................................................................
Guam .........................................................................

$1,607,534
10,481

178,227
498,696

6,000,000
747,100
820,318
179,328
125,025

3,465,231
1,424,127

49,077

6

6.5
7.0
7.5
8.0
8.5
9.0
9.5

10.0

$4,159,874
290,828
539,721

2,149,422
26,646,023

1,589,1786
3,385,859

788,876
558,013

7,043,554
3,390,941

67,968
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TABLE B-1.-CHILD SUPPORT "PASSED-THROUGH"
DISREGARD PROVISION, FISCAL YEARS 1985

TO AFDC FAMILIES UNDER $50
AND 1986-Continued

State 1985 1986

Hawaii .......................................................................
Idaho ..........................................................................
Illinois ........................................................................
Indiana .......................................................................
Iowa........................
Kansas...........................
Kentucky ...................................................................
Louisiana ....................................................................
Maine ........................................................................
Maryland ...................................................................
Massachusetts ...........................................................
Michigan ...................................................................
Minnesota ...................................................................
Mississippi ..................................................................
Missouri ....................................................................
Montana .....................................................................
Nebraska ...................................................................
Nevada .......................................................................
New Hampshire..........................
New Jersey............................
New Mexico...........................
New York.............................
North Carolina..........................
North Dakota............................
Ohio ...........................................................................
Oklahoma ..................................................................
Oregon ......................................................................
Pennsylvania ..............................................................
Puerto Rico............................
Rhode Islands .............................................................
South Carolina..........................
South Dakota...........................
Tennessee ..................................................................
Texas ..........................................................................
Utah ..........................................................................
Vermont ....................................................................
Virgin Islands...........................
Virginia ......................................................................
W ashington ...............................................................
West Virginia...........................
Wisconsin ...................................................................
Wyoming ....................................................................

Nationwide total.....................

252,0186,114
4,651,009
3,392,920
1,031,219

318,735
1,406,258

72,655
1,543,096
2,911,254
2,159,635
9,842,753
3,977,720

166,329
2,652,363

88,382
278,617
135,710
114,336

2,607,207
164,100

12,635,241
3,649,126

432,528
0

785,646
2,174,462

0
632,235

1,125,811
1,579,647

228,011
2,157,948
1,386,764

739,372
193,406

22,276
1,260,436
3,301,102

842,273
7,616,205

141,317
93,772,380

1,033,651
598,533

6,109,790
5,528,974
4,487,517
1,502,530
3,029,0084,441,800
2,191,697
6,934,473
9,908,670

21,042,108
5,836,068
1,710,280
3,120,432

476,313
1,186,224

356,772
455,02510,730,824
689,303

23,615,493
8,470,100

600,081
14,180,586
1,177,6272,305,597

16,086,690
899,147

1,210,817
3,474,364

442,851
3,618,099
3,130,938
1,406,728

812,161
91,935

2,037,102
4,677,849
1,158,736
9,913,927

312,744
241,610,429

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, February 9, 1987.
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B. Implementation of the 1984 Amendments
The Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984 (P.L. 98-

378) required the States to implement a number of new enforce-
ment tools designed to improve collections on behalf of both AFDC
and non-AFDC families. These enforcement tools had an effective
date of October 1, 1985. However, if there was a finding by the Sec-
retary of HHS that implementation required a change in State law,
the State was given leeway in implementation to accommodate the
scheduling of the next session of the State legislature.

Although nearly all jurisdictions now have in place legislation
that enables them to use the mandatory techniques, only 27 juris-
dictions have fully met Federal requirements for implementing the
eight major mandatory enforcement techniques. The fact that a
State is considered to have met Federal implementation require-
ments does not necessarily mean that the enforcement technique is
being widely used. Many States that are counted as having imple-
mented a procedure are only beginning to use it. Keeping this in
mind, the major enforcement tools and the status of implementa-
tion by the States is reported by HHS to be as follows (as of Janu-
ary 28, 1987):

(1) Mandatory wage withholding for all IV-D families (AFDC
and non-AFDC) if support payments are delinquent in an
amount equal to one month's support. States must also allow
absent parents to request withholding at an earlier date.

Wage withholding is generally considered to be
the most important and effective of the newly
mandated procedures. To date, 30 States have
fully met Federal implementation requirements.
(All States have some kind of legislation authoriz-
ing wage withholding.) The States that have met
the requirements and the date the requirements
were met are as follows:

A labam a .................................
A laska .....................................
A rizona ....................................
Arkansas ................................
Florida .....................................
G eorgia ....................................
H aw aii .....................................
Idaho ........................................
Indiana ....................................
Iowa ..........................................
Louisiana ................................
M aine .......................................
M aryland ................................
M ichigan .................................
M innesota ..............................
M ississippi ..............................
N ebraska .................................
New Hampshire...............
New Jersey..................
New York...................
North Carolina...............

October 28, 1986
May 2, 1986
October 28, 1986
May 1, 1986
December 4, 1986
June 17, 1986
December 22, 1986
June 30, 1986
June 13, 1986
September 26, 1986
October 2, 1986
December 16, 1986
August 4, 1986
April 1, 1986
March 12, 1986
October 9, 1986
August 22, 1986
September 12, 1986
September 29, 1986
June 30, 1986
October 9, 1986
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Oklahoma ................................ October 1, 1986
Oregon ..................................... October 23, 1985
South Carolina ....................... October 9, 1986
South Dakota .......................... September 18, 1986
Tennessee ................................ September 4, 1986
U tah ......................................... February 12, 1986
Virgin Islands ......................... December 19, 1986
Virginia ................................... October 31, 1986
Washington ............................. October 24, 1986

(2) Imposing liens against real and personal property for
amounts of overdue support.

All jurisdictions have statutes that address this
requirement; fifty have implemented it.

(3) Withholding of State tax refunds payable to a parent of a
child receiving IV-D services, if the parent is delinquent in
support payments.

Forty-four jurisdictions have statutes that ad-
dress this requirement; thirty-six have implement-
ed it. Ten States have a Statewide exemption from
implementing the requirement (e.g., because the
State has no income tax).

(4) Making available information regarding the amount of
overdue support owed by an absent parent to any consumer
credit bureau, upon request of such organization.

Fifty-two jurisdictions have statutes addressing
this requirement; 47 have implemented it.

(5) Requiring individuals who have demonstrated a pattern
of delinquent payments to post a bond, or give some other
guarantee to secure payment of overdue support.

All jurisdictions have statutes addressing this
requirement; 49 have implemented it.

(6) Establishing expedited processes within the State judicial
system or under administrative processes for obtaining and en-
forcing child support orders and, at the option of the State, for
determining paternity.

Fifty jurisdictions have statutes addressing this
requirement; 36 have implemented it.

(7) Permitting the establishment of paternity until a child's
18th birthday.

Fifty-three jurisdictions have statutes address-
ing this requirement; 53 have implemented it.

(8) Procedures under which all child support orders that are
issued or modified in the State will include provisions for with-
holding from wages, in order to assure that withholding as a
means of collecting child support is available if arrearages
occur without the necessity of filing application for services
under the IV-D program.

Fifty-two jurisdictions have statutes that ad-
dress the requirement; 46 have implemented it.

Other major requirements of the 1984 amendments and the
status of implementation are as follows:

(1) The establishment of State guidelines for child support
award amounts within the State which are made available to
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all judges and other officials who have the power to determine
awards, but are not binding upon the judges or officials (effec-
tive October 1, 1987).

Thirty jurisdictions have some form of guide-
lines in place (some of which may not fully
comply with Federal requirements); 24 have
planned implementation.

(2) The establishment of State Commissions (appointed by
the Governor) to study and report on the operation of the
State's child support system, with special attention to visita-
tion, standards for support, effectiveness of State programs and
other areas of concern.

A total of 41 jurisdictions -have appointed com-
missions that have reported to the governors.
Eleven States were granted waivers from this re-
quirement. (The 1984 amendments gave the Secre-
tary the authority to waive the requirement for a
commission if he determined that the State had in
place objective standards for child support obliga-
tions, had convened a commission or council
within the last 5 years, or was found to be making
satisfactory progress toward fully effective child
support enforcement.)

C. Census Data Relating to Receipt of Child Support
The U.S. Bureau of the Census has conducted surveys specifically

designed to derive information on the receipt of child support.
These surveys have been conducted in 1979, 1982 and 1984.

Findings from the most recent (1984) survey show that 58 per-
cent of women living with children under 21 years of age were
awarded (or had an agreement to receive) child support. About 42
percent of those who were not awarded support were women who
had never been married, 23 percent were women who were cur-
rently separated, 21 percent were women who were currently di-
vorced, and 14 percent were women who were divorced but had re-
married.

Women who had been married were far more likely to have been
awarded child support than never-married women. More than
three-fourths of women who were currently divorced, or divorced
but remarried, had child support awards. Only 18 percent of never-
married women had been awarded child support.

Awards also varied significantly by the educational attainment
of the women. Only 42 percent of those with less than a high school
education had been awarded support, compared with 71 percent of
those who had four or more years of college education.

Eighty percent of those who had been awarded support were sup-
posed to receive payments in 1983. Of those who were supposed to
receive payments, about half received the full amount they were
due. Nearly a quarter received nothing at all.

The Census data show that the amount of child support that is
received is relatively low. The mean amount of support for all
women who receivedsome payment increased from $2,110 in 1981
to $2,340 in 1983. After adjusting for inflation, however, payments
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showed no significant change in real terms. Consequently, accord-
ing to the Census data, average child support payments in 1983 re-
mained about 15 percent below the level r ported in 1978 in real
terms. Child support payments as a pe stage of the average
income of men remained at about the same level-13 percent-in
all three survey years.

Excerpts from the Bureau of the Census publication, "Child Sup-
port and Alimony: 1983", are included at the end of this Part (Ap-
pendix B).

D. Family Status of Children

Both the number and percentage of children living with one
parent have grown substantially in the last quarter century. In
1960, 5.8 million children, or 9.2 percent of all children under 18,
lived with one parent. By 1985, the number had grown to 14.6 mil-
lion, or 23.4 percent of all children. (See Table B-2.)

The number of children living with a never-married parent has
also grown substantially, from 243,000 or 0.4 percent of all children
in 1960, to 3.8 million, or six percent of all children in 1985.

These numbers represent a snapshot of children at a particular
time. The number of children living in other than a two-parent
family during some part of their childhood is very much greater.
Sandra Hofferth of the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development published research findings in the February,
1985 Journal of Marriage and the Family which project that, by
age 17, 70 percent of white children born in 1980 will have spent at
least some time with only one parent before they reach age 18. The
proportion for black children is 94 percent. Of children born in
1980, white children can be expected to spend 31 percent of their
childhood years with one parent, black children 59 percent. The re-
search shows that children's experience depends on family type at
birth. According to the Hofferth projections, 64 percent of white
children born in 1980 into a first-marriage family could expect to
live at ebme point in a one-parent family by age 17; they could
expect to spend 25 percent of their childhood in such a family. The
comparable figures are 89 percent and 44 percent for black chil-
dren born in the same year.

TABLE B-2.-STATUS OF CHILDREN: 1960-85
[In thousands]

1960 1970 1975 1980 1985

Children under 18:
Total in population..............63,727 69,162 64,165 63,427 62,415
Living with 1 parent..............5,832 8,199 11,246 12,466 14,635

As percent of all children..........9.2 11.9 17.5 19.7 23.4
Living with never-married parent......... 243 557 1,198 1,820 3,756

As percent of all children ................... .4 .8 1.9 2.9 6.0
Receiving AFDC 1........................................2,314 6,214 8,095 7,419 7,163

1 Includes some children age 18-22 for years 1960-80.
Source: Based on Census and DHHS publications.
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E. Enforcement of Interstate Support Obligations
Since the child support enforcement program began in 1975

there has been provision in the law to require States to cooperate
in enforcing interstate cases. Specifically, the law requires each
State to cooperate with any other State in establishing paternity,
locating absent parents, and in securing compliance by an absent
parent with an order issued in another State.

The Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984 included a
provision to encourage interstate cooperation by providing Feaeral
incentive payments or collections made in interstate cases to both
the initiating and responding States. In addition, the legislation au-
thorized $7 million in fiscal year 1985, $12 million in 1986, and $15
million in 1987 and years thereafter to fund special projects devel-
oped by States for demonstrating innovative techniques for improv-
ing child support collections in interstate cases.

n 1982, the Office of Child Support Enforcement funded a grant
to study problems in the area of interstate collections and to rec-
ommend changes to improve State procedures. One of the recom-
mendations of the Interstate Child Support Collections Study
(issued May 1, 1985) was the development by the Federal Govern-
ment of more comprehensive regulations governing interstate
cases. On December 2, 1986, the Department of Health and Human
Services published proposed regulations that would require States
to extend to interstate IV-D cases the full range of services avail-
able in the State for locating absent parents, establishing paterni-
ty, establishing child support obligations, and securing compliance
by an absent parent with a support order. In addition, the proposed
regulations would require that each State establish a central regis-
try for receiving and controlling all incoming interstate IV-D
cases.

It has long been recognized that States have been giving inad-
equate attention to the enforcement of interstate support obliga-
tions. Until recently, however, there have been no data on inter-
state enforcement activities. As a result of the 1984 amendments
requiring more detailed data collection, some information on inter-
state activities is becoming available. According to the Office of
Child Support Enforcement, in 1986 States reported using their
title IV-D programs to make AFDC collections on behalf of other
States totaling $79 million, and non-AFDC collections totaling $153
million. See tables B-3 and B-4 for State-by-State interstate collec-
tion data for AFDC (including foster care) and non-AFDC cases.

TABLE B-3.-CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS MADE ON BEHALF OF OTHER STATES (AFDC

AND FOSTER CARE CASES), FISCAL YEARS 1985 AND 1986

State 1985 1986

Alabam a ..................................................................................................... $889,1 40
Alaska ........................................................................ $313,450 1,288,185
Arizona ....................................................................................................... 1,673,816
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TABLE B-3.-CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS MADE ON BEHALF OF OTHER STATES (AFDC
AND FOSTER CARE CASES), FISCAL YEARS 1985 AND 1986-Continued

State 1985 1986

Arkansas .................................................................................................... 969,521
California .................................................................................................... 13,800,107
Colorado ..................................................................................................... 2,1 20,405
Connecticut ................................................................................................ 1,532,255
Delaware .................................................................... 96,867 2,101,395
District of Columbia .................................................................................... 686,854
Florida ........................................................................................................ 6,934,238
Georgia ....................................................................................................... 1,357,975
Guam ......................................................................... 8,062 33,752
Hawaii ........................................................................ 106,037 502,587
Idaho .......................................................................................................... 191,514
Illinois ........................................................................................................ 2,497,433
Indiana .................................................................................................. ... .. 2,124,850
Iowa ..................................................................................................... ...... 697,976
Kansas ....................................................................................................... 838,334
Kentucky .................................................................................................... 1765,360
Louisiana .................................................................................................... 209,785
Maine ......................................................................................................... 315,972
Maryland .................................................................................................... 500,000
Massachusetts ............................................................................................ 2,835,052
Michigan .................................................................................................... 542,262
Minnesota ................................................................... 535,221 1,980,932
Mississippi .................................................................................................. 335,178
Missouri ..................................................................................................... 278,962
Montana ..................................................................................................... 96,645
Nebraska .................................................................................................... 317,220
Nevada ....................................................................... 672,942 1,968,236
New Hampshire . ...................................................................... . . ......... 410,802
New Jersey ................................................................................................. 2,813,207
New Mexico ................................................................................................ 729,009
New York ................................................................................................... 723,288
North Carolina ............................................................................................ 614,069
North Dakota .............................................................................................. 162,151
Ohio ........................................................................................................... 1,423,081
Oklahoma ................................................................................................... 988,850
Oregon....................................................................................................... 3,200,782
Pennsylvania .............................................................................................. 1,924,744
Puerto Rico ................................................................................................ 1,865,747
Rhode Island.................................. 670,440
South Carolina ....................................................................................... 2,209,263
South Dakota ............................................................................................. 443,595
Tennessee ................................................................................................... 1,654,525
Texas .......................................................................................................... 2,850,581
Utah ........................................................................................................... 657,080
Vermont ...................................................................................................................................
Virgin Islands ..................................................................................... 33,499
Virginia....n. . ... ................... . ................. .173,278

ashingon..... ...6..............- 1,966,277 4,577,139
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TABLE B-3.-CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS MADE ON BEHALF OF OTHER STATES (AFDC
AND FOSTER CARE CASES), FISCAL YEARS 1985 AND 1986-Continued

State 1985 1986

West Virginia .............................................................................................. 190
Wisconsin ................................................................................................... 491,711
Wyoming .................................................................................................... 106,343

Nationwide total ........................................... 3,698,856 79,109,315

Source: Department of Health and Human Services, February 9, 1987.

TABLE B-4.-CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS MADE ON BEHALF OF OTHER STATES (NON-

AFDC CASES), FISCAL YEARS 1985 AND 1986

State 1985 1986

Alabama ..................................................................................................... $1,494,262
Alaska ........................................................................ $380,216 1,1794,481
Arizona ...................................................................................................... . 2,477,362
Arkansas .................................................................................................... 1,136,315
California ................................................................................................... . 16,275,135
Colorado ..................................................................................................... 4,133,776
Connecticut ................................................................................................ 3,551,655
Delaware .................................................................... 356,419 ..............................
District of Columbia .................................................................................... 715,842
Florida ........................................................................................................ 13,196,761
Georgia .............................................................................................. ...... 3,639,134
Guam ......................................................................... 12,057 65,525
Hawaii ........................................................................ 197,409 1,345,264
Idaho .................................................................................................... .... 473,976
Illinois ....................................................................................................... . 2,8171, 55
Indiana ....................................................................................................... 1,364,157
Iowa ........................................................................................................... 969,000
Kansas ....................................................................................................... 1,217,549
Kentucky .................................................................................................... 1,835,830
Louisiana .................................................................................................... 3,985,506
Maine ......................................................................................................... 914,409
Maryland .................................................................................................... 4,500,000
Massachusetts ............................................................................................ 4,899,658
Michigan ...................................................................................... . ...... 4,468,012
Minnesota ................................................................... 319,169 2,140,982
M ississippi .................................................................................................. 61 5,394
M issouri ..................................................................................................... 617,604
Montana ..................................................................................................... 64,343
Nebraska .................................................................................................... 528,316
Nevada ....................................................................... 1,681,839 3,231,958
New Hampshire .......................................................................................... 3,013,793
New Jersey ................................................................................................. 10,066,037
New Mexico ................................................................................................ 593,235
New York ................................................................................................... 17,207,286
North Carolina ............................................................................................ 20,787
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TABLE B-4.-CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS MADE ON BEHALF OF OTHER STATES (NON-
AFDC CASES), FISCAL YEARS 1985 AND 1986-Continued

State 1985 1986

d north Dakota .............................................................................................. 1 18,230
hio ........................................................................................................... 2,1 74,587

Oklahoma ................................................................................................... 1,424,032
Oregon ....................................................................................................... 3,668,075
Pennsylvania .............................................................................................. 1,864,479
Puerto Rico ................................................................................................ 668,396
Rhode Island ............................................................................................... 436,290
South Carolina ............................................................................................ 153,881
South Dakota ............................................................................................. 182,579
Tennessee ................................................................................................... 3,480,013
Texas .......................................................................................................... 5,051,421
Utah ........................................................................................................... 1 ,03 7,770
Verm ont ...................................................................................................................................
Virgin Islands ............................................................................................. 152,595
Virginia ....................................................................................................... 517,155
W ashington ................................................................ 2,301,162 5,327,583
W est Virginia ............................................................................................................................
W isconsin ................................................................................................... 945,207
W yom ing .................................................................................................... 422,476

Nationwide total ........................................... 5,248,271 152,995,268

Source: Department of Health and Human Services.

F. Use of Guidelines in Setting Support Awards
Prior to the 1984 amendments, there was no provision in the law

that addressed the adequacy or reasonableness of the amount of
support awarded by judges or other officials with the authority to
make child support awards. In 1984, the Committee on Finance ap-
proved an amendment, which was included in the final legislation,
that required States to develop a set of guidelines to be considered
in determining support orders. Under the amendment, each State
has the authority to determine the nature of its guidelines. The
guidelines may be established by law or by judicial or administra-
tive action. They must be made available to all judges and other
officials who have the power to determine child support awards
within the State, but need not be binding upon the judges or other
officials. The 1984 amendment also requires the Secretary of HHS
to furnish technical assistance to the States in establishing their
guidelines.

The Office of Child Support Enforcement reports that currently
some form of guidelines have been implemented in 30 States.
(Some of these may not conform to Federal rules.) In 9 States
guidelines are used by the Court as a rebuttable presumption: Cali-
fornia, Colorado, Delaware, Hawaii, Illinois, Minnesota, New
Jersey, South Dakota, and Utah. In 7 States guidelines are used as
a rebuttable presumption under administrative procedures; Alaska,
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Iowa, Maine, Missouri, Montana, Oregon an' Virginia. Advisory
guidelines are used in 13 States: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Con-
necticut, Georgia, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North.Carolina,
North Dakota, South Carolina, Washington, Wisconsin (will become
presumptive in July, 1987) and Wyoming. The presumptive or advi-
sory determination is left to the counties in the State of Pennsylva-
nia.

As part of its fiscal year 1988 budget, the Administration has
proposed that States be required to adopt child support guidelines
as a rebuttable presumption and to periodically review andemodify
support orders under appropriate circumstances. The guidelines
would have to meet minimal Federal standards as set by the Secre-
tary in regulations and could not discriminate between AFDC and
non-AFDC families.

Appendix A, at the end of this part, provides a brief description
of selected child support guidelines that was prepared by Policy
Studies, Inc. It includes case examples and graphs to illustrate the
results obtained by using different kinds of guidelines.

G. Program Development
On a national basis, the child support enforcement program has

continued to experience increased collections in recent years. There
have also been increases in program activities, including the
number of paternities established, the number of parents located
and the number of support obligations established. However, recent
national statistics do not yet reflect any significant impact from
the 1984 amendments. The reasons for this are not fully under-
stood, but an underlying cause appears to be that it has taken
many States a substantial length of time to enact statutory
changes and to implement the newly required enforcement proce-
dures. It may be that statistics for fiscal year 1987 will show more
significant program increases than occurred in 1986.

Collections on behalf of AFDC families increased from $1.090 bil-
lion in 1985 to $1.227 billion in 1986, an increase of 13 percent.
(AFDC collections increased 14 percent from 1983 to 1984.) Collec-
tions on behalf of non-AFDC families increased from $1.604 billion
in 1985 to $2.024 billion in 1986, an increase of 26 percent. (Non-
AFDC collections increased 20 percent from 1983 to 1984.) A signifi-
cant part of recent collection increases is due to the IRS tax refund
offset program. The following graph shows AFDC and non-AFDC
collections in constant (1986) dollars over the period 1982-1986.

With respect to establishment of paternity, States reported that
they established paternity in 245,000 cases in 1986, a 5 percent in-
crease over 1985. There was also a 5 percent increase in the
number of paternity establishment cases reported for 1984 over
1983. States reported that they established 723,000 support obliga-
tions in 1986, an increase of 8 percent over 1985. There was a 16
percent increase in the number of support obligations established
in 1984 over 1983. See Table B-5 for a summary of national per-
formance statistics, 1982 to 1986. Tables B-6 through B-25 show
program performance for each of the States represented on the
Committee on Finance. (These tables and graphs were prepared by
the Congressional Research Service using data from the Office of
Child Support Enforcement, dated February 9, 1987.)
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TABLE B-26.--SUMMARY OF NATIONAL STATISTICS, SELECTED FISCAL YEARS

1978 1981 1984 1985 1986

I. Financial data (in millions)
Collections:

Total ....................................................... $1,0
AFDC ........................................................... 4
Non-AFDC .................................................... 5

Administration: Total.....................
Incentive payments......................

3

)47 $1,629 $2,378 $2,694 $3,252
172 671 1,000 1,090 1,227
R75 958 1,378 - 1,604 2,024

112 526 722 814 939
54 91 134 145 158

II. Program operations (in thousands)
Average number of cases in which collectionmade:

A FD C 1I ........................................................
Non-AFDC ....................................................

Families removed from AFDC due to child sup-
port .................................................................

Parents located.........................
Paternities established.....................
Support obligations established.................
Percent of AFDC assistance payments recovered

through child support....................
Total child support collections per dollar of total

administrative expenses...................

458
249

19
454
I11
315

(3)

$3.35

548 647 684 767
325 547 654 763

46
696
164
414

41
875
219
573

34
878
232
669

2 287
1,046

2W '
726

5.2 7.0 7.3 8.6

$3.09 $3.29 $3.31 $3.46
I Includes both current cases and cases in which only arrearages were collected.
2 A new reporting system instituted in 1986 changed this reporting category to include all IV-A cases closed

when a child support payment was received. This includes cases closed for other reasons.
3 Not available.
Source Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987

TABLE B-27.-TOTAL CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86
[In thousands of dollars]

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama .................................
Alaska ...................................
Arizona ..................................
Arkansas ................................
California ...............................
Colorado ................................
Connecticut.................
Delaware ...............................
District of Columbia.. . ..........
Florida ...................................
Georgia ..................
Guam ....................................
Hawaii ....................................

8,059
7,387

10,420
5s552

247,023
16,937
37,078

7,383
2,574

20,274
9,499

259
8,223

8,642
9,704

10,563
7,401

254,586
17,178
39,226
8,096
3,521

19,080
13,439

390
10,086

11,977
10,307
14,246

7,808
285,803

15,129
43,160
9,757
3,993

42,752
18,585

484
10,271

25,532
10,794
12,874
9,988

305,096
18,324
48,209
10,697
4,692

45,751
26,280

432
11,642

32,499
12,831
13,730
14,864

337,810
19,055
54,477
12,232
5,185

63,135
34,275

486
11,790
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TABLE B-27.-TOTAL CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-
86-Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Idaho ......................................
Illinois ....................................
Indiana ...................................
Iowa .......................................
Kansas ...................................
Kentucky ................................
Louisiana ................................
Maine .....................................
Maryland ................................
Massachusetts ........................
Michigan ................................
Minnesota ...............................
Mississippi ..............................
Missouri .................................
Montana .................................
Nebraska ................................
Nevada ...................................
New Hampshire ......................
New Jersey .............................
New Mexico ............................
New York ...............................
North Carolina ........................
North Dakota ..........................
Ohio .......................................
Oklahoma ...............................
Oregon ..........
Pennsylvania ..........................
Puerto Rico ............................
Rhode Island ...........................
South Carolina ........................
South Dakota .........................
Tennessee ...............................
Texas ......................................
Utah .......................................
Vermont .................................
Virgin Islands .........................
Virginia ...................................
W ashington ............................
W est Virginia ..........................
W isconsin ...............................
W yoming ................................

Nationwide total .......

4,447
21,599
14,589
K6,809
9,600

14,646
22,319

7,465
54,705
63,612

240,438
37,833

2,691
18,586

1,750
17,124
4,711
4,620

131,602
3,470

151,802
22,267

2,311
30,953

3,895
46,684

255,480
17,383

5,380
6,152
2,122

17,491
13,841
11,948

3,256
657

12,229
36,550

2,637
43,151

876
1,770,378

4,689
32,024
20,788
29,184

9,921
19,702
25,753
10,234
77,128
72,319

273,798
44,892

4,886
18,117
2,415

20,044
5,555

11,621
143,225

4,613
174,453

30,830
2,723

34,861
5,233

38,051
285,828
31,984

7,195
7,460
2,846

19,077
17,941
13,594
2,828

683
13,616
41,642

3,433
56,040

1,016

4,726
42,875
26,048
33,139
10,887
22,365
27,407
12,051
76,637
84,059

305,420
52,151

5,299
24,818

2,894
24,212

6,441
11,884

183,371
5,522

182,541
37,291

3,372
41,569

7,545
37,401

327,663
85,210

7,910
11,077

2,732
22,295
25,003
14,666
2,879
1,479

13,953
46,034

3,977
65,434

1,253

5,814
54,529
33,683
34,349
11,429
25,144
34,258
14,120
83,806
98,339

341,178
58,849

6,895
34,520

3,906
29,905

7,279
12,771

200,155
6,291

199,550
45,042
3,645

82,700
9,233

39,778
371,162
54,265

8,633
11,062
3,153

23,562
30,311
16,758

3,683
2,338

16,277
56,829
4,690

82,070
1,230

10,954
72,647
47,012
40,558
16,416
27,956
39,932
17,730
95,737

109,311
424,646

68,888
11,797
54,997

4,631
34,205

8,976
14,203

229,569
7,978

221,953
55,380

4,665
124,745

12,976
49,150

414,802
58,791
10,465
21,756

4,473
31,776
43,404
22,316
4,636
2,037

24,610
64,185

5,701
121,260

2,081
2,024,183 2,377,788 2,693,528 3,251,759

Source. Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.
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TABLE B-28.-TOTAL AFDC AND FOSTER CARE CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS, BY STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-1986

(In thousands of dollars]

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama................8,059 7,788 8,778 14,863 14,454
Alaska.................1,047 1,780 1,728 2,057 2,797
Arizona.................1,249 1,459 2,165 1,636 2,725
Arkansas................3,031 4,593 5,183 6,318 8,083
California...............136,393 136,962 151,998 154,023 172,413
Colorado................5,990 9,330 8,985 9,371 11,135
Connecticut..............21,308 20,627 21,945 23,605 26,081
Delaware................1,957 2,275 3,501 3,847 3,987
District of Columbia...........1,813 2,420 2,242 2,609 2,769
Florida................14,285 10,408 30,587 26,260 28,201
Georgia.................8,106 11,355 14,815 19,267 20,455
Guam ............................................. 164 259 295 280 272
Hawaii.................3,345 4,481 4,488 5,162 5,137
Idaho ................. 3,409 3,805 3,869 4,324 4,803
Illinois ................ 17,014 18,970 24,414 27,935 32,391
Indiana................11,649 17,646 22,540 24,585 29,702
Iowa ................ 18,113 19,483 22,518 23,858 26,015
Kansas.................7,765 7,806 8,119 9,781 10,298
Kentucky................3,751 6,315 6,387 9,440 11,200
Louisiana................9,301 9,640 10,327 13,042 14,455
Maine ................ 5,991 8,401 9,695 10,527 12,796
Maryland..............15,192 27,772 24,202 28,197 31,529
Massachusetts............40,368 40,475 42,919 46,342 50,398
Michigan...............101,339 97,693 106,770 111,924 125,425
Minnesota...............23,124 25,708 28,600 30,805 33,920
Mississippi...............2,396 4,544 4,900 4,807 5,928
Missouri................12,434 11,499 14,332 16,978 18,728
Montana............... 1,237 1,833 2,272 3,195 3,438
Nebraska................3,175 3,675 4,278 5,863 5,815
Nevada ................ 1,510 1,824 1,759 1,730 2,859
New Hampshire.............2,302 2,648 2,459 2,522 2,336
New Jersey..............33,606 41,103 50,342 51,155 57,785
New Mexico..............2,218 2,891 3,537 3,750 4,837
New York...............54,631 68,622 68,704 79,148 82,512
North Carolina.............12,795 18,794 20,877 23,530 27,803
North Dakota..............1,762 2,011 2,353 2,659 3,117
Ohio ................ 30,081 33,403 39,917 47,584 59,245
Oklahoma................2,606 3,647 5,602 6,559 7,218
Oregon ............... 16,451 12,645 12,216 14,123 15,267
Pennsylvania.............40,585 47,134 57,897 62,790 74,459
Puerto Rico .................................... 686 917 1,210 1,525 1,820
Rhode Island..............3,869 4,217 4,966 5,126 5,900
South Carolina.............4,712 6,014 8,745 7,720 10,549
South Dakota..............1,431 2,175 2,111 2,305 2,677
Tennessee...............5,900 5,566 6,467 5,868 9,757
Texas ................ 6,868 10,878 13,245 15,958 17,619
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TABLE B-28.-TOTAL AFDC AND FOSTER CARE CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS, BY STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-1986-Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Utah ............................................... 10,065 11,642 11,591 11,441 12,139
Vermont ......................................... 3,037 2,626 2,668 3.161 3,640
Virgin Islands ................................. 178 139 158 210 212
Virginia ........................................... 10,398 11,758 12,026 13,930 13,686
Washington .................................... 22,083 26,494 29,173 32,021 36,372
West Virginia .................................. 2,487 3,311 3,868 4,543 5,344
Wisconsin ....................................... 32,019 39,581 44,522 48,720 53,633
Wyoming ........................................ 619 789 855 793 1,279

National total .................... 785,930 879,861 1,000,147 1,089,798 1,227,442

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.

TABLE B-29.-TOTAL NON-AFDC CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS
1982-86

[in thousands of dollars]

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama ..................................... 0 854 3,199 10,669 18,044
Alaska ........................................ 6,339 7,924 8,578 8,736 10,034
Arizona ....................................... 9,170 9,104 12,081 11,237 11,004
Arkansas .................................... 2,521 2,808 2,625 3,670 6,781
California .................................... 110,629 117,623 133,805 151,072 165,456
Colorado ..................................... 10,947 7,848 6,143- 8,952 7,919
Connecticut ................................ 15,770 18,599 21,214 24,604 28,396
Delaware .................................... 5,425 5,820 6,256 6,850 8,245
District of Columbia .................... 761 1,100 1,750 2,083 2,415
Florida ........................................ 5,988 8,671 12,165 19,490 34,934
Georgia ....................................... 1,392 2,083 3,769 7,012 13,819
Guam ......................................... 94 131 189 151 213
Hawaii ........................................ 4,878 5,604 5,783 6,479 6,653
Idaho ..........................................- 1,038 884 856 1,490 6,150
Illinois ........................................ 4,584 13,053 18,461 26,594 40,255
Indiana ....................................... 2,939 3,142 3,507 9,097 17,309
Iowa ........................................... 8,695 9,701 10,621 10,491 14,542
Kansas ....................................... 1,835 2,114 2,768 1,648 6,117
Kentucky .................................... 10,894 13,386 15,977 15,704 16,756
Louisiana .................................... 13,018 16,112 17,079 21,215 25,476
Maine ......................................... 1,473 1,833 2,356 3,592 4,934
Maryland .................................... 39,512 49,355 52,434 55,609 64,207
Massachusetts ............................ 23,243 31,843 41,140 51,996 58,913
Michigan .................................... 139,098 176,105 198,650 229,253 299,220
Minnesota ................................... 14,709 19,184 23,551 28,044 34,968
Mississippi .................................. 295 342 399 2,088 5,869
Missouri ..................................... 6,152 6,617 10,485 17,542 36,269
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TABLE B-29.-TOTAL NON-AFDC CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS
1982-86-Continued
[In thousands of dollars]

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Montana .....................................
Nebraska ...................................
Nevada .......................................
New Hampshire...............
New Jersey..................
New Mexico..................
New York...................
North Carolina.................
North Dakota..................
O hio ..........................................
Oklahoma ..................................
Oregon ......................................
Pennsylvania ..............................
Puerto Rico..................
Rhode Island.................
South Carolina................
South Dakota.................
Tennessee ...................................
Texas ..........................................
Utah ..........................................
Vermont ....................................
Virgin Islands.................
Virginia ......................................
Washington ...............................West Virginia..................

Wisconsin ..................................
Wyoming ...................................

Nationwide totals .......... 9

513 581
13,948 16,369
3,201 3,731
2,317 8,972

97,996 102,121
1,252 1,722

97,170 105,831
9,472 12,035

548 712
871 1,458

1,289 1,585
30,233 25,406

214,894 238,694
16,696 31,067

1,511 2,978
1,440 1,446

690 671
11,590 13,510
6,972 7,062
1,883 1,951

219 201
478 543

1,831 1,858
14,467 15,148

149 122
11,131 16,459

257 227
384,447 1,144,322

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.

TABLE B-30.--AMOUNTS OF CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTED BY WAGE WITHHOLDING AS A
PERCENT OF COLLECTIONS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1986

Aspercentage of As percentage of non-State AFOCcollections AFDC collections

Alabama .....................................................................
Alaska ........................................................................
Arizona ......................................................................
Arkansas ....................................................................
California ....................................................................
Colorado .....................................................................
Connecticut ...............................................................
Delaware ....................................................................
District of Columbia........................

23.2
23.6
17.0
20.2
25.4
19.8
45.9
45.9
53.2

32.2
25.1
17.0
20.9
26.6
9.6
.0

54.1
42.6

621
19,933
4,681
9,424

133,029
1,985

113,836
16,414

1,018
1,651
1,942

25,184
269,766
84,000

2,943
2,322

620
15,827
11,758
3,074

211
1,320
1,927

16,861
109

20,911
397

1,377,641

710
24,042

5,548
10,248

149,000
2,541

120,401
21,511

985
35,115

2,673
25,654

308,372
52,739

3,507
3,342

848
17,693
14,352
5,317

521
2,128
2,347

24,808
146

33,350
437

1,603,729

1,193
28,389

6,117
11,867

171,784
3,140

139,441
27,577

1,547
65,499

5,758
33,882

340,342
56,971
4,565

11,206
1,795

22,018
25,784
10,176

995
1,825

10,923
27,812

356
67,626

801
2,024,317

mn
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TABLE B-30.-AMOUNTS OF CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTED BY WAGE WITHHOLDING AS A
PERCENT OF COLLECTIONS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1986-Continued

State As percentage of As percentage of non.AFOC collections AFDC collections

Florida ........................................................................ 4.5 4.4
Georgia ....................................................................... 10.1 13.6
Guam ......................................................................... 2.5 .0
Hawaii ........................................................................ 8.6 .0
Idaho .......................................................................... 9.6 7.8
Illinois ....................................................................... .1 6.4 26.4
Indiana ...................................................................... .14.1 9.4
Iowa ........................................................................... 16.9 .1
Kansas ....................................................................... 5.2 10.4
Kentucky .................................................................... 0.1 19.3
Louisiana ................................................................... .10.3 16.2
Maine ......................................................................... 29.9 44.6
Maryland ..................................................................... 6 .0
Massachusetts ............................................................ 29.4 .0
Michigan .................................................................... 29.2 30.3
Minnesota .................................................................. .17.3 31.7
Mississippi .................................................................. 25.0 42.0
Missouri ..................................................................... 27.4 15.7
Montana ..................................................................... 5.7 7.7
Nebraska ................................................................... .13.4 7.6
Nevada ........................................................................ 0 .0
New Hampshire .......................................................... 33.7 30.2
New Jersey ................................................................ .10.5 20.0
New Mexico ................................................................ 4.5 - 15.1
New York ................................................................... 31.8 32.5
North Carolina ............................................................ 14.2 9.6
North Dakota .............................................................. 6.6 7.0
Ohio ........................................................................... 20.4 19.7
Oklahoma ................................................................... 4.3 7.2
Oregon .......... .......... --- . 25.1 41.0
Pennsylvania .............................................................. 36.0 29.4
Puerto Rico ................................................................. 0 .0
Rhode Island ............................................................... 27.3 6.7
South Carolina ............................................................. 0 3.4
South Dakota ............................................................. 11.1 16.2
Tennessee ................................................................... 23.3 .0
Texas ................................................................. .......... 11.4 16.4
Utah ........................................................................... 26.5 29.9
Vermont .................................................................... .1 2.3 15.6
Virgin Islands ............................................................. 49.9 49.8
Virginia ....................................................................... 38.2 3.5
W ashington ................................................................ 23.0 25.1
W est Virginia ............................................................... 0 .0

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement.



99

TABLE B-31.-CHILD SUPPORT INCENTIVE PAYMENTS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS
1982-1986

[In thousands of dollars]

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama ..................................................... 704 1,234 1,578 3,023 1,560
Alaska ........................................................ 158 244 218 277 393
Arizona ....................................................... 156 197 253 190 570
Arkansas .................................................... 412 671 634 748 755
California...................13,891 13,101 30,729 31,713 21,224
Colorado ..................................................... 913 1,337 1,076 1,121 1,383
Connecticut..................3,117 2,977 2,550 2,906 3,688
Delaware .................................................... 293 341 420 461 484
District of Columbia .................................... 222 266 355 297 410
Florida.....................1,871 2,107 3,315 3,453 3,660
Georgia.....................1,195 1,685 1,783 2,311 1,891
Guam ......................................................... 1 3 2 28 41
Hawaii ........................................................ 413 524 705 700 678
Idaho .......................................................... 463 471 447 499 669
Illinois .................... 2,527 2,807 2,896 2,767 5,298
Indiana.....................1,400 2,423 2,570 2,975 3,897
Iowa ..................... 2,458 3,184 2,579 2,803 3,444
Kansas.....................1,081 1,102 904 1,099 1,164
Kentucky .................................................... 502 896 759 1,071 1,336
Louisiana....................1,202 1,502 1,240 1,461 1,236
Maine ..................... 891 1,250 1,154 1,253 1,612
Maryland ...................................... j............. 2,052 3,896 2,849 3,088 3,488
Massachusetts.................6,071 6,045 5,201 5,572 7,042
Michigan...................13,717 13,408 14,521 14,581 22,500
Minnesota...................4,383 3,826 3,454 3,677 5,048
Mississippi .................................................. 95 310 223 366 662
Missouri....................1,815 1,621 1,609 1,882 2,208
Montana ..................................................... 181 274 276 363 269
Nebraska .................................................... 422 537 505 690 808
Nevada ................................................ 185 224 175 154 402
New Hampshire.................348 373 281 290 340
New Jersey..................4,877 6,037 6,324 5,886 7,190
New Mexico...................332 433 424 449 363
New York...................8,193 10,307 8,247 9,497 10,166
North Carolina.................1,897 2,801 2,528 2,808 3,922
North Dakota .............................................. o 250 284 275 314 277
Ohio ..................... 4,512 5,010 4,790 5,710 5,341
Oklahoma ................................................... 387 546 671 786 730
Oregon .......... ...................... 2,387 1,838 1,571 1,624 2,114
Pennsylvania..................5,669 6,576 7,122 9,170 8,076
Puerto Rico ................................................ 92 127 136 167 208
Rhode Island ............................................... 552 619 569 613 918
South Carolina ............................................ 511 698 994 1,015 1,392
South Dakota ............................................. 183 377 249 226 308
Tennessee ................................................... 834 781 771 715 1,192
Texas .......................................................... 958 1,608 1,601 1,877 2,950

Ald WA
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TABLE B-31.-CHILD SUPPORT INCENTIVE PAYMENTS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS
1982-1986-Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Utah ..................... 1,509 1,1791 1,397 729 1,911
Vermont ..................................................... 453 391 318 379 374
Virgin Islands ............................................. 25 20 19 25 26
Virginia...................1.,502 1,727 1,414 1,658 1,473
Washington..................3,235 3,878 3,418 3,672 4,128
West Virginia..................369 492 462 537 303
Wisconsin...................4,655 5,416 4,992 4,986 6,428
W yoming .................................................... 85 117 103 90 107

Nationwide total...........106,632 120,737 133,681 144,780 158,058

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.

TABLE B-32.--TOTAL CHILD SUPPORT ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL

YEARS 1982-86
[In thousands of dollars]

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama....................7,088 9,132 10,757 12,785 13,273
Alaska .................... 2,759 4,016 4,314 4,771 4,916
Arizona ................... 3,414 5,890 6,549 5,995 10,210
Arkansas...................4,721 4,538 4,795 5,251 5,670
California..................112,765 127,171 123,947 131,624 141,939
Colorado....................6,630 7,986 8,774 8,826 10,058
Connecticut..................9,462 11,899 12,846 14,251 15,589
Delaware...................2,065 3,298 2,104 1,902 4,965
District of Columbia..............4,266 4,967 4,447 4,423 5,646
Florida ................... 14,109 15,717 17,568 21,741 29,830
Georgia ................... 7,089 8,207 10,299 11,793 13,624
Guam ..................... 223 315 318 295 351
Hawaii .................... 3,093 3,704 4,338 4,901 5,227
Idaho .................... 1,684 2,144 2,536 3,016 3,062
Illinois ................... 16,627 16,320 18,589 25,514 30,256
Indiana ................... 7,618 6,766 7,924 8,886 9,759
Iowa ..................... 6,231 5,930 5,820 5,805 5,987
Kansas ..................... 4,659 5,220 4,695 5,586 7,651
Kentucky...................7,074 7,673 8,1-43 9,387 11,109
Louisiana...................10,545 12,860 14,012 16,108 18,047
Maine .................... 2,624 2,941 3,217 3,544 4,742
Maryland...................13,885 16,355 18,483 21,739 25,365
Massachusetts................16,533 19,793 23,650 27,515 31,257
Michigan...................36,575 41,365 44,523 44,750 50,979
Minnesota..................16,407 17,358 17,759 20,248 22,796
Mississippi...................2,401 2,936 2,986 3,410 5,155
Missouri ................... 7,612 9,079 9,408 11,329 14,146

U -
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TABLE B-32.-TOTAL CHILD SUPPORT ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL
YEARS 1982-86-Continued

[in thousands of dollars]

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Montana....................1,049 1,128 1,274 1,590 1,784
Nebraska...................3,769 3,545 4,254 4,1728 6,283
Nevada....................3,129 3,437 3,364 3,571 4,269
New Hampshire................1,483 2,197 2,302 2,575 3,237
New Jersey..................33,260 36,081 40,267 42,897 49,547
New Mexico..................2,674 3,200 3,227 3,310 3,512
New York..................77,830 86,436 89,776 101,862 121,400
North Carolina................11,149 12,293 14,058 15,313 17,000
North Dakota..................1,210 1,246 1,458 1,590 1,893
Ohio .................... 18,610 19,824 21,285 24,501 25,343
Oklahoma...................6,128 6,116 5,547 6,336 7,297
Oregon....................11,299 11,032 12,432 9,825 10,987
Pennsylvania.................34,527 42,962 39,131 55,596 53,290
Puerto Rico..................2,868 3,373 3,461 4,542 4,223
Rhode Island..................2,032 2,141 2,354 2,455 2,685
South Carolina.................2,353 2,887 4,445 6,510 9,189
South Dakota.................1,175 1,198 1,173 1,334 1,630
Tennessee...................6,419 7,040 7,026 8,174 9,482
Texas .................... 16,492 15,070 14,123 13,960 21,522
Utah ..................... 5,628 6,789 7,308 8,608 10,085
Vermont ..................................................... 811 957 1,181 1,429 1,983
Virgin Islands............................................ 216 319 424 715 954
Virginia....................7,644 7,667 8,029 8,801 15,698
Washington..................13,299 16,979 18,933 22,941 25,291
West Virginia.................2,962 2,549 2,613 2,829 2,873
Wisconsin...................15,210 20,661 20,156 21,999 25,388
Wyoming .................................................... 379 373 484 748 766

Nationwide total...........611,792 691,105 722,909 814,165 939,248

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb 19, 1987

TABLE B-33.-FEES RECEIVED AND COSTS RECOVERED FOR NON-AFDC CHILD SUPPORT

CASES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama.............. 14,760 31,555 5,720 8,934 57,670
Alaska .................................... 0 0 0 0 3,847
Arizona .............. 25,389 76,601 25,818 26,909 23,026
Arkansas ................................ 0 83,035 268,371 237,807 411,325
California ... ............ 0 0 0 0 2,430,984
Colorado.................0 0 47,379 66,108 147,999
Connecticut ............................ 125 155 0 0 41,209
Delaware ................................ 1,260 1,133 1,038 12,479 19,799
District of Columbia ................ 8,761 9,680 12,140 18,075 19,405
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TABLE B-33.-FEES RECEIVED AND COSTS RECOVERED FOR NON-AFDC CHILD SUPPORT
CASES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Florida ....................................
Georgia ...................................
Guam .....................................
Hawaii ....................................
Idaho ......................................
Illinois ....................................
Indiana ...................................
Iowa .......................................
Kansas ...................................
Kentucky ................................
Louisiana ................................
Maine .....................................
Maryland ................................
Massachusetts ........................
Michigan ................................
Minnesota ...............................
Mississippi ..............................
Missouri .................................
Montana .................................
Nebraska ................................
Nevada ...................................
New Hampshire ......................
New Jersey .............................
New Mexico ............................
New York ...............................
North Carolina ........................
North Dakota ..........................
Ohio .......................................
Oklahoma ...............................
Oregon ...................................
Pennsylvania ..........................
Puerto Rico ............................
Rhode Island ...........................
South Carolina ........................
South Dakota .........................
Tennessee ...............................
Texas ......................................
Utah .......................................
Vermont .................................
Virgin Islands .........................
Virginia ...................................
W ashington ............................
West Virginia ..........................
W isconsin ...............................
Wyoming ................................

Nationwide total ....... 2

165,862
9,345

0
0
0

16,100
61,681

0
22,880

1,060
0

82,213
0
0

878,710
5,746

12,379
64,139
48,552

0
939
515

0
21,721

383
10,168

1
269,383

50,355
78,976

0
0

4,180
37,160
36,106

0
205,841

6,076
3,243
5,430

12,555
794,765

2,180
0

6,838
,965,787

210,032
7,559

0
0
0
0

32,493
0

15,985
1,340

0
113,747

0
0
0

2,203
9,793

60,329
53,349

0
0

58,378
0

26,718
61,129
13,207

0
0

268,542
-6,378

0
0

5,305
-65

52,764
0

254,128
61,912

2,848
6,255
8,278

1,119,766
31,693

0
8,221

2,681,690

240,582
3,937

0
0
0
0

41,049
0

14,340
0
0

24,729
67,539

0
0

15,470
10,981
63,854
50,763

0
0

78,236
0

80,323
86,656
59,391

0
0

324,184
12,335

0
0

4,420
130

69,935
0

317,901
41,262

3,773
16,280
8,047

957,499
6,981

0
8,815

285,210
8,280

0
0

25
0

77,433
1,575

46,340
"0
0
0

341,692
0
0

111,035
3,295
7,454

49,854
8,785

0
120,336

0
92,135

104,675
120,715

0
0

425,254
8,334

0
0

6,160
0

79,889
0

707,614
-28

3,070
9,064

13,635
90
0
0

11,302

423,534
1,285

0
4,900

47,541
121

49,674
5,197

0
40,086

0
14,958
94,411

0
93,067
28,411
68,371

300
3,387
3,195
1,650

46,714
0

154,646
546

235,786
8.401

0
73,535
21,160
27,491

0
11,322

7,932
12,407
31,605

587,563
0

8,950
7,915

317,427
4,557

14,375
42,334
12,766

2,969,878 3,013,535 5,662,784

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.
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TABLE B-34.--TOTAL CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS PER DOLLAR OF TOTAL
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabam a ......................................................................... 1.14 0.95 1.11 2.00 2.45
Alaska ............................................................................ 2.68 2.42 2.39 2.26 2.61
Arizona ......................................................................... 3.05 1.79 2.18 2.15 1.34
Arkansas...........................1.18 1.63 1.63 1.90 2.62
California ........................................................................ 2.19 2.00 2.31 2.32 2.38
Colorado ........................................................................ 2.55 2.15 1.72 2.08 1.89
Connecticut ................................................................... 3.92 3.30 3.36 3.38 3.49
Delaw are ........................................................................ 3.57 2.45 4.64 5.62 2.46
District of Columbia......................60 .71 .90 1.06 .92
Florida .......................................................................... 1.44 1.21 2.43 2.10 2.12
Georgia ........................................................................... 1.34 1.64 1.80 2.23 2.52
Guam ............................................................................ 1.16 1.24 1.52 1.46 1.38
Hawaii .......................................................................... 2.66 2.72 2.37 2.38 2.26
Idaho ............................................................................. 2.64 2.19 1.86 1.93 3.58
Illinois ............................................................................ 1.30 1.96 2.31 2.14 2.40
Indiana ........................................................................ 1.91 3.07 3.29 3.79 4.82
Iowa ........................... 4.30 4.92 5.69 5.92 6.77
Kansas .......................................................................... 2.06 1.90 2.32 2.05 2.15
Kentucky...........................2.07 2.57 2.75 2.68 2.52
Louisiana ............................. ......................................... 2.12 2.00 1.96 2.13 2.21
M aine ............................................................................ 2.84 348 3.75 3.98 3.95
M aryland ....................................................................... 3.94 4.72 4.15 3.86 3.77
Massachusetts........................3.85 3.65 3.55 3.57 3.50
M ichigan ....................................................................... 6 57 6.62 6.86 7.62 8.33
Minnesota..........................2.31 2.59 2.94 2.91 3.02
M ississippi .................................................................... 1.12 1.66 1.77 2.02 2.29
M issouri ....................................................................... 2.44 2.00 2.64 3.05 3.89
M ontana ........................................................................ 1.67 2.14 2.27 2.46 2.59
Nebraska....... .................... 4.54 5.65 5.69 6.32 5.44
Nevada ........................................................................... 1.51 1.62 1.91 2.04 2.10
New Hampshire ......................... 3.12 5.29 5.16 4.96 4.39
New Jersey ..................................................................... 3.96 3.97 4.55 4.67 4.63
New M exico .................................................................... 1.30 1.44 1.71 1.90 2.27
New York ....................................................................... 1.95 2.02 2.03 1.96 1.83
North Carolina ................................................................ 2.00 2.51 2.65 2.94 3.26
North Dakota.........................1.91 2.19 2.31 2.29 2.46
Ohio ............................................................................... 1.66 1.76 1.95 3.38 4.92
Oklahom a ....................................................................... .64 .86 1.36 1.46 1.78
Oregon ........................................................................... 4.13 3.45 3.01 4.05 4.47
Pennsylvania .................................................................. 7.40 6.65 8.37 6.68 7.78
Puerto Rico.........................6.06 9.48 24.61 11.95 13.92
Rhode Island ................................................................... 2.65 3.36 3.36 3.52 3.90
South Carolina ................................................................ 2.61 2.58 2.49 1.70 2.37
South Dakota ................................................................ 1.81 2.38 2.33 2.36 2.74
Tennessee ....................................................................... 2.72 2.71 3.17 2.88 3.35
Texas .............................................................................. .84 1.19 1.77 2.17 2.02
Utah ............................................................................... 2.12 2.00 2.01 1.95 2.21
Vermont... . ................................................ ............... 4.01 2.95 2.44 2.58 2.34
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TABLE B-34.-TOTAL CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS PER DOLLAR OF TOTAL
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Virgin Islands ................................................................ 3.03 2.14 3.48 3.27 2.14
Virginia .............. 1.60 1.78 1.74 1.85 1.57
W ashington ................................................................... 2.75 2.45 2.43 2.48 2.54
W est Virginia .................................................................. .89 1.35 1.52 1.66 1.98
Wisconsin.........................2.84 2.71 3.25 3.73 4.78
W yoming ........................................................................ 2.31 2.72 2.58 1.64 2.71

Nationwide total.................2.89 2.93 3.29 3.31 3.46

Source. Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb 19, 1987.

TABLE B-35.-AFDC AND FOSTER CARE CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS PER DOLLAR OF
TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama ........................................................................
Alaska ...........................................................................
Arizona ...........................................................................
Arkansas ........................................................................
California .......................................................................
Colorado ........................................................................
Connecticut ....................................................................
Delaware .......................................................................
District of Columbia..........................
Florida ...........................................................................
Georgia ...........................................................................
Guam .....................................................................
Hawaii ............................................................................
Idaho ..............................................................................
Illinois ...........................................................................
Indiana ..........................................................................
Iowa ...............................................................................
Kansas ..........................................................................
Kentucky .......................................................................
Louisiana .......................................................................
Maine ............................................................................
Maryland .......................................................................
Massachusetts ................................................................
Michigan ........................................................................
Minnesota .......................................................................
Mississippi .....................................................................
Missouri .........................................................................
Montana ........................................................................
Nebraska .......................................................................
Nevada ...........................................................................
New Hampshire............................
New Jersey .............................................................

1.14
.38
.37
.64

1.21
.90

2.25
.95
.42

1.01
1.14
.74

1.08
2.02
1.02
1.53
2.91
1.67
.53
.88

2.28
1.09
2.44
2.77
1.41
1.00
1.63
1.18
.84
.48

1.55
1.01

0.85 0.82
.44 .40
.25 .33

1.01 1.08
1.08 1.23
1.17 1.02
1.73 1.71
.69 1.66
.49 .50
.66 1.74

1.38 1.44
.82 .93

1.21 1.03
1.77 1.53
1.16 1.31
2.61 2.84
3.29 3.87
1.50 1.73

.82 .78

.75 .74
2.86 3.01
1.70 1.31
2.04 1.81
2.36 2.40
1.48 1.61
1.55 1.64
1.27 1.52
1.63 1.78
1.04 1.01

.53 .52
1.21 1.07
1.14 1.25

1.16
.43
.27

1.20
1.17
1.06
1.66
2.02
.59

1.21
1.63
.95

1.05
1.43
1.09
2.77
4.11
1.75
1.01
.81

2.97
1.30
1.68
2.50
1.52
1.41
1.50
2.01
1.24
.48
.98

1.19

1.09
.57
.27

1.43
1.21
1.11
1.67
.80
.49
.95

1.50
.78
.98

1.57
1.07
3.04
4.34
1.35
1.01
.80

2.85
1.24
1.61
2.46
1.49
1.15
1.32
1.93
.93
.67
.72

1.17
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TABLE B-35.-AFDC AND FOSTER CARE CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS PER DOLLAR OF
TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

New Mexico .................................................................... .83 .90 1.10 1.13 1.38
New York ....................................................................... .70 .79 .77 .78 .68
North Carolina ................................................................ 1.15 1.53 1.49 1.54 1.64
North Dakota .................................................................. 1.46 1.61 1.61 1.67 1.65
Ohio ............................................................................... 1.62 1.68 1.88 1.94 2.34
Oklahoma ....................................................................... .43 .60 1.01 1.04 .99
Oregon ........................................................................... 1.46 1.15 .98 1.44 1.39
Pennsylvania .................................................................. 1.18 1.10 1.48 1.13 1.40
Puerto Rico .................................................................... .24 .27 .35 .34 .43
Rhode Island ................................................................... 1.90 1.97 2.11 2.09 2.20
South Carolina ................................................................ 2.00 2.08 1.97 1.19 1.15
South Dakota.......................1.22 1.81 1.80 1.73 1.64
Tennessee ....................................................................... .92 .79 .92 .72 1.03
Texas .............................................................................. .42 .72 .94 1.14 .82
Utah ............................................................................... 1.79 1.71 1.59 1.33 1.20
Vermont ......................................................................... 3.74 2.74 2.26 2.21 1.84
Virgin Islands .................................................................- -8'2 -V -. 44 .37 .29 .22
Virginia ........................................................................... 1.36 1.53 1.50 1.58 .87
W ashington .................................................................... 1.66 1.56 1.54 1.40 1.44W est Virginia .................................................................. .84 1.30 1.48 1.61 1.86
W isconsin ....................................................................... 2.11 1.92 2.21 2.21 2.11
W yoming ........................................................................ 1.63 2.12 1.76 1.06 1.67

Nationwide total..................1.28 1.27 1.38 1.34 1.31

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.

TABLE B-36.-NON-AFDC CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS PER DOLLAR OF TOTAL
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1982

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama ........................................................................ 0.00 0.09 0.30 0.83 1.36
Alaska ........................................................................... 2.30 1.97 1.99 1.83 2.04
Arizona .......................................................................... 2.69 1.55 1.84 1.87 1.08
Arkansas ........................................................................ .53 .62 .55 .70 1.20
California ........................................................................ .98 .92 1.08 1.15 1.17
Colorado ......................................................................... 1.65 .98 .70 1.01 .79
Connecticut .................................................................... 1.67 1.56 1.65 1.73 1.82
Delaware.........................2.63 1.76 2.97 3.60 1.66
District of Columbia.....................18 .22 .39 .47 .43
Florida ............................................................................ .42 .55 .69 .90 1.17
Georgia ........................................................................... .20 .25 .37 .59 1.01
Guam ............................................................................. .42 .42 .59 .51 .61
Hawaii ............................................................................ 1.58 1.51 1.33 1.32 1.27
Idaho .............................................................................. .62 .41 .34 .49 2.01
Illinois ............................................................................ .28 .80 .99 1.04 1.33
Indiana ........................................................................... .39 .46 .44 1.02 1.77
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TABLE B-36.-NON-AFDC CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS PER DOLLAR OF TOTAL
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1982-Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Iow a ...................
Kansas......
Kentucky ..............
Louisiana ... ..
M aine ........ ......
Maryland....
Massachusetts-.
Michigan
Minnesota ... ......
Mississippi......
Missouri ...............
Montana .
Nebraska .........
Nevada ...... ......
New Hampshire .......
New Jersey .... ....
New Mexico .........
New York ..........
North Carolina .....
North Dakota....
Ohio ....... .. ..
Oklahoma.............
Oregon. .Pennsylvania ...
Puerto Rico.....
Rhode Island .... .
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee.......
Texas.
Utah .... ....
Vermont ....
Virgin Islands ..........................
Virginia ............. ....... ...... ............ . .
Washington.......... .......................
W est Virginia ..... ................................. . .
Wisconsin............................
Wyoming ............................

.,. .. . ,.... ... . . . . ...

. ,. ...... . .. .. .. . . .

. .. .... . ..... . .. . . ... °

.. . ... .... . . .. .. .

... . ... . ..... .. . . . . . ... .

.° . . . .. . . o. .. ..

... . ... .... . .... .. ... . ... .

. ° .................

S. . . .. ,... . ...... . . ... .

140
39

1 54
..1.23

56
285
1.41
380
.90

S.... ...... .. 12
.81
49

370
1.02
156
295
47

1.25
85
45
05

S... ...... .. ,,1

..2.6o
............ 6.22
..5.82
..74

61
59

.181
..42

33
..27

............ 221
S.............. 24

............. 1.09
S............. 05

.............. .73
............... 68

164
41

174
125
62

302
161
4 26
111
.12
73
52

462
1 09
408
283
54

122
98
57
07
26

230
5.56
9.21
1.39
.50
56

1.92
47
29
.21

1.70
.24
89
.05
.80
.61

182
.59

1.96
1.22
.73

284
1.74
446
1.33

13
111
.49

4 68
1.39
4.09
3.30
.62

127
1.17
70
08
.35

203
689

24.26
1.25
.52
.53

2.25
83
42
.18

3.11
.24
.89
.04

1.04
.82

Nationwide total....................... 1.61 1.66 1.91 1.97 2.16

Source Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb 19, 1987

1.81 2.43
30 .80

167 1.51
1.32 1.41
101 110
2 5b 2.53
1.89 1.88
5.12 5.87
1.39 1.53
.61 1.14

1.55 2.56.45 
.67

5.08 4 52
1.55 1.43
3.98 3.67
3.47 3.47

.77 .89
1.18 1.15
1.40 1.62

.62 .82
1.43 2.58
.42 .79

2.61 3.08
5.55 6.39

11.61 13.49
1.43 1.70

51 1.22
.64 1.10

2.16 2.32
1.03 1.20
.62 1.01
37 .50

2.97 1.91
.27 .70

1.08 1.10
.05 .12

1.52 2.66
.58 1.05

=
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TABLE B-37.--PERCENTAGE OF AFDC AND FOSTER CARE ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS
RECOVERED THROUGH CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama ................................................................ 11.2 10.6 120 21.0 21.2
Alaska............................3.2 5.9 4.6 4.6 5.6
Arizona ...... ........................................... 2.5 2.3 3 2 2.5 3.5
Arkansas ......................... . ..................... .............. 8.9 13.3 13.3 15.2 16.6
California ... ............................................................. 6 2 4.6 4.8 4.5 5.7
Colorado.......... ................. 7 6 9.4 8.4 9.3 10.5
Connecticut ........................... 10.5 12.7 9.8 10.1 11.4
Delaware .......................................... 7.3 8.4 12.7 14.6 16.3
District of Columbia ..... . ...................................... 2.1 3.0 3.0 3.3 3.6
Florida........................... 6.9 4.3 12.3 10.0 10.1
Georgia ............................. 4.7 6.0 7.5 9.8 9.3
Guam ............................ ............... 5.0 6.1 6.2 6.4 7.6
Hawaii ..i................. .............. 4.1 5.3 5.4 6.6 7.6
Idaho .............. ........................... ...... ........ ...... 17.0 178 18.8 22.6 24.8
Illinois ............................ ................................... 2.3 2.3 2.9 3.2 4.0
Indiana........................... 8.4 12.1 14.8 16.1 20.2
Iowa ......... .. ............. ........................................ 14.4 135 14.2 15.0 18.2
Kansas .. ...... .... .. ........ ................................ 10.8 8.6 8.4 11.6 12.6
Kentucky ......... ..................... 3.1 5.0 4.7 6.8 8.0
Louisiana ........................................... 7.3 7.2 7.1 8.4 8.9
M aine ............................ .......................................... 10.2 13.3 14.0 13.4 16.7
M aryland ................. ............................................... 7.4 124 10.6 11.6 12.9
Massachusetts ........... ................. 9.1 13.6 13.3 11.3 11.5
Michigan...........................12.9 8.6 8.8 9.7 12.8
M innesota ..................................................................... 1 1.2 10.0 10.0 10.5 13.1
M ississippi ............................ ....................................... 4.3 8.0 8.5 7.9 8.1
M issouri ...................................................................... 7.1 6.1 7.3 8.5 9.8
M ontana .................. .................... ............................. 6.7 7.7 8.4 10.7 11.0
Nebraska .......................... ................ ...................... 7.0 6.8 7.6 10.0 10.7
Nevada ......................................................................... 12.5 16.8 17.3 14.9 18.3
New Hampshire .......................................... 9.4 11.2 11.3 12.4 12.1
New Jersey ................................................................. 7.0 8.1 10.3 9.7 11.4
New Mexico..........................5.0 6.7 7.2 7.3 9.4
New York ................................................................... 3.5 3.9 3.6 4.0 4.3
North Carolina ................................................................ 8.9 16.3 14.1 15.0 15.2
North Dakota........................12.3 13.5 14.6 14.7 15.8
Ohio ........................................................................... .. 6.1 5.1 5.5 6.2 8.9
Oklahom a ..................................................................... 3.5 4.7 6.6 7.5 7.2
Oregon ........................................................................... 16.4 12.6 12.1 13.3 13.1
Pennsylvania .................................................................. 6.0 6.4 8.0 8.4 10.5
Puerto Rico .................................................................... 1.1 2.9 1.8 2.4 2.8
Rhode Island ................................................................... 5.7 6.3 7.1 7.0 7.5
South Carolina ............................................................... 6.2 7.9 11.7 8.6 10.2
South Dakota ................................................................. 8.6 12.4 12.3 12.9 13.8
Tennessee ....................................................................... 7.9 6.9 7.8 6.5 9.7
Texas .............................................................................. 5.8 7.0 7.0 6.9 6.2
Utah ............................................................................... 21.2 21.6 23.0 22.7 22.7
Vermont ......................................................................... 9.1 7.2 6.7 8.4 10.4
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TABLE B-37. -PERCENTAGE OF AFDC AND FOSTER CARE ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS RECOV-
ERED THROUGH CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-
Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Virgin Islands.........................6.3 4.7 5.0 7.6 7.7
Virginia............................6.3 7.0 7.3 8.3 7.7
W ashington .................................................................... 9.2 10.1 9.9 9.8 11.2
W est Virginia ............................................................... 5.6 5.8 5.2 5.1 7.5
Wisconsin...........................9.5 8.8 8.5 8.8 11.5
W yom ing ......... ...................................................... 7.2 7.1 7.3 5.5 8.8

Nationwide total ........................................... 6.8 6.6 7.0 7.3 8.6

Source Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb 19, 1987

TABLE B-38.-AVERAGE AFDC AND FOSTER CARE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
CASELOAD, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 A983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama.............82,444 93,241 102,158 116,284 99,832
Alaska.... ........... 10,497 14,421 15,476 19,564 18,547
Arizona................ 9,178 19,756 32,542 43,837 43,794
Arkansas....... ...... 46,691 48,692 43,269 41,373 52,237
California....... . 658,768 680,103 670,737 677,792 633,546
Colorado... .......... 93,976 102,156 113,544 125,137 104,576
Connecticut ............. 40,687 46,900 56,496 61,030 67,269
Delaware ........ ............. 10,287 9,217 6,704 4,035 4,321
District of Columbia ..... 46,444 49,242 34,507 33,486 32,033
Florida ....... ...... 256,789 299,596 289,445 294,715 240,443
Georgia...... ....... 119,448 125,711 126,498 156,518 175,990
Guam 1.. ... .1660 1,502 2,363 4,000 3,201
Hawaii ........... 20,972 20,137 21,215 23,053 26,211
Idaho ........ .... 20,092 22,200 26,714 30,307 8,811
Illinois.... 278,792 261,913 257,946 233,809 407,433
Indiana ... 138,978 160,799 179,915 203,175 86,000
Iowa ......... 55,826 63,936 63,694 59,591 35,656
Kansas 7.........9,228 103,776 115,484 122,583 53,341
Kentucky............136,818 157,074 181,757 205,259 159,117
Louisiana..............105,067 117,500 127,203 134,956 149,019
Maine ........ ....... 31,020 31,678 28,188 31,094 21,198
Maryland..............136,115 147,997 161,839 164,161 94,564
Massachusetts..........92,600 74,901 77,362 80,008 33,984
Michigan ......................... 399,520 445,003 488,329 509,717 450,696
Minnesota ..................... 67,136 68,628 73,612 79,242 57,842
Mississippi......................... 14,960 63,728 81,014 82,496 87,124
Missouri ............................. 111,764 115,640 108,8,8? 109,076 72,549
Montana ............................. 24,971 28,616 34,052 32,221 26,297
Nebraska...............16,678 17,128 19,984 22,124 25,002
Nevada ............................. 16,620 15,928 15,859 15,309 9,692
New Hampshire .................. 6,121 12,609 8,719 13,398 16,299
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TABLE B-38.-AVERAGE AFDC AND FOSTER CARE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
CASELOAD, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

New Jersey.................
New Mexico.................
New York..................
North Carolina................
North Dakota................
O hio .......................................
Oklahoma..................
Oregon ...................................
Pennsylvania .........................
Puerto Rico.................
Rhode Island.................
South Carolina................
South Dakota...............
Tennessee ............. .............
Texas .................
Utah ..................
Verm ont .................................
Virgin Islands................
Virginia ..................
W ashington ...........................
West Virginia................
Wisconsin ...............
Wyoming ......................

Nationwide total.

247,169 231,296 235,245 238,594 194,079
66,850 70,925 68,899 62,870 64,377

586,925 494,685 490,496 265,626 239,676
113,308 117,525 113,154 112,101 112,888

14,829 13,735 10,129 11,234 7,107
308,620 342,264 378,919 410,076 426,948

50,331 32,354 66,260 127,077 51,351
39,443 38,831 62,683 79,646 42,501

236,589 248,276 259,646 275,556 295,295
57,208 63,853 64,074 61,921 68,657
16,723 19,321 20,639 21,291 19,015
71,435 88,397 101,911 98,620 105,501
14,900 15,891 16,750 19,307 9,549
91,036 97,266 99,644 105,190 114,915
90,597 90,228 93,521 99,352 104,125
29,224 30,651 31,833 32,826 13,432

7,774 8,664 10,278 10,312 9,389
1,830 2,002 2,369 2,953 3,518

134,467 186,719 228,401 253,311 270,422
48,594 47,912 49,172 -48,453 109,792
35,114 34,486 38,102 42,349 46,524

128,428 127,847 121,264 125,375 133,244
7,761 5,055 6,676 8,151 9,769

5,547,302 5,827,911 6,135,571 6,241,541 5,748,698

Source Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb 19, 1987

TABLE B-39.-AVERAGE NON-AFDC CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT CASELOAD, BY STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama...................
Alaska ...................
Arizona ............................
Arkansas..................
California ................................
Colorado...................
Connecticut ...........................
Delaware ................................
District of Columbia.............
Florida ...................................
Georgia ..................
Guam ...............................
Haw aii ...................................
Idaho .....................................
Illinois ....................................

891
3,534

14,664
4,675

322,381
28,819
13,218

8,747
2,092

10,742
64,165

1,460
6,086
3,310

24,187

1,765
4,919

15,706
4,620

326,650
22,310
13,011
12,142

2,239
14,154
72,204

764
6,233
2,573

23,868

5,826
5,358

19,402
6,466

332,180
8,256

12,943
14,517
3,359

36,441
83,700

578
6,961
2,544

27,633

23,759
5,941

25,879
8,893

333,770
7,072

17,404
15,884
14,782
48,178
92,129

685
7,995
2,797

32,316

41,632
6,708

28,765
6,960

305,777
18,543
20,391
15,159
17,753
75,866
43,718

703
10,846
4,650

59,311
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TABLE B-39.--AVERAGE NON-AFDC CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT CASELOAD, BY STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Indiana ..................................
Iowa ......................................
Kansas ..................................
Kentucky ...............................
Louisiana ...............................
Maine ....................................
Maryland ...............................
Massachusetts ........................
Michigan ...............................
Minnesota ...............................
Mississippi .............................
Missouri ................................
Montana ................................
Nebraska ..............................
Nevada ...................................
New Hampshire .....................
New Jersey.................
New Mexico.................
New York...................
North Carolina................
North Dakota................
Ohio .....................................
Oklahoma .........................
Oregon ..... ......
Pennsylvania .........................
Puerto Rico.................
Rhode Island.................
South Carolina...............
South Dakota................
Tennessee ..............................
Texas .....................................
Utah ......................................
Vermont ................................
Virgin Islands................
Virginia ...................................
Washington ............................
West Virginia................
Wisconsin ...............................
Wyoming ...............................

Nationwide total. 1

10,401
9,486
3,273

11,032
20,850

593
43,235
11,000
92,893
16,774

1,310
10,344

857
9,829
6,199
1,090

75,207
3,037

115,862
15,673

603
22,124

7,171
41,346

240,288
18,105
5,466
1,055

750
37,506
91,654

1,519
910

1,255
3,250

21,175
5,937

12,027
471

,480,528

12,489
10,664
3,840

11,701
22,629

871
68,938
18,112

132,804
18,875

1,481
11,392

988
12,308
8,699

10,052
83,036

4,069
144,653
20,331

773
28,323

7,853
43,599

263,421
24,889
11,137

1,860
753

44,077
88,962

1,713
1,108
1,490
4,183

19,740
7,970

14,623
392

1,687,956

14,256
11,290
4,416

13,864
22,565

3,676
72,201
17,618

142,266
22,296

1,623
11,540

1,118
14,760
9,624
9,503

90,518
4,804

155,818
24,507

1,148
33,704

5,734
46,173

298,636
39,481
15,214
3,684

851
51,733
93,958

2,539
651

2,262
5,093

20,545
10,358
16,721

495

19,444
13,069
4,493

20,336
25,153

5,736
79,202
19,444

182,010
25,488
4,871

20,474
1,210

17,685
10,648
8,584

99,753
5,218

141,422
33,302

1,199
51,625
18,577
49,330

334,057
55,591
16,932
6,772
1,121

61,724
107,776

4,640
1,280
2,809
5,997

23,788
13,220
26,753

808

28,395
16,019
10,475
37,140
28,763

7,907
87,662

NA
216,257
30,293
11,210
32,105

2,436
21,480
11,211

7,109
108,466

5,941
155,985
44,787

1,733
85,340
36,711
41,142

351,293
61,805
22,320
14,458

2,492
80,335

109,996
9,777
2,207
3,257

14,816
39,778

193
62,741

1,111
1,863,407 2,159,025 2,461,928

NA-Not available
Source Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb 19, 1987

-r
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TABLE B-40.-AVERAGE NUMBER OF AFDC AND FOSTER CARE CASES IN WHICH A CHILD
SUPPORT COLLECTION WAS MADE ON AN OBLIGATION, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1

Alabama...................18,675 16,301 15o166 9,133 11,405
Alaska ........................................................ 909 1,154 1,180 1,120 933
Arizona....................1,018 1,164 1,813 1,851 1,374
Arkansas...................3,090 3,683 4,591 5,207 5,181
California..................123,393 86,277 91,956 103,742 82,277
Colorado....................3,539 4,129 5,096 5,687 3,723
Connecticut..................12,571 13,591 14,600 15,565 16,013
Delaware...................1,691 2,254 2,684 2,891 3,013
District of Columbia..............1,063 1,508 1,999 1,925 2,067
Florida.....................9,325 11,856 15,596 16,468 16,310
Georgia....................6,946 7,826 8,964 6,657 8,568
Guam ..................... 131 186 193 206 198
Hawaii ................... 2,272 2,718 3,126 4,622 2,197
Idaho .................... 1,484 936 2,482 4,343 1,106
Illinois ................... 14,611 15,551 17,622 18,299 13,997
Indiana....................13,813 19,514 22,553 22,058 11,287
lt,wa .................... 8,887 10,135 12,232 11,871 7,206
Kansas ................... 4,479 4,205 4,901 4,769 3,200
Kentucky...................4,370 4,601 5,171 6,729 5,958
Louisiana...................6,687 6,944 6,978 7,836 8,930
Maine .................... 4,964 6,141 6,970 7,178 4,437
Maryland...................14,481 15,576 15,796 15,861 15,074
Massachusetts................23,158 22,655 23,482 25,350 10,015
Michigan...................68,266 73,442 74,189 59,049 45,120
Minnesota..................12,752 12,891 13,933 14,872 13,497
Mississippi...................2,765 3,216 3,627 3,742 3,530
Missouri....................6,361 2,465 2,280 7,716 5,979
Montana ..................................................... 908 1,178 1,385 1,600 1,092
Nebraska...................1,732 1,841 2,217 2,362 2,961
Nevada ................... 2,013 2,261 2,245 2,370 2,201
New Hampshire................1,745 1,512 1,169 1,021 749
New Jersey..................26,493 24,712 29,751 27,686 23,354
New Mexico..................2,085 2,027 2,779 2,034 2,785
New York..................41,968 44,168 46,386 48,979 43,338
North Carolina................10,347 12,089 13,104 14,216 43,232
North Dakota..................1,170 1,193 1,460 1,656 898
Ohio .................... 24,519 26,064 28,771 32,582 37,016
Oklahoma...................2,231 2,487 3,223 3,543 4,019
Oregon ................... 4,399 4,020 6,202 6,687 6,016
Pennsylvania.................29,970 35,405 39,565 42,088 48,960
Puerto Rico..................1,880 2,281 2,683 3,736 3,458
Rhode Island..................3,337 2,441 3,133 3,233 2,241
South Carolina.................3,760 4,182 5,571 5,785 6,008
South Dakota.................1,064 1,223 1,279 1,532 1,492
Tennessee...................5,967 6,642 7,273 8,336 8,959
Texas .................... 4,013 4,099 4,674 5,652 8,353
Utah .................... 5,784 5,346 5,686 5,209 3,313
Vermont ................... 1,972 2,223 2,167 2,329 1,547
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TABLE B-40.-AVERAGE NUMBER OF AFDC AND FOSTER CARE CASES IN WHICH A CHILD
SUPPORT COLLECTION WAS MADE ON AN OBLIGATION, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-
86-Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Virgin Islands ............................................. 123 82 121 199 222
Virginia ..................... 12,979 13,554 13,815 13,054 12,189Washington..................12,619 14,160 15,900 15,895 15,204
West Virginia..................1,824 2,044 2,247 2,331 2,463
Wisconsin...................20,281 26,106 24,166 44,799 23,720
W yoming .................................................... 347 420 393 453 656

Nationwide total...........597,231 594,679 646,545 684,114 609,041

Does not include arrears cases. See also table B-41.
Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.

TABLE B-41.--AVERAGE NUMBER OF AFDC ARREARS CASES IN WHICH A CHILD SUPPORT
COLLECTION WAS MADE ON AN OBLIGATION, BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1986

State 1986

Alabama ................................................................................................................... 1,592
Alaska ..................................................................................................................... 257
Arizona ..................................................................................................................... 508
Arkansas .................................................................................................................. 705
California ................................................................................................................. 0
Colorado .................................................................................................................. 2,762
Connecticut .............................................................................................................. 0
Delaware .................................................................................................................. 0
District of Columbia ................................................................................................. . 0
Florida ...................................................................................................................... 5,938
Georgia ..................................................................................................................... 4,759
Guam ....................................................................................................................... 48
Hawaii ...................................................................................................................... 0
Idaho ........................................................................................................................ 1,916
Illinois ...................................................................................................................... 22,550
Indiana ............................................- 938 -
Iowa ......................................................................................................................... 4,242
Kansas .................................................................................................................... 2,618
Kentucky.................................................................................................................. 1,252
Louisiana................................................................................................................. 56
Maine . ................................................................................................................... 2,772
Maryland .................................................................................................................. 4,331
Massachusetts ......................................................................................................... 15,897
Michigan .................................................................................................................. 25,495
Minnesota................................................................................................................. 5,254
Mississippi ................................................................................................................ 516
Missouri ................................................................................................................... 3,137
Montana ................................................................................................................... 774
Nebraska .................................................................................................................. 431
Nevada ..................................................................................................................... 867
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TABLE B-41.-AVERAGE NUMBER OF AFDC ARREARS CASES IN WHICH A CHILD SUPPORT
COLLECTION WAS MADE ON AN OBLIGATION, BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1986-Continued

State 1986

New Ham pshire ........................................................................................................ 181
New Jersey ............................................................................................................... 3,252
New M exico .............................................................................................................. 245
New York ................................................................................................................. 6,562
North Carolina ..................................................................................................... ... .. 0
North Dakota ............................................................................................................ 973
O hio ......................................................................................................................... 4,779
O klahom a ................................................................................................................. 532
O regon ..................................................................................................................... 2,328
Pennsylvania ............................................................................................................ 4,154
Puerto Rico .............................................................................................................. 0
Rhode Island ............................................................................................................. 1,082
South Carolina ..................................................................................................... ... .. 0
South Dakota ........................................................................................................... 1,752
Tennessee ................................................................................................................. 125
Texas ........................................................................................................................ 1,423
U tah ......................................................................................................................... 2,080
V erm ont ................................................................................................................... 1,23 7
Virgin Islands ........................................................................................................... 19
Virginia..................................................................................................................... 2,354
Washington ...................................................................................................... 9,888
W est Virginia ............................................................................................................ 663
W isconsin ................................................................................................................. 5,007
W yom ing .................................................................................................................. 29

Nationwide total ......................................................................................... 158,280
I Beginning in 1986, AFDC arrears--only cases are reported as a separate item

Source- Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.

TABLE B-42.-AVERAGE NUMBER OF NON-AFDC CASES IN WHICH A CHILD SUPPORT
COLLECTION WAS MADE ON AN OBLIGATION, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama ..................................................... 31 221 893 5,023 11,133
Alaska .................... 2,451 3,035 3,260 3,205 2,564
Arizona ................... 4,422 5,525 5,148 4,770 4,250
Arkansas....................2,581 2,803 3,194 3,613 4,048
California...................59,245 66,164 63,650 66,686 71,357
Colorado....................4,069 3,647 2,260 3,976 3,187
Connecticut ................................................ 0 7,826 8,484 9,392 9,808
Delaware...................3,175 3,611 3,1788 4,395 4,212
District of Columbia...............370 478 900 1,007 1,116
Florida .................... 4,025 8,002 3,581 7,593 7,434
Georgia ................... 2,855 4,091 6,001 5,487 8,284
Guam ......................................................... 61 63 81 65 86
Hawaii ........................................................ 298 308 321 352 3,926
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TABLE B-42.--AVERAGE NUMBER OF NON-AFDC CASES IN WHICH A CHILD SUPPORT
COLLECTION WAS MADE ON AN OBLIGATION, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-
Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Idaho .......................................................... 611 591 586 1,047 1,613
Illinois......................6,205 6,433 6,603 10,030 12,171
Indiana......................1,546 1,784 1,972 2,881 8,578
Iowa ...................... 3,738 4,192 4,240 4,913 5,095
Kansas......................1,184 1,449 1,668 758 3,095
Kentucky .................................................. 2,449 3,657 3,836 3,647 8,387
Louisiana.......................8,060 9,517 9,987 10,636 11,940
Maine ........................................................ 271 296 933 1,496 3,056
Maryland ....................... 15,849 27,384 26,232 26,154 30,875
Massachusetts ............................................ 0 0 0 0 0
Michigan....................53,137 51,304 50,131 88,675 84,397
Minnesota ............................................. 8,331 10,263 11,155 12,615 14,067
Mississippi..........................................318 320 456 1,319 2,742
Missouri ....................... 2,490 1,631 1,754 5,362 10,001
Montana .................................................... 340 348 348 344 470
Nebraska.....................5,011 4,942 7,122 7,874 9,108
Nevada .............................. 4,792 4,084 4,758 5,360 3,929
New Hampshire ................... 0 5,433 5,036 4,939 3,926
New Jersey ............................ . ........ 34,662 38,557 44,345 45,868 53,091
New Mexico ........................................... 1,504 1,806 1,624 2,249 1,637
New York.............. ....... 55,832 54,296 60,471 63,829 66,234
North Carolina................. 4,524 5,910 7,800 10,137 11,744
North Dakota....................127 171 221 266 653
Ohio ............ ............... 3,540 4,594 7,756 10,853 27,315
Oklahoma....................1,078 1,269 1,400 1,968 2,977
Oregon ................................................... 16,065 16,262 16,520 19,331 18,467
Pennsylvania ........ ............................ 90,694 92,084 104,449 108,498 123,878
Puerto Rico............ ....... 9,114 17,908 22,916 26,873 28,051
Rhode Island ........................................ 1,900 1,407 1,941 1,969 2,059
South Carolina ......................................... 1,013 1,198 1,948 2,777 2,706
South Dakota ........................................ 491 512 516 502 1,144
Tennessee ........................................... 8,532 10,271 11,032 12,156 13,001
Texas ...... .................. 3,888 4,224 4,575 8,833 9,595
Utah ....................... 632 698 889 1,068 2,750
Vermont .............................................. 172 194 153 393 570
Virgin Islands.......................................... 267 262 925 1,288 1,188
Virginia .......................................... 914 1,554 916 876 5,689
Washington ............................................. 6,648 7,422 8,824 9,802 10,456
West Virginia...................386 186 125 288 157
Wisconsin....................8,061 6,719 9,303 20,288 34,146
Wyom ing .................................................... _143 125 _ - 146 77 413

Nationwide total...........448,102 507,031 547,173 653,803 762,776

Source- Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb 19, 1987
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TABLE B-43.-TOTAL NUMBER OF ABSENT PARENTS LOCATED, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS
1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama..................14,479 16,473 19,565 25,398 23,740
Alaska ............................ 2,062 2,754 2,833 5,752 7,425
Arizona...................7,136 5,961 5,547 7,116 10,517
Arkansas..................2,308 2,059 3,413 4,807 11,400
California.................91,359 79,858 82,147 80,271 74,686
Colorado..................14,641 20,080 16,371 17,185 15,133
Connecticut..................2,882 3,498 3,824 6,077 6,094
Delaware...................2,866 2,402 1,809 2,366 2,235
District of Columbia..............1,287 851 2,255 1,499 1,013
Florida....................48,726 54,852 30,646 37,234 47,100
Georgia....................11,764 11,264 13,047 7,733 24,209
Guam ..................................................... 615 967 731 365 410
Hawaii...................6,067 6,032 6,575 6,154 6,229
Idaho .................... 687 638 515 691 1,062
Illinois .................. 18,861 19,764 53,705 17,071 67,156
Indiana...................10,155 12,672 5,579 6,676 6,608
Iowa ................... 18,241 23,789 30,171 34,808 36,786
Kansas...................9,444 8,209 11,757 10,885 16,616
Kentucky..................11,295 7,632 5,693 5,949 11,569
Louisiana..................19,086 18,826 20,558 20,780 20,725
Maine ................... 2,548 2,467 1,957 2,418 4,199
Maryland..................28,582 26,677 27,165 34,527 36,250
Massachusetts...............20,630 17,073 14,656 8,360 5,743
Michigan..................78,849 109,745 127,938 84,087 80,217
Minnesota.................15,631 15,246 7,863 7,446 7,750
Mississippi.................17,330 19,319 20,111 18,223 17,124
Missouri..................10,138 26,213 47,067 86,976 61,321
Montana...................2,394 2,567 3,080 4,006 5,363
Nebraska ................................ 2,707 3,554 2,267 3,166 6,278
Nevada .................. 4,342 4,328 3,833 3,571 3,132
New Hampshire...............1,349 1,027 1,194 1,204 920
New Jersey................30,245 26,790 23,487 23,325 28,156
New Mexico.................8,112 8,679 7,021 5,072 5,178
New York.................53,521 50,262 52,119 56,612 57,462
North Carolina...............22,935 24,565 22,879 25,094 31,825
North Dakota................1,788 1,378 1,027 1,179 2,233
Ohio ................... 20,788 23,843 24,969 23,3-0 28,553
Oklahoma.................23,131 22,995 17,716 20,473 21,163
Oregon .. . .................... 22,717 23,010 22,312 26,271 29,496
Pennsylvania................17,618 20.122 21,874 25,538 31,858
Puerto Rico.................9,102 11,312 15,930 19,504 22,384
Rhode Island................2,737 2,827 2,832 3,466 4,275
South Carolina................6,660 15,031 12,833 10,421 12,038
South Dakota................4,012 2,540 4,158 3,993 6,420
Tennessee..................9,793 9,734 13,732 13,950 13,332
Texas ................... 9,970 4,119 1,425 7,432 72,275
Utah ................... 19,622 19,478 19,305 19,621 12,070
Vermont...................559 400 732 939 2,823
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TABLE B-43.-TOTAL NUMBER OF ABSENT PARENTS LOCATED, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS
1982-86-Continued

State 1q82 1983 1984 1985 1986

Virgin Islands ........................................ 103 84 189 538 572
Virginia ....................... 11,245 9,507 8,276 8,116 10,843
Washington..................8,469 9,790 11,226 11,080 13,932
West Virginia.. ............. 3,549 3,051 2,331 2,176 2,412
Wisconsin...................12,874 12,939 13,558 15,567 15,602
Wyoming....................1,287 1,419 792 1,494 1,640

Nationwide total..........779,298 830,672 874,595 877,972 1,045,592

Source Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb 19, 1981

TABLE B-44.-TOTAL NUMBER OF PATERNITIES ESTABLISHED, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS

1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

A labam a .................................................
A laska ...... ...... .... ................................
Arizona ................. ........................ . .
Arkansas..........................
California ..... .................................. . .
Colorado ................ . ........................
Connecticut ................... . .. ..................
Delaware ..............................
District of Columbia .......................
Florida ........................
Georgia.........................
Guam ........................................... . .
Hawaii .........................
Idaho ...........................................
Illinois .........................
Indiana .... .......... ............. .......................
Iowa ..........................
Kansas ......................................................
Kentucky ...................................................
Louisiana........................
M aine ........................................................
M aryland ...................................................
M assachusetts ............................................
M ichigan ...................................................
M innesota ...................................................
M ississippi .................................................
M issouri .....................................................
M ontana .....................................................
N ebraska ...................................................
N evada ......................................................
New Hampshire......................
New Jersey.......................

4,472 4,833
98 105

618 595
1,131 1,489

21,427 21,714
1,154 1,033
4,397 4,563

871 1,346
941 811

8,870 10,679
5,452 6,102

144 173
1,077 1,181

34 84
6,194 7,339
3,853 3,036
1,121 922

978 682
2,453 2,986
3,213 3,195

595 604
8,417 8,211
3,429 3,766

12,952 17,374
2,707 2,994
1,751 1,797

424 17,522
56 37

335 410
626 409

64 30
9,647 10,616

4,921
90

500
1,911

24,378
1,187
4,363

929
471

15,741
6,518

115
888
205

4,711
6,859
1,072

404
2,774
3,180

554
8,290
3,841

13,875
3,090
2,139

17,046
33

449
356
52

11,739

6,750
84

495
2,941

23,820
1,426
4,622
1,120

583
14,452
5,809

170
688
383

7,035
5,149
1,366

325
3,315
4,235

809
9,263
5,208

16,186
3,265
2,600

14,423
54

430
477
13

6,727
252
986

7,144
25,118

1,451
4,579
1,986

664
14,358
12,323

128
836
299

10,820
3,580
1,853

528
3,425
4,234

570
8,167
2,438

17,737
3,646
1,964

10,208
120
461
503
76

13,853 13,731
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TABLE B-44.-TOTAL NUMBER OF PATERNITIES ESTABLISHED, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS
1982-86-Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

New Mexico..................1,071 1,141 970 709 838
New York...................12,751 15,884 17,403 16,595 16,929
North Carolina.................7,071 17368 7,185 9,307 10,014
North Dakota..................284 440 488 530 830
Ohio ..................... 8,552 7,767 9,804 9,314 10,057
Oklahoma..................1.,132 1,811 562 590 430
Oregon ................... 2,190 2,173 1,947 2,189 2,351
Pennsylvania..................9,362 11,906 13,404 15,613 17,443
Puerto Rico ................................................ 37 19 12 5 22
Rhode Island ............................................... 333 451 549 244 98
South Carolina.................1,413 2,552 3,879 3,479 2,538
South Dakota ............................................. 159 172 227 300 426
Tennessee...................5,913 6,592 6,217 6,863 7,021
Texas .................... 1,862 1,085 769 833 900
Utah ......................................................... 1,229 1,546 1,669 1,418 1,103
Vermont ..................................................... 234 349 379 388 688
Virgin Islands ............................................. 22 104 15 146 106
Virginia ................... 2,463 2,351 1,990 1,962 2,039
Washington.................1.,474 1,700 1,905 2,187 2,018
West Virginia..................521 467 378 223 194
Wisconsin...................5,025 5,688 6,895 7,384 7,812
Wyoming .................................................... 108 66 32 210 113

Nationwide total...........172,767 208,270 219,360 231,838 244,882

Source. Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.

TABLE B-45.-TOTAL NUMBER OF SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS ESTABLISHED, BY STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama ....................................................
Alaska ........................................................
Arizona ......................................................
Arkansas ....................................................
California ....................................................
Colorado ....................................................
Connecticut ...............................................
Delawaie ...................................................
District of Columbia...................
Florida .......................................................
Georgia ......................................................
Guam ........................................................
Hawaii .......................................................
Idaho .........................................................
Illinois ........................................................
Indiana .......................................................

5,978
1,1593,014
3,121

56,402
6,087

11,867
2,415

432
15,562

7,631
98

2,476
1,962

14,995
11,915

6,766
1,197
3,069
3,519

54,598
6,356

16,272
1,709

357
18,098
9,551

132
3,351

763
22,850
12,282

11,615
1,145
2,145
4,666

56,528
4,204

10,115
1,406

879
16,686

9,894
81

3,297
648

19,198
12,556

17,781
1,311
2,761
5,698

54,310
5,576
8,389
1,953

701
21,037
8,687

146
3,234

861
20,819
12,307

11,476
2,026
2,58712,704

54,651
4,599
9,398
3,669

732
28,339
12,323

105
2,434

696
19,455
15,788
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TABLE B-45.-TOTAL NUMBER OF SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS ESTABLISHED, BY STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Iowa ..................... 9,393 8,490 10,701 7,358 8,725
Kansas....................2,587 1,636 1,823 1,800 1,896
Kentucky...................3,914 4,826 6,181 6,048 7,507
Louisiana...................8,502 9,483 23,617 21,419 15,155
Maine .................... 3,388 3,374 3,657 4,093 4,891
Maryland...................7,878 9,238 22,818 27,592 32,797
Massachusetts................16,785 9,196 9,806 11,950 13,715
Michigan...................13,303 15,436 24,826 35,416 57,845
Minnesota...................7,810 6,626 10,243 10,130 9,798
Mississippi .................................................. 808 861 1,680 3,065 2,418
Missouri....................2,335 12,110 25,053 51,918 38,520
Montana ..................................................... 377 486 625 881 955
Nebraska .................................................... 832 875 737 662 1,147
Nevada....................3,842 3,883 3,858 3,339 3,405
New Hampshire .......................................... 107 2,060 425 387 424
New Jersey..................25,447 28,481 32,484 37,724 29,300
New Mexico..................3,478 4,290 3,672 3,044 2,691
New York...................28,036 37,131 45,144 43,733 51,063
North Carolina................11,964 12,584 12,467 17,277 18,764
North Dakota..................547 528 647 523 878
Ohio .................... 11,310 8,461 14,475 14,080 15,680
Oklahoma...................3,703 3,747 4,549 4,113 4,793
Oregon ...... 6,004 6,989 5,323 5,830 4,635
Pennsylvania.................75,106 71,041 73,671 99,619 108,188
Puerto Rico..................7,817 9,623 12,385 12,764 12,427
Rhode Island.................1.,824 4,514 2,517 2,322 3,046
South Carolina.................1,278 1,928 5,862 4,747 3,613
South Dakota..................354 516 516 653 1,035
Tennessee...................8,545 7,307 9,234 10,742 13,045
Texas .................... 12,331 13,523 10,436 12,461 31,671
Utah ..................... 5,338 6,251 7,894 6,551 5,331
Vermont...................1.,049 1,436 1,465 2,671 2,152
Virgin Islands ............................................. 186 142 462 886 541
Virginia ................... 8,646 5,223 3,913 7,594 7,785
Washington..................10,072 10,948 9,416 9,961 7,767
West Virginia..................580 558 686 700 464
Wisconsin...................11,190 11,306 14,656 18,860 20,685
Wyoming .................................................... 348 317 325 458 522

Nationwide total...........462,128 496,294 573,313 668,942 726,256

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.



119

TABLE B-46.-FEDERAL INCOME TAX REFUND OFFSET PROGRAM COLLECTIONS, BY STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

[In thousands of dollars)

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama.......................829
Alaska....................... 113
A rizona ......................................................................
Arkansas...................... 678
California .................................................... 47,278
Colorado ..................................................... 1,318
Connecticut ................................................ 6,589
Delaware.................... 44
District of Columbia................ 586
Florida..................... 47
Georgia......................17
G uam ........................................................................
Hawaii ...................... 311
Idaho .......................................................... 1,492
Illinois ........................................................ 3,522
Indiana ....................................................... 1,278
Iow a ........................................................... 4,328
Kansas ....................................................... 2,685
Kentucky .................................................... 2,168
Louisiana .................................................... 1,426
Maine ..................... 664
M aryland .................................................... 7,912
Massachusetts ............................................ 2,139
M ichigan .................................................... 20,928
M innesota ................................................... 7,040
M ississippi .................................................. 1,055
M issouri ..................................................... 6,467
Montana......................177
Nebraska ...................................................................
Nevada ..................... 428
New Hampshire...................474
New Jersey...................9,348
New Mexico.................... 206
New York..................1.. 7445
North Carolina.................. 39
North Dakota................... 320
Ohio ........................................................... 649
Oklahoma.....................49
Oregon ....................................................... 7,069
Pennsylvania .............................................. 2,304
Puerto Rico............................
Rhode Island...................87
South Carolina.................. 138
South Dakota....................275
Tennessee.................... 41
Texas .........................................................................

1,554
211
385

1,103
35,033

3,016
4,455

165
566

1,979
1,525

13
816

1,183
4,524
4,939
5,526
2,525
1,165
1,536
1,844
5,687
3,324

18,249
5,575
1,019
4,288

431
501
345
756

9,458
533

9,945
4,234

351
2,885

702
3,782
6,112

1
838
367
374
641

3,906

2,438 3,208 4,158
302 364 730
748 1,061 1,735

1,386 1,885 3,536
34,318 34,926 45,040

2,771 2,392 3,096
4,193 4,223 5,696
1,113 1,284 1,270

694 746 761
2,932 3,937 5,782
2,684 3,710 6,561

20 13 ..............
986 846.1,079

1,199 1,203 1,428
8,651 9,018 13,808
8,537 8,975 11,780
6,503 6,783 8,006
2,634 2,904 3,460
2,043 2,298 3,099
1,958 2,487 4,443
2,114 2,126 2,483
6,333 6,118 9,425
2,992 4,224 4,759

19,174 20,013 27,204
5,925 5,904 6,967
1,535 1,976 2,161
4,607 4,849 7,124

610 857 1,151
784 1,204 1,240
366 389 477
545 662 1,346

10,232 11,449 13,831
702 1,315 1,719

8,247 11,996 17,419
4,616 4,290 7,561

560 534 774
5,145 7,229 8,705
1,796 2,178 2,519
3,520 3,566 5,479

13,567 13,549 17,430
22 13 ..............

742 775 967
719 832 1,238
510 623 900

1,221 1,591 2,178
4,994 5,927 9,1757
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TABLE B-46.-FEDERAL INCOME TAX REFUND OFFSET PROGRAM COLLECTIONS, BY STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Stale 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Utah .................... 3,635 2,539 2,558 2,764 2,992
Vermont...................1.,245 611 590 748 946
Virgin Islands.. . . . . . . ..................................................................................................
Virginia...................1.,435 1,674 1,946 3,532 3,704
Washington..................3,001 4,277 5,003 6,200 7,989West Virginia ............................................ 258 1,031 1,595 1,823- 1,913
Wisconsin...................8,340 6,265 5,102 7,973 9,597
Wyoming .................................................... 165 221 191 280 387

Nationwide total...........168,067 175,021 204,761 229,797 307,831

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.

TABLE B-47.--IRS FULL COLLECTIONS MADE, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabama ..................................................... 0 221 0 0 0
Alaska ........................................................ 0 0 0 0 1,140
Arizona ....................................................... 0 0 0 0 0
Arkansas...................2,687 1,424 295 0 0
California .............................62,786 48,609 42,385 21,225 39,645
Colorado...................11,862 832 1,738 3,412 22,664
Connecticut..................15,282 25,390 8,523 7,232 5,246
Delaware...................1,061 127 302 602 0
District of Columbia .................................... 0 0 0 0 0
Florida .................... 1,803 1,188 2,956 0 0
Georgia ....................................................... 0 0 206 0 0
Guam ......................................................... 0 0 0 0 0
Hawaii ........................................................ 0 0 0 0 0
Idaho .................... 15,570 6,515 6,526 65 6,634
Illinois ........................................................ 0 0 0 0 0
Indiana ................... 1,000 303 8,612 - 260 0
Iowa ..................... 8,547 10,863 5,027 4,574 0
Kansas ................... 17,653 3,278 3,881 1,085 11,555
Kentucky .................................................... 0 0 0 1,117 0
Louisiana...................9,994 9,662 6,087 14,459 12,742
Maine ................... 20,839 5,562 19,205 11,889 1,032
Maryland...................6,657 17,472 5,836 1,009 6,921
Massachusetts................76,917 108,168 51,187 97,617 86,021
M ichigan .................................................... 0 0 0 0 0
Minnesota....................925 21,310 11,608 1,159 13,250
M ississippi .................................................. 0 0 0 0 0
Missouri ..................................................... 0 49,535 13,663 11,524 15,532
M ontana ..................................................... 0 0 0 0 0
Nebraska .................................................... 827 1,550 961 720 375
Nevada ....................................................... 0 0 12,459 4,016 819
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TABLE B-47.-IRS FULL COLLECTIONS MADE, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-
Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

New Hampshire.....................
New Jersey.......................
New Mexico.......................
New York........................
North Carolina......................
North Dakota......................
O hio ..........................................................
Oklahom a ..................................................
Oregon .......................................................
Pennsylvania ..............................................
Puerto Rico.......................
Rhode Island.......................
South Carolina ............................................
South Dakota......................
Tennessee ...................................................
Texas ..........................................................
U tah ..........................................................
Verm ont ....................................................
Virgin Islands......................
Virginia ......................................................
W ashington ................................................
West Virginia......................
W isconsin ..................................................
W yom ing ....................................................

Nationwide total.................

0 1,628
0 870

13,373 15,530
181,590 164,321

0 563
549 4,250

23,862 4,324
3,970 3,345
9,066 9,170

13,563 24,230
0 0
0 1,265
0 0

185 1,084
0 0

33,642 15,908
1,191 204
1,068 2,357

0 0
2,351 9,463

16,038 6,979
5,106 2,684

0 0
4,308 2,383

564,272 582,567

Source: Office of Chiid Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.

TABLE B-48.-UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION INTERCEPT COLLECTIONS, BY STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Alabam a ............................................................................................ . .
Alaska ................................................ 17,642 85,796 210,213 346,453
Arizona ............................................... 27,027 36,886 39,486 73,727
Arkansas .................................................................. 4,537 31,701 106,609
California.......................1,420,854 10,438,317 8,445,799
Colorado ............................................. 1,984 43,643 105,141 122,159
Connecticut .............................................................. 101,562 133,519 185,551
Delaware .................................................................. 10,010 12,528 39,100
District of Columbia ............................ 105 29,925 57,990 127,282
Florida ...................................................................... 14,684 53,106 44,772
Georgia ............................................... 9,457 101,427 120,451 74,227
Guam..............................................................................
Hawaii ................................................ 67,616 67,193 51,138 69,941
Idaho .................. 129,305 87,112 96,363 283,510

69-985 0 - 87 - 5

1,283
689

9,940
147,471

2,347
0

1,485
337

15,551
24,688

0
700

2,983
299

0
17,909

0
1,316

0
680

3,687
2,765

0
309

435,896

4,695
8,438
4,970

70,699
0

2,662
272

-447
28,209

6,379
0

200
2,794

286
92

18,607
5,700

0
0

2,275
20,079

200
0

198
360,753

0
4,080
2,874

119,460
23,165

0
4,078

452
13,830

2,368
0
0

2,452
0

22,223
14,097
7,669

0
0

5,772
41,170

100
0

1,652
489,018
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TABLE B-48.--UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION INTERCEPT COLLECTIONS, BY STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-Continued

State 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Illinois...................830,545 645,676 605,070 546,486
Indiana...................142,899 158,061 171,888 163,673
Iowa ................... 332,241 495,190 622,102 249,316
Kansas ............................................... 94,956 267,579 362,947 522,670
Kentucky ............................................ 6,893 58,791 89,667 67,378
Louisiana ........................................................................................ 76,260 391,392
Maine ................................................. 53,316 148,083 152,715 154,728
Maryland...........125,995 1,044,485 734,115 935,290 5,400
M assachusetts ..........................................................................................................................
M ichigan .............................................................................................................. 2,188,664
Minnesota.................659,448 471,865 715,530 835,249
M ississippi ................................................................................................................................
Missouri...........110,600 584,475 565,786 733,792 826,940
Montana ............................................. 55,061 115,395 161,306 201,196
Nebraska ............................................ 34,570 67,480 135,855 240,359
Nevada ..................................................................... 4,971 51,920 49,651
New Ham pshire ........................................................................................................................
New Jersey ......................................... 2,949 584,938 1,062,710 1,508,933
New M exico .................................................................................... 1,800 18,268
New York................1,248,302 1,096,982 1,391,587 1,250,069
North Carolina .......................................................... 7,815 34,734 24,806
North Dakota ............................................................ 6,959 12,108 24,528
Ohio .........................- 42,389 93,650 202,665
Oklahoma ................................................................. 5,996 38,555 53,669
Oregon ...... 496,928 506,905 661,770 628,677
Pennsylvania...............5,017,265 4,892,050 4,620,459 5,208,338
Puerto Rico .............................................................. 1,477 .........................................
Rhode Island ....................................... 856 1,361 112 12,544
South Carolina .................................... 455 2,696 1,850 ....................
South Dakota..........2,478 19,910 7,910 8,516 37,665
Tennessee ................................................................. 265 1,327 1,436
Texas ........................................................................ 1,299 12,512 43,652
Utah ............ 142,026 843,920 381,569 436,115 564,101
Verm ont ......................................................................................... 14,717 30,386
Virgin Islands ....................................................................................................... 325
Virginia ................. 179,848 129,922 64,143 13,785
Washington..........150,616 1,381,346 1,093,948 1,154,212 963,225
West Virginia..............................26,207 49,008
W isconsin ............................................................................................................. 989,805
W yoming .................................................................. 2,153 5,276 23,670

Nationwide total... 531,715 13,283,804 14,503,255 25,806,655 28,011,787

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.
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TABLE B-49.-FULL TIME EQUIVALENT STAFF EMPLOYED AS OF SEPTEMBER
STATE

30, 1986, BY

Under
State State and local IV- cooperative /TotaD agency purchase of service

agreements

Alabama .................................................
Alaska ...................................................
Arizona ..................................................
Arkansas ................................................
California ................................................
Colorado .................... . . . . . ...........
Connecticut ............................................
Delaware ................................................
District of Columbia.................
Florida ...................................................
Georgia .............................
Guam .....................................................
Hawaii ...................................................
Idaho ....................................................
Illinois ....................................................
Indiana ..................................................
Iowa ......................................................
Kansas ...................................................
Kentucky ................................................
Louisiana ...............................................
Maine .....................................................
Maryland ................................................
Massachusetts ........................................
Michigan ................................................
Minnesota ...............................................
Mississippi ..............................................
Missouri ................................................
Montana ................................................
Nebraska ................................................
Nevada ..................................................
New Hampshire....................
New Jersey......................
New Mexico.....................
New York.......................
North Carolina.....................
North Dakota.....................
Ohio ......................................................
Oklahoma ..............................................
Oregon .......................
Pennsylvania......................
Puerto Rico................
Rhode Island......................
South Carolina....................
South Dakota.....................
Tennessee ...............................................

196
86

136
106

3,138
250
150
77

127
691
296
13
62
76

600
97

103
223
281
423
166
551
344
199
455
225
265
43
86
51
79

542
96

2,269
517
13

492
96
66
80

116
60

190
55
65

138
0

162
114
376
93

249
40
0

552
145

2
86
3

446
281
112
57

126
348

0
422
297
735
124

0
256

6
90
65
0

1,086
0

692
75
43

626
93

304
1,527

155
22
1
4

269

334
86

298
220

3,514
343
399
117
127

1,243
441
15

148
79

1,046
378
215
280
407
771
166
973
641
934
579
225
521
49

176
116
79

1,628
96

2,961
592
56

1,118
189
370

1,607
271
82

191
59

334
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TABLE B-49.-FULL TIME EQUIVALENT STAFF EMPLOYED AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 1986, BY
STATE-Continued

Under
State State and local IV- cooperative /

D agency purchase of service Total
agreements

Texas ...................................................... 497 8 505
Utah ....................................................... 237 21 258
Vermont ................................................. 45 6 51
Virgin Islands ......................................... 28 1 29
Virginia ................................................... 464 18 482
Washington ............................................ 443 154 597
West Virginia .......................................... 120 3 123
Wisconsin ............................................... 352 235 587
Wyoming. ......................... ............ .........  16 9 25

Nationwide total..............15,655 9,340 27,131

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, Feb. 19, 1987.
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APPENDIX A

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED CHIUIM SUPPORT GUIDELINES l

There are three predominant types of guidelines that are being adopted
by states.

Flat Percentage Guideline. This simplest type of guideline sets child
support as a percentage of obligor income, with the percentages varying accord-
ing to the number of children. Some percentage guidelines are based on gross
(before tax) income whereas others are based on net income (after mandatory
deductions). A flat percentage guideline does not consider custodial parent
income or make separate provision for child care or extraordinary medical
expenses. With the recent exception of the Wisconsin Percentage of Income
Standard, a flat percentage guideline does not adjust for shared or split physical
custody, or for the presence of children subsequently born to the obligor.

The Wisconsin Percentage of Income Standard may be the most well known
of the flat percentage guidelines. It sets child support at 17 percent of
obligor gross income for one child, 25 percent for two children, 29 percent for
three, and 31 percent for four. The Wisconsin standard has added special
adjustments for shared physical custody and for multiple family obligations.

The Minnesota Child Support Guidelines represent a modified flat percentage
approach based on net obligor income. Above $1,000 per month obligor net
income, support is set at 25 percent of net income for one child, 30 percent
for two children, 35 percent for three, and 39 percent for four. At lower
income levels, the percentages are set lower. Thus, for one child, the percen-
tage starts at 14 percent at $400 per month obligor net income and increases
until reaching 25 percent at $1,000 per month. Unlike the Wisconsin Standard,
there are no adjustments for shared physical custody, multiple family responsi-
bilities, or any other factors.

Illinois also has a flat percentage guideline based on net obligor income.

Income Shares Model The Income Shares model was developed by the
Child Support Guidelines staff using the best available economic evidence on
child rearing expenditures. The Income Shares model is based on the concept
that the child should receive the same proportion of parental income he or she
would have received if the parents lived together. The child support corrputa-
tion involves three basic steps:

(1) Income of the parents is determined and added together.

(2) A basic child support obligation is computed based on the corrbined income
of the parents. This obligation represents the amount estimated to have
been spent on the children jointly by the parents if the household were
intact. The estimated amount, in turn, is derived from economic data on
household expenditures on children. A total child support obligation is

'Prepared by Robert G. Williams, Principal Investigator, Child Support Guidelines Project,
Policy Studies Inc. Denver, Colorado-February 11, 1987.
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computed by adding actual expenditures for work-related child care
expenses and extraordinary medical expenses.

(3) The total obligation is pro-rated in proportion to each parents' Income.
The custodial parent retains his or her share to spend directly on the
child. The non-custodial parent's share is payable as child support.

The Income Shares model has been specified in both net Income and gross
Income versions. It incorporates a self-support reserve for the obligor, under
which the formula Is not applied in determining child support until an obligor's
income exceeds the poverty level.

The Colorado Child Support Guideline has been implemented by statute
and is based on gross income of the parents. It has adjustments for shared
and split custody. The New Jersey Child Support Guidelines have been adopted
by Supreme Court Rule and are based on net Income of the parents.

The Income Shares model has been adopted in Maine, Michigan, Nebraska,
and Vermont, as well as in Colorado and New Jersey. It has been recormiended
for adoption in Arizona, Missouri, New Mexico, and South Carolina.

Delaware Melson Fornula. The Melson Formula is based on three key
principles.

(1) Parents are entitled to retain sufficient income for their most basic needs
to facilitate continued employment. Thus, only income above a self support
reserve, normally $450 per month, is counted in setting child support (a
discretionary minimum order is set if the obligor has less than $450
monthly income).

(2) Above the self-support reserve, all parental income is next allocated
to the primary support needs of the children. In most cases, these
are set at $180 per month for the first child, $135 per month each for
the second and third, and $90 per month each for the fourth, fifth,
and sixth. Added to primary support needs are actual child care and
extraordinary medical expenses. These primary support needs are
pro-rated between the parents based on their available income (after
deduction of the self-support reserve).

(3) After deduction of the self-support reserve and payment of the pro-
rata share of children's primary support needs, 15 percent of the
obligor's remaining income is allocated to additional child support
for the first child, 10 percent each for the second and third, and 5
percent each for the fourth, fifth, and sixth. This additional child
support is termed a standard of living allowance.

Total child support is determined by adding the obligor's proportionate
share of primary support together with the standard of living allowance.

2
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The Delaware Melson Formula has been used statewide since 1979. The
Delaware Formula also has adjustments for shared physical custody and split
custody arrangements. A version of the Delaware Melson Formula has been
recommended for adoption In Maryland.

The Hawaii Child Support Guidelines are an adaptation of the Delaware
Melson Formula. Adopted by court rule in October 1986, the Hawaii Gtfdelines
are based on gross income of the parents and incorporate several minor modifi-
cations to the Delaware formula.

Case Examples and Graphs. Attached are several representative case
examples showing results obtained from five guidelines: Minnesota and Wisconsin
(flat percentage approaches); Colorado and New Jersey (Income Shares models);
and Hawaii (Delaware Melson approach).

Also attached are graphs depicting child support as a percentage of
obligor net income for each of the five guidelines. These graphs show results
for two children across a range of obligor net income under three assumptions
obligee has zero income, obligee has half as much income as the obligor, and
obligee has the same income as the obligor. The graphs depict child support
in the absence of child care and extraordinary medical expenses. Actual child
care and extraordinary medical expenses would be added to the child support
amounts shown for the Colorado. Hawaii, and New Jersey, but not to amounts
shown for Minnesota and Wisconsin.

3
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CASE •

Fact Pattern I#
Basl Case with Child Care Expenses

Situation. Mother and Father
are divorced. Father lives alone;
Mother and the parties' two chIdren,
aged three and five, live together.
Father has a gross monthly Income
of $1,600 and a net monthly income
of $1,252 prior to deduction of state
taxes. Father also pays union dues
of $30 per month and provides health
insurance for the children at $25
per month.

Mother has a gross monthly income
of $1,200; monthly net of $1,043.
Mother Incurs employment-related
child care expense of $150 per month.

Child Support Orders

Dollars
Per Month

Colorado

Hawaii

Minnesota

New Jersey

Wisconsin

$425.43

$362.76

$358.15

$427.05

$400.00

Fact Pattern #2
Low Income Case

Situation. Father has gross
monthly income of $900, net monthly
income of $801 (before deduction of
state taxes). The two children, aged
two and four, live with the mother.
Mother does not work and -receives
an AFDC grant of $272 for herself
and the two children, plus a Food
Stamp allotment of an additional
$117 per month. Neither the AFDC
grant nor Food Stamps are counted
as income under these guidelines,
however.

Child Support Orders

Colorado

Hawaii

Minnesota

New Jersey

Wisconsin

Dollars
FeTrMonth

$286.00

$350.00

$186.18

$281.75

$225.00

4
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Fact Pattern #3
High Income Case

Situation. Father and Mother
are divorced. Father lives alone;
Mother and the parties' two children,
aged 12 and 14, live together.
Father has monthly gross income of
$4,583; monthly net of $3,193 (prior
to deduction of state taxes). Mother
has a monthly gross of $1,500;
monthly net of $1,277.

Child Support Orders

Colorado

Hawaii

Minnesota

New Jersey

Wisconsin

Dollars
Per Month

$820.77

$906.27

$900.99

Court Discretion

$1,145.75

Fact Pattern #4
Joint Custody

Situation. Mother and Father
share joint legal custody of their 14
year-old child. They also share
physical custody on a fifty-fifty
rotating basis. Father has monthly
gross income of $900. Mother has
monthly gross income of $2,200.
(The parents have agreed that
Mother will take the tax exemption
for the child.)

Child Support Orders

Colorado

Hawaii

Minnesota

New Jersey

Wisconsin

Per Month

$94.71*

$142.76

Court Discretion

Court Discretion

$110.50

*Will Increase to $142.07 under
pending legislation.

5
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APPENDIX B

EXCERPTS FROM CHILD SUPPORT AND ALIMONY-1983

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS '

Child Support and Alimony: 1983 (Supplemental Report)
(Advance data on child support, alimony, and proietty settlements were issued en July 1985 in Cutrent Popuklation
Reports. Series P 23. No 1411

HIGHLIGHTS

"* As of spring 1984. 8 7 million mothers were living with

children under 21 years of age whose fathers were not
living in tit" hnjsehold 58 percent or about 5 0 million of
these women were awarded or had an agreement to receive
child support payments for their children as of the survey
date

"* Of the 5 0 million women awarded child support. 4 0 million
were supposed to receive child support for their children
in 1983 (The remaining mothers awarded payments were
not due them in 1983 ) Of those due payment, about hall
received the full amount they were due Of the remaining
women, there was no evidence of a difference between
the proportion receiving partial payment and those
receiving no payment at all - about 26 percent and 24 per
cent, respectively

"a The child support award rate reported in 1984 (58 percent)

was not significantly different from that of 1982 However.
the proportion of women receiving payments tit 1983 176
percent) increased slightly over that of the previous survey
(72 percent)

"a The proportion of women awarded child support payments

in 1984 was higher for Whites 167 percent) than for Blacks
(34 percent) or those of Spanish origin (41 percent) (The
percent difference between Black women and those of
Spanish origin was not statistically significant )

"* Women with 4 or more years of college were more likely

to have been awarded support payments (71 percent) than
women with 4 years of high school (61 percent) There was
also some evidence that women with a high school educa-
tion (77 percent) were less likely to receive child support
payments than women with 4 or more years of college 184
percent)

"a The average Imean) amount of child support received in
1983 was $2. 3 40 1 After adjusting for the increase in con
sumer prices, average child support payments showed no
significant change from the 1981 level of $2,110

"a Of the 2 9 million women below the poverty level with

children present from an absent father in 1984. about 43
percent were awarded child support

"a Only about 916.000 women below the povPrty level were

due payments in 1983. and 62 percent of these women
received full or partial payment Their average payment
amount was $1.430

'Mean income figures in the text are wounded to the nearest $10

"* Only about 14 percent of the 17 4 million ever divorced or
currently separated women as of spring 1984 were

awarded or had an agreement to receive alimony or
maintenance payments

"* The average amount of alimony received by women in 1983
was $3.980 After Adjusting for inflation, this figure
showed no significant change from the 1981 level of
$3.000

"* In spring 1984. about 37 percent of the 14 8 million women
who had ever been divorced reported receiving some form
of property settlement

INTRODUCTION

The concern has continued over the financial situation of
women and their children after divorce and separation and over
the situation of never-married mothers I This concern is in
large part due to the low average incomes and accompany-
ing high incidence of poverty among families with female
householders and no husband present I1The deiian efrom
both public and private concerns has correspondingly con
tinued for data on the economic situation of women and
children after marital dissolution and of never married mothers

This report presents information on both the award and
actual receipt of child support to women on behalf of their
children and on alimony for their own support Additional data
concerning receipt and type of property settlement following
divorce is provided for ever divorced women

The Bureau of the Census. under the joint sponsorship with
the Department of Hlealth and Human Services, first con
ducled a survey specifically designed to obtain data on child
support and alimony in the spring of 1979 The survey, with
minor modifications, was conducted again in both the spring
of 1982 and 1984 by the Bureau of the Census and sponsored.
in part, by the Office of Child Support Enforcement IOCSEI.
Department of Health and Human Services Data from the
1979 and 1982 surveys were presented in Current Popula

'in 1984 such concern culminated ini the enactment "if armr"•ndments
to the child support enforcement legisiation theae amendmernl provi
sions of which were to take effect prior to 1986 strengthen cuwienlty
existing enforcement regutatýons end add new sanctions for nonpaiment
of Support See the Child Support Enforcement Amenidmernts of 1984 -
Pub L N. 98 378 98 Stit 1305 42 USC Sections 601 et seq
119841

iFor example in 1983 of famnfles with children under 18 those with
a fema e househouder and no husband present had average incomes of
$11.730 with a poverty rate of 47 percent compared with $31520 and
11 percent for ill other families Income figures for families can be found
in table 28 or Current Population Reports Series P 60 No 146 poverty
rates in table 18 of Cutrent Populatron Reports Series P 60 No 147

ICurrent Population Reports, Special Studies, Series P-23, No. 148.
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ioen lepoits. Series P 23. Nos 112 and 140. respectively'

Findings rorm the 1984 survey are presented in this report

'For a comparison of the 198? and 1979 sutrvovs see Cuiieni Pupuia
tlon Re-ports Seies P 23 No 140 the section entitled Changes in the
Survey

RECIPIENCY OF CHILD SUPPORT. ALIMONY. AND
PROPERTY SETTLEMENTS

As of spring 1984. there were 8 7 million mothers 18 or

older living with one or more children under 21 years of age

but whose fathers were not living in the household ISee table

A ) About 5 0 million of the mothers 158 percent) were

Table A Award and RecipIency Status of Women-Child Support and Alimony Payments for all Women and
for Women Below the Poverty Level In 1983 and 1981

IWomen as of spring 1q84 and 19'2 Child support payments for women with own children under 21 years of age present from absent
fathers, alimony payments for ever divorced or currently separated women)

Child support payments Alimony payments

Year award and reciprlency status Number Percent Number Percent
Ithous I distribution Ithous ) distribution

ALL WOMEN

1983

Total

Awarded'
Stippnsefrf 10t e(Ve parnyri,11% .ii 1913
Not supposed to receive paynerits in 1983

Not awarded'

Supposed to receive payments in 1983
Actually receive( payments

Received fult amount
Received partial amount

Did Pot receive payments

1981

Total

Awarded'
Supposed to receive payments in 1981
Not supposed to receive payments in 1981

Not awarded

Supposed to receive payments in 1981
Actually received payments

Received full amount
Received partial amount

Did not receive payments

WOMEN BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL

1983

Total

Awarded'
Supposed to receive payments in 1983
Not supposed to receive payments in 1983

Not awarded'

Supposed to receive payments in 1983
Actually received payments
Did not receive payments

1981
Total

Awarded
Supposed to receive payments in 1981
Not supposed to receive payments in 1981

Not awarded'

Supposed to receive payments in 1981
Actually received payments
Did not receive payments

1000

57 7
460
117
423

1000
760
50 5
255
240

8 690

5015
3 995
I 020
3 675

3.995
3 037
2018
1.019

958

8.387

4 969
4.043

926
3417

4 043
2 902
I 888
1 014
1 140

2.898

1.231
916
315

1.667

916
568
348

2.566

1.018
806
212

1.547

806
495
311

1000

59 2
482
Ito
40 7

1000
71 8
467
25 1
28 2

1000

425
31 6
109
57 5

1000
620
380

1000

39 7
31 4
83

603

1000
61 4
38 6

17 392

2416
791

1.625
14.976

791
608
416
192
183

16.996

2 534
782

1.752
14.462

782
527
340
187
255

3.788

352
117
235

3.436

117
71
46

3.548

381
146
235

3.167

146
81
65

1000

139
45
93

86 1

1000
76 9
52 6
24 3
23 1

1000

149
46

103
85 I

1000
674
43 5
23 9
32 6

1000

93
31
62

907

1000
607
39 3

1000

107
41
66

89 3

1000
55 5
44 5

'Award statue as of spring 1984 'Award status as of spring 1982

_____________________ 5 ___________________ I.
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awarded or had agreements to receive child support for their

children About 46 percent of those awarded child support

had health insurance included as part of the award ISee
table 2 )

Only 4 0 million of those awarded child support for their
children were supposed to receive payments in 1983 The re
manning 1 0 million had been awarded child support but were
not supposed to receive payments in 1983 for a variety of
reasons, such as awarding of payments after the 1983 income
year. death of a previous spouse, or presence of children past
the age of eligibility for payments

A substantial portion of the 8 7 million women with children
from an absent father were never awarded support payments
for their children That is 3 7 million mothers, or about 4 in
every 10. were totally dependent for the support of their
children on sources rther than the children's father The
majority of mothers without awards wanted child support for
their children 165 percent) but were unable to obtain it ISee
table B I Only about one fourth of mothers without awards
reportled they did rnot wdnit childi support for their children
For another 6 percent of the women awards were pending
The remaining women 13 percent) had joint custody or ac
cepled a property settlement in lieu of child support Overall.
the proplirtiun of women without awards in 1984 showed no
statisliLdily significant change from those reporting in 1982

Many of the women who were awarded child support
paymerlts did root receive the full dlnlOllt that they were due
Of the 4 0 million women awarded and due child support

payments in 1983. 78 percent received somt. amount of pay.
ment. howlingg some evidence of an increase over the 1981
rate 172 percent) Mothers were mote likely to actually receive
payments for their children when health insurance was also
included in the award 185 percent) than when it was not 168
percent) ISee tableI 1) For those women who received
payments irregularly or not at all, the main reason reported
was the refusal of the father to pay ISee table 4 )

The magnitude of non receipt of child support payments
can best be demonstrated by observing the situation of all
women with children present from absent fathers who either
wanted or were due child support There were about 2 6
million mothers as of the survey date without awards who
wanted but did not receive child support for their children
(excluding those women who either did not want payments,
who had joint custody, or who accepted a property settlement
instead) Another 1 0 million mothers did not receive
payments, of the 4 0 million who were awarded and due child
support in 1983 Combining these two groups, there were 6 6
million mothers either wanting or due child support payments
for their children, with only 46 percent of them actually
receiving any amount of payment

Of the women who did receive child support for their
children in 1983. the mean amount of payment was $2,340.
about 18 percent of their average total money income. The
corresponding average in 1981 was $2,110 ISee tables C and
DI After adjusting for inflation over the period from 1981. the
1983 average child support payment did not change

Table B Child Support Award Status and Reason for Non-Award. by Selected Characteristics of Women

lWiinitri wlth riwir v ilrhidii ... i.1 21 yi.eis Mi age present from absent Idthers as of spring 1984)

Not awarded child support payments

Reason lot non award lpetcent)

Chelara.t itiL
Property Wanted

settlement Ibut could
Final or jiont Did not not

Total Total agreement custody want obtain
Ithous )I Ilhous I pending in lieu award award'

Total 8690 3.675 6 1 3 2 25 8 650

Current marital s$dtus'
Maufllil' 2.129 516 4 5 5 4 405 498
DivoIcUI 3204 761 49 8 1 229 64 1
Separated 1 451 858 17 5 065 178 64 2
Never miaried 1 854 1 526 0 9 1 2 267 71 1

Race and Spanish origin
White 6.183 2045 8 8 4 9 298 56 5
Black 2 341 1.553 2 8 09 198 76 4
Spar.-. origin' 790 467 7 1 0 2 28 3 64 5

Year of ilioiice or separation'
191l01,isdl"Itc1 3009 1 079 162 650 21 5 57 2
19/5 to 1919 2079 483 4 3 5 4 248 656
1970 to 1974 1 104 330 2 1 39 303 636
Before 1910 645 256 2 3 1 2 34 4 626

'Agreement not Soiightel reached because of inability to locate lather establish paternity, or some other reason
I' i hlidx I A -.iiiall iiiiilinl.i of irrniitly wiidowed wonixr, who5i previous marriage elided in divorce
'RriiarIlei•i woimnr whose previous marriage ended its divorce
"Women of Spanish origin may be of any race
'Excludes never married women
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Table C. Selected Characteristics of Women, by Child Support Reciplency and Amount Received in 1983
|Women with own children under 21 yeats of age present from absent fathers as of spring 19841

Supposed to receive child support in 1983

Actually received chiid support in 1983
Characteristic Percent

awarded Mean Mean
child child total

Total support Total support money

Ithous I payments Ithous I Percent payments income

Al women 8.690 67 7 3.995 760 $2.341 $13.132

Current marital status
Marred' 2.129 758 1.226 719 2 164 11.602
Divorced 3.204 76 2 2.092 76 4 2.491 14.986
Separated 1.451 409 434 87 1 2.682 11.207
Widowed$ 53 48) 24 lei 18) (of
Nevermartted 1.854 177 219 758 1.132 7.257

Race and Spanish origi
Wibte 6.183 66 9 3.389 77 1 2.475 13.634

Mlack 2.341 337 534 693 1.465 10.188
Spanish origin' 790 409 252 62 7 1.839 10.067

Educational attainment
Less then 12 years 2.247 42 4 707 66 1 1.535 7.637
Hogh school 4 years 4.201 61 2 2.056 76 5 2.169 12.351
College I to 3 years 1.508 64 1 784 79 2 2.332 14.169

4 years or more 734 71 3 447 64 1 4.118 21.520

Number of own children from an absent
father-

One child 4.437 56 3 1.930 77 6 1.779 12.624
Two children 2.797 61 8 1.466 74 5 2.782 14.204
Three children 1.008 574 459 72 3 2.943 12.146
Four children or more 448 46 2 139 83 5 3.705 13.698

Age
l8 to 29 years 3.077 436 1.071 729 1.723 9.142
30 to 39 years 3 316 686 1.947 784 2.356 13.545
40 years and over 2.298 609 976 74 8 2.968 16.534

Residence
Inside metropolitan areas 6.250 55 7 2.735 76 7 2.527 14.123

In central cities 3.204 480 1.167 734 2.288 13.820
Outside central cities 3.046 63 8 1.568 79 3 2.691 14.331

Outside metropolitan areas 2.440 62 8 1.260 74 4 1.924 10.914

Tenure
Owner occupied 4.090 67 2 2.179 79 6 2.591 14.627
Renter occupied 4.477 488 1.757 71 6 2.018 11.256
Occupier paid no cash rent 123 650 59 l89 (81 l8e

REiitheast 1.686 502 691 786 2.323 13.383

Midwest 2.068 689 1.077 720 2.527 13.327
South 3.135 546 1.409 803 2.272 12.926
West .. .. 1.801 572 817 720 2.241 13.037

Occupation of longest job in 1983
Total' 5.910 63 8 3.091 78 6 2.385 15.066

Managera and professional speciay 1.079 695 624 81 3 2.935 21.142
Technical. saes. and admin support 2.542 674 1.411 814 2.515 15.219
Service 1.338 554 597 709 1.868 9.653
Farming. forestry, and fishIng 52 989 25 989 l89 (9)
Precision production, craft, and repaw . 147 68 7 83 76 9 lei (8)
Operators. fabricators. and laborers 753 57 9 350 76 3 1.792 12.526

Type of income in 1983.
With earnings 5.903 63 7 3.083 78 7 2.387 15.086

With other income 4.579 72 9 2.861 84 8 2.387 15.086
With government transfer

payments . . 1.290 60 3 604 71 7 1.895 10.704
With other unearnid income 3.554 76 1 2.344 86 7 2.528 15.916

Without other Income .. 1.324 320 223 IX) ixi lX1
Withouteernings' . 2.787 460 911 672 2.158 5.388

With government transfer
payments 1.742 38 3 472 58 3 1.492 6.390

With other unearned Income 838 72 1 491 80 9 2.492 6.047

B Base less then 75.000. X Not applicable
'ftemarrted women whose ptevious marriage ended in divorce 'Widowed women whose previous marriage ended m divorce
'Women of Spanish origin may be of any race "Excludes women whose longest job was in the Armed Forces
VOaed does not add to total because some women may hew more tham or or none of the specified type
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Table D. Comparison of Mean Child Support and Alimony Payments Received by Women in 1983 and 1981.
by Selected Characteristics

Mean child support Mean alimony

1981 Percent 1981
change. Percent

Characteristic child change,
support shmonY

1983 Current in 1983 1983 Current in 1983
1983 dollars dollars dollars 1983 do,lara dollars dollars

Total $2.341 $2.307 $2.106 1 6 $3.976 $3.2868 $3.000 21 0

Current marital status
Married' * 2.164 2.091 1.909 3 6 181 )BI (a1 IX)
Divorced 2.491 2.431 2.220 2 6 4.450 3.292 3.006 36 2
Separated 2.682 2.600 2.374 3 2 3.233 3.605 3.291 -10 3
Never married 1.132 1.112 1.016 1 8 IXI IXI IXI iX)

Race and Spanish origin
White 2.475 2.388 2.180 3 6 4.292 3.330 3.040 289
Black 1.465 1.796 1.640 ° 18 4 l8( 18 I) l iXl
Spanish origin 1.839 2.265 2.068 18 8 181 1t) ei8 IXI

Educational attainment
Less than 12 yars 1.535 1.837 1.677 °*-16 4 lei 1.910 1.744 IXI
High school 4 years 2.169 2.091 1.909 3 2 3.016 2.610 2.383 16 6
College I to 3 yrs 2.332 2.529 2.309 -7 8 4.968 4.568 4.171 8 8

4 years or
more 4.118 3.383 3.089 21 7 6.096 4.867 4.444 4.7

8 Bas loses than 76.000
X Not applicable
*Signoifcant between the 90- and 96 percent confidence levels
'Significant at the 95 percent confidence level

'Excludes a small number of currently widowed women whose previous marriage ended in divorce
'Remarried women whose previous marriage ended in divorce
"Women of Spanish origin may be of any race

significantly During both years. child support payments as
a percentage of the average income of men ($18.110 in 1983
and $16.520 in 19811 d'd not change significantly.$

In general, women who received support payments for their
children tended to be better off financially then women who
did not receive payments On average, the total money income
of women due payments but not receiving them (18.430) was
below the mean income of women receiving payments
(413.130) ISee figure 1I These averages differed by an
amount greater than the mean child support payment The
mean income for women not awarded payments Il7.390) was
lower than the average income of those who were due
payments, whether or not the payments were actually
received, and was also lower than the average income of all
women over the age of 18 ($9.03711

In addition, the economic situation of the woman's family
tended to be better for women receiving payments, although
Influenced greatly by the type of family in which she lived.
Of the 4.0 million families with women due child support, the
average family income of those receiving payments was

WMean child support payments wore compared with mean income of
aa males as a proxy. Osice the mean wicome of absenl fathers was not
avadbie from the wvwy HemceL fir a mearwefnul conparison to be madt.
it must be assumed that the avetrae income of asl males was also arpre"nita•e of the asortae racone of absent fathers. Income figures for malss
can be found m table 39 of Current Population Reports. Senrs P 60. No
148

0See Curre Popuation Rleports Series P40. N. 146. table 46

$23,360. compared with $18.540 for those in which women
did not receive payments due for their children. (See table 5.1
Of these 4 0 million families. 2 6 million (or 66 percent) were
families with female householders and no husband present.
Families with female householders had much lower average
incomes, whether or not child support was received. When
child support was received, their total income averaged
$16.600 compared with $37.340 for all other families If child
support due was not received, the average income for families
with female householders was only $10,820. compared with
$30.140 for all other families.

Very few of the women eligible for alimony or maintenance
payments were awarded them, and those receiving payments
were likely to have higher income than those who did not.
There wore 17.4 million ever-divorced or currently separated
women as of spring 1984. Only about 2.4 million, or 14 peir-
cent. were awarded (or had an agreement to receive) alimony
or maintenance payments; the remaining 86 percent were
never awarded payments (See table A.) About 791.000
women awarded payments were supposed to receive them
in 1983. The recipiency rate for these women in 1983 (77
percent) was up from 1981 (67 percent).

The average alimony or maintenance payment for women
recipients in 1983 was $3.980. or about 22 percent of their
average total money income. After adjusting for inflation, there
was no significant change from the 1981 level of $3.000. (See
table D1 Alimony payments as a percentage of the mean in-
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Figure 1

Mean Income of Women With Children Under 21 Years
of Atie Present From Ab'•ornt Fathers- 19013

Mean
tolal

money
income

$16.000

$12.000

$8.000

$4.000

0

money 

Not awarded child

$13.130

phk lO ayments
$2 340

$-8,430
$ 10 .79 0 . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

960.000
Number of women

Exclules women whO were awarded payments but were not supposed to tecerve them in 1983

3,040.000 3.680.000

come of men 122 percent) showed no statistically significant
change between the two years ' As can be seen from figure
2. the mean total money income for women receiving alimony
payments ($17.790) was higher than that of both women due
payments but not receiving them (S$11.260) and of women riot
awarded payments I$10.1601 However. there was no evidence
of a difference in mean total money income for the latter two
groups

The survey also collected a limited amount of information
from ever divorced women on the type of property settlements
they received following divorce Property settlements were
defined as a one time cash settlement or other property Ifor
example, house or other teal estate, cars, or furniturel Only
37 percent of the 14 8 million women who had ever been
divorced as of spring 1984 reported that they received some
form of property settlement Of women awarded a property
settlement, about one fourth reported receiving a "'one time'
cash settlement as all or part of the award ISee table E I

CHARACTERISTICS OF WOMEN AWARDED
CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS

The award and receipt of child support-payments varied
widely according to women's characteristics such as divorce

'Mean ahmoriy paymen•is were compared with the orean comee of all
males as a pioiy since the incorne of ex husbands was not available from
the survey The above analysis assumes that the average income of al1
males is representative of the average income oflex husbands

status race. education, aije andt Ilace of residence Of the
8 7 million women with children from a fattier riot living in
the household the ones more likely than average 158 percent)
to be awarded child support parnients were ever divorced'
women, White women, women who had attended college.
women over 30, wcmen living outside of centital cities, and
those living in the Midwest ISee tdble C I Also more likely
than average to be awarded paytenits were women in
maniagerial or technical occupations and homeowners Of
those awarded child support arid due payments in 1983, the
percent actually receiving payment was higher than average
for women who were currently separated, had completed 4
or more years of college, and were technical workers

For women who actually received child support payments
in 1983. the mean amount tended to be higher for the groups
that were more likely to be awarded and to receive payment
Amonq those with higher than averaqe payment amounts
1$2.340) were women w-lh 4 or more years of college. women
over the age of 40, and women in managerial occupations
There was some evidence that women living outside central
cities within metropolitan areas arid women owning their own
homes also received higher amounts than average Those with
lower than average payment amounts included never married
women. Black women, women who had not completed high

'Ever divorced mothers include those women currently divorced or
remained women whose previous marriage ended in divorce

I

i

II
Not awarded child

support payments
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school, and women under age 30 Also receiving lower than
average payments were women in service and operator
occupations arid those who received government transler

payments There was some evidence of lower payment

amounts for women living outside metropolitan areas and for
those who were renters

Figure 2
Mean Income of Ever-Divorced or Currently

610.000

Excludes women who were awarded payments but were not SuppiSed o receive them in 1983

180.000 14.980.000
Number ol women

Table E. Receipt and Type of Property Settlement for Ever-Divorced Women. by Marital Status and Presence of
Own Children From an Absent Father

(Women with children under 21 years of age present as of spring 19841

Property settlement reached

Type el settlement Ipercentl)
Characteristic

No Cash'
settlement Other and

Total reached Total Cash' types, other
(thous I Ithous I Ithous I only only types'

Total 14 761 9.269 5.492 21 6 74 1 4 3

Current marital status
Divorced 7.404 4.406 2.998 238 71 7 4 4
Married' 6 166 4.123 2.243 186 77 4 40
Wriuwud' i9I /40 2bl 11 b 1t / f6I

Presence of own children from an
absent lather
No children present 9 375 6.073 3.302 22 5 72 7 4 8
One or more children present 5.385 3.196 2.190 20 3 76 1 3 6

'A one time cash settlement
'Other property (aog. house, other resl estate, cars, or furnishingsl
'1lemarried women whose previous marriage ended m divorce
'Widowed women whose previous marriage ended in divorce

i
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Overall. the child support award rate showed no significant
change from the previous survey. while the recipiency rate
showed some evidence of an increase Only minimal changes
occurred in the award rates between the two years by selected
characteristics of the child's mother, all significant changes
In the recipiency rates by characteristic were increases There
was some evidence of an increase in the award rate for women
paying no cash rent (from 42 percent to 65 percent) and a
decrease for currently divorced women 181 percent to 76 per-
cent) and women living in the West (63 percent to 57 per-
cent) Those women experiencing an increase in recipiency
rates after award of child support for their children included
White women Ifrom 73 percent to 77 percent) women com-
plating high school (72 percent tn 77 percent). women with
one child (68 percent to 78 percent). those under 30 years
of age (62 percent to 73 percent). those living in the South
171 percent to 80 percent), and those with earnings (73 per-
cent to 79 percent) There was also evidence of an increase
for women living inside metropolitan areas (from 73 percent
to 77 percent) and for those living in owner-occupied housing
(75 percent to 80 percent )

As stated above, the overall average child support payment
In 1983 showed no significant change in real terms from the
level of 1981 There were few changes in average payment
amount from 1981 to 1983 by selected characteristics. and
the only significant changes were declines (See table D)

As reported in 1984. the proportion of women awarded
payments and the mean amounts received showed some
variation by marital status The award rate for ever divorced
mothers (76 percent) was higher than for currently separated
or never married mothers (41 and 18 percents, respectively)
A greater proportion of mothers who were currently separated
(87 percent) actually received payments than did the others
(75 percent) Never-married mothers received a lower mean
amount ($1.130) of child support payments than did those of
other marital statuses ($2.410)

The award of payments for the support of children varied
widely according to the race and Spanish origin of the mother
Black mothers and those of Spanish origin living apart from
the father of their children were much less likely than their
White counterparts to be awarded child support Approxi-
mately 67 percent of White mothers with children from an
absent father were awarded child support payments, com-
pared with 34 percent for Black and 41 percent for those of
Spanish origin Once awarded, the rocipiency rate did not vary
by race or Spanish origin However. payment amounts for
Black women were smaller, on the average, than for White
mothers

There was some evidence of smaller average payments for
those of Spanish origin as well. (No statistically significant
difference was discerned between Black women and those
of Spanish origin for either award rate or payment amount )

Award status also differed by the educational attainment
of the mother Those who were not high school graduates
were less likely to be awarded and to receive child support

"See Curent Population Reports. Series P 23. No. 140 table 6

for their children than those with higher educational attain-
ments In addition, their support payments ($1,540) were
lower than for more highly-educated mothers ($2,490) (See
table C I There are several potential explanations for the rela-
tionship between educational attaenment and recipioncy rates
and average child support payments. In general. there is a
positive correlation between the educational attainment of
husbands and wives Since more highly educated husbands
are more likely to have higher incomes, they are also more
likely to be in a better economic position to provide child sup-
port payments Alsom it is possible that more highly educated
women ate mote effective in using the legal system to obtain
and assure receipt of support payments However. the survey
design did not allow these hypotheses to be tested directly

Another factor related to the payment of child support is
the number of children the mother has living with her in the
absence of their father Women with three children or fewer
were more likely than those with four or more to be awarded
payments However, there was no significant difference in the
recipiency rate according to the number of children As i% to
be expected, average child support payments for mothers with
only one child were lower than those with two or more children
present However, there was no significant difference in the
mean support payments between women witli two, three, or
four or more children present

As might be expected, the age of the mother was related
to the awarding of child support payments for her children.
About 65 percent of women over 30 with children from an
absent father were awarded payments, compared with 44 per-
cent of younger women Howcver. for those women who were
awarded payments and due them in 1983. there was no
significant difference in recipiency according to tihe mother's

4age. Age was positively associated with the amount received.
with women under 30 years of age receiving $1.720, on the
average, while those between 30 and 39 averaged $2.360
and those 40 years and over averaged $2.970 The older the
absent fathers, the more likely they would be to have advanced
farther in their line of work Their correspondingly higher in-
comes should make them better able to support their children
than younger absent fathers

The awarding and receipt of child support payments showed
some variation by type of residence and tenure Mothers who
lived inside central cities within metropolitan areas were less
likely to be awarded payments than women whose residence
was outside of central cities This finding may be correlated
with the relatively high concentration of Black families in cen-
tral cities, since a smaller proportion of Black women were
awarded child support for their children than were other
women Women who lived in their own homes were more
likely to be awarded and to receive child support payments,
and the average payments received were higher ($2.590) than
for those who were renters ($2.020)

Child support awards did not vary greatly among women
according to their residence within one of the four major
regions of the country However, women hying in the Midwest
(formerly the North Central Region) here more likely to be
awarded or have an agreement to receive support payments
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for their children than the others Actual recipiency of child
support in 1983 showed little variation by region, but women
in the Northeast and South ware more likely then those in the
Midwest and West to actually receive payments once
awarded There were no significant regional differences in the
average amount of child support received.

The occupation of the mother showed some correlation
with the awarding end receipt of child support Women in
managerial, technical, and precision production occupations
were more likely to be awarded payments (68 percent) than
were women in service or operator occupations (56 percent)
Women in other than service occupations were also more
likely to receive payments for their children (80 percent) than
women in service occupations (71 percent) Average payment
amounts received by women in managerial and technical
occupations ($2.640) were higher than amounts received by
service workers and operators 161.8401

Award and receipt of child support differed according to
whether or not the child's mother was an earner A higher

percentage of women with earnings in 1983 were awarded
or had agreements to receive child support payments than
women who did not receive any income from this source (64
percent versus 45 percent) The actual child support recipi-
ency rate for women with agreements was higher for women
with earnings than without However. there was no signifi-
cant difference in average payment amount received by earner
status

Women receiving government transfer payments were less
likely to have child support for their children Of those mothers
with government transfer payments, only 48 percent had been
awarded child support compared to 63 percent for those
without transfer payments. They were also less likely to
receive payments once awarded 166 percent, compared with
80 percent for women without transfer payments), and their
average payment amount was lower ($1.740 as compared
with $2,520)

CHARACTERISTICS OF WOMEN AWARDED
CHILD SUPPORT BY POVERTY STATUS IN 1983

Of the 8 7 million mothers of children with an absent father.
about 2 9 million, or about 33 percent, had incomes below
the poverty level in 1983 Their overall poverty rate showed
no statistically significant increase from the 1981 rate. Of the
2 9 million mothers in poverty. 1 2 million (42 percent) had
child support awards or agreements About one-third of the
1 2 million had health insurance included in th award The
award rates showed no significant difference from those of
the previous survey fSee tables A and F)

Among mothers below the poverty level. 58 percent were
not awarded child support, compared with 42 percent of all
mothers A substantial majority of the poor wanted child
support awards (75 percent (See table 2 ) Only 18 percent
of poor mothers did not want awards, and the remaining 7
percent were either awaiting awards, had joint custody, or
accepted property settlements instead

The poverty rate for mothers with children from an absent
father varied considerably according to-child support award

status The poverty rate for women who were awarded child
support payments was 25 percent In contrast, about 45
percent of those who were not awarded payments were below
the poverty level.

Of the 916.000 mothers below the poverty level who were
due child support in 1983 for their children, only 6 out of 10
received payments The average child support for these
women was 01.430, while the average for all women was
$2.340 For mothers below the poverty level who received
child support for their children, payments represented almost
one third of their average total income ($4,790), this com-
pares with less than one-fifth for all women

Of those below the poverty level, the variation in award of
child support according to the mothers' characteristics
paralleled that for all women For example, ever divorced
mothers were more likely to be awarded payments (68 per-
cent) then were separated mothers (41 percent) or the never
married (only 17 percent) White women below the poverty
level were more likely to have payment awards than Black

.Women or women of Spanish origin (However, there was no
statistically significant difference between Black women and
women of Spanish origin) Those who had not completed high
school were also less likely to have awards than those with
at least a high school education Because of the small sam-
ple size, statistically significant differences in recipiency rates
and the amount of child support payments by race and
Spanish origin for women in poverty could not be determined

THE DEFICIT IN CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS

It is of interest to compare the amount of child support
payments that were received by mothers due payments for
their children with the amount that they would have received
if full payments were made As mentioned above, the average
child support payment for the 3 0 million women who actually
received payments in 1983 was $2,340, and their average
total money income was $13.130 However. for the 40 million
women who were supposed to receive payments in 1983
(which includes the 10 million women who did not receive
payments), the overall average amount of child support was
$1,780, the mean total income $12.010 Table G shows the
average payment that would have been received if the full
amount due had been made For example, the mean child
support payments to all mothers who were supposed to
receive them would have been $2.520. and they would have
had, on average. a total money income of $12.770 The
magnitude of the child support payments that were due but
were not received for the year 1983 may be illustrated more
clearly as follows The aggregate amount of child support
payments due ,n 1983 was $101 billion, but actual payments
received amounted to only about $71 billion during that year'0

"'The aggregate payments due roter only to the total due for the income
year 1983 based on the information reported by the womer in the su#vey.
errarlages are nor included in the aggregate figure.

The deficit as computed here is only the difference between awarded
payments o• payments agreed tol and actual payments. It does not reflect
any value u~gment $ to the reasonableness or adequacy of the awardsL
either at the tinme of the award or for the future when circumstances may
have changed
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Table F. Number of Women Below the Poverty Level and Povetty lRate in 1903. by ChIld Support Award Status
and Selected Characteristics

INumbers in thousands Women with own children under 21 years ol age prCesr xlioo mabsen
t

lathe# %as of spreig 19841

CharectelostIc

lotal

Current martial status'
Married'
Divorced
Separated
Never marricd

Race and Spanish origin
While
Black
Spanish origini

Educational attainment
Less than 12 year-
tiqh school 4 years
College I to 3 yes

4 years or
more

Number of own children
from an absent lather
One child
Two children
Three children
Four children or more

I Toal

Poverty
Number rtle

2898 333

187 88
925 289
726 500

1048 565

1 577 25 5
1 256 53 7

394 499

1 290 57 4
1.209 288

338 224

62 84

1 259
897
482
260

28 4
32 I
478
58 0

Paymentl IAirdIn or avwatr'rl Not awaiolod
- - - - F_

Total

Poverty
Number rate

1 231 245

120
632
297
117

74
259
50 I
54 0

828 20 0
3i, 47 6
116 352

591
182

32

498
411
227
96

44 7
230
188

61

199
238
39 2
464

;tjpposed tO rectve
Payments in

lqreiverl Ed ni'Olt eeve
pD ynitio' payments"- Overly-Itelv

688 18e7

45
280

77

1805 11
41 8
46 4

403 154
'1•3 41 4
E5,3 33 5

176
04

1 7

27 0
200
104
A 4

37 7
18 5
13•J

poverty

PNuiber rate

38 36:3

AS
220

31
42

250gO

13

149
53

fIl
467

(0)

32 3
54 9
24 5

55 8
30 8
32 5

Poverty
Nurriber rate

1.667 454

66 128
293 38 5
428 499
871 57 1

750 36 7
88? 568
278 595

864
618
156

66 8
38 0
28 7

4 5 12 1I8 30 142

14 7 126 29 1 762 393
18 3 140 373 486 455
31 3 63 496 255 594
379 18 tIR 164 680

6 Base less ihan 75.000
'Excludes a small number of currently widowed wonieri whose rrevrous marriage enler~d in divOrce
IfRemarried women whose previous marriage ended in divorce
'Women of Sparash origin may be of any race

Table 0. Mean Child Support and Total Money Income of Women Oue Child SUPport PaymentS In 1983. by Type
of Arrangement and Method of Payment

tWomen with own children under 21 Vears of age present bIomn abseti fathers as 0 siPing 19041

Actual anse"),t Of If lull amount of payments
paimeois reciv 'ed had been received

Characteristic Mean Mean
Chad Mean child Mean

suppoll total support total
Number payments' mori

t
y payrnents money

Ithous I received ancorlne due income

All payments'

Type of arrangement
Cowl ordered
Voluntary

Method ol payment
Directly from father
Through a court or public agency

3.995

2 524
1.297

1 993
1 920

$1 779 $12,005

1 334
2 591

2.0)2
1 380

10976
14:278

13 149
1u0.

0 3

$2 521

2.288
2.958

2.710
2 240

$12 774

11 931
14 726

13840
11.666

'Mean amount based on all women due payment, whether or not payments v're iFenved
Includes a small number of women whose arrangement type was other of wF0l-v e Melltd 0 fPeyrneril eWas by "Some other method."

not shown separately

I I

a m i
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Figure 3
Child Support: Percent of Women Due Payments in 1983. by
Proportion of Payment Received and Type of Arrangement

Received full
amount due

IA mall numtw of women had *other arrangement types, not shown separately

Received parlal Received no
amount payment

The complete payment of child support to women below the
poverty level, however. would have had little impact on their
poverty status Even if the women awarded and due payment
in 1983 had received all the payments they were supposed
to receive, the change in their poverty rate would not have
been statistically significant (See table 6 1

The size of the deficit between payments due and received
in 1983 as reported by this survey varied by the type of
arrangement that the mother had to receive support payments
for her child About three-fifths of the women who were sup-
posed to receive child support payments or 1983 had a "court-
ordered" agreement However. a court order did not seem to
be an effective method of ensuring full payment, since only
40 percent of the women with court ordered payments receiv-
ed the full amount due, 32 percent received no payment at
all Ifgure 3) The mean amount received under a court ordered
agreement was $1,330 in 1983 If the full amount of payments
due had been received, the average payment would have been
$2,290 Therefore. women with court orders received on
average only 58 percent of the amount they were due.

In contrast, women who were supposed to receive child
support payments under a voluntary written agreement
generally fared better than women who were awarded
payments by the courts Of the women in the former category.
69 percent actually received the full amount of payment due,
and only 9 percent received no payment at all Their mean

child support payment was $2.590. about twice as high as
the mean for women with a "court odered" agreement ISee
table 6 1 If women with a voluntary written agreement had
received the full payments due, the average amount would
have been $370 higher ($2,960) Therefore, these women
received 88 percent of the average payment amount they were
due for their children, in sharp contrast with women who had
court ordered payments Also, women with voluntary written
agreements generally had higher total money incomes than
women with court-ordered agreements fSee table G I

Not only was there variation in the receipt of child support
for all women due payments by tie type of agreement (court-
ordered or voluntary written agreement), but differences were
also observed by the method of payment A greater propor.
lion of women who received payment directly from their
child's father got the full amount that they were due 456 per-
cent) than those who received payment through a court or
public agency (44 percent) The mean payment was $2,070
when received directly from the father, compared with $1.380
when received through a court or public agency, the com-
parable amounts actually due were $2,710 and $2,240.
respectively Thus, women with payments directly from the
father averaged 76 percent of the amount due, while the
amount received through a court or public agency was 62 per.
cent of that due.

I
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CHARACTERISTICS OF WOMEN AWARDED
ALIMONY PAYMENTS

Of the 17 4 million ever divorced or currently separated
women as of sprint. 1984 only about I- peceiit were
awarded or had an agreement to receive alimony or
maintenance payments The proportion i.sowed little var:e
tion by demographic or economic chara.terrstrcs However.
women who were more likely than average (14 percent' to
have an award were women over the age of 40, women who
had attended college, women who were divorced or separated
prior to 1970. and those not working at or during the 5 year
interval prior to the time of the separation ISee table H ) There
was also some evidence that White women were more likely
than average to be awarded dlimony Among those less likely
than average to receive an award were currently separated
women. Black women, and women under 30 years of age
Also less likely were women who had not graduated om high
school, women with one or more children present from an
absent father, and women who were working at the time of
separation

The recipiency rate for women due alimony payments in
1983 showed little variation according to the woman's
characteristics However. the percentage of women receiving
payments was higher than average (77 percent) for women
working part time at the time of separation Remarried women
were les likely than average to receive payments

The average amount of alimony received in 1983 was

$3.980. about 22 percent of the total income of those reci-
pients (See table H I Women over 40 received higher than
average payment amounts There was also some evidence of
higher payment amounts for women without children and
women living in the western region of the country (See table
91 Women with lower than average alimony payments
included women under 40. women with children, and women
without earnings Women who had completed high school
only, those living outside of metropolitan areas, and those who
did not work in 1983 also showed evidence of lower than
average payments

The overall award rate for alimony as reported in 1984 was
not significantly different from that reported in 1982. but the
recipiency rate did change somewhat from the previous
survey Overall, the percent of women receiving alimony
payments in 1983 (77 percent) showed some evidence of an
increase from 1981 (67 percent) Some variation in the reci-
piency rate from that of the previous survey was also observed
according to the characteristics of the women, and the only
variations were increases For example, a higher percentage
of wo'nen working full time received payments in 1983 (75
percent) than in 1981 (62 percent) There was also some
evidence of an increased rate of recipiency for the currently
separated (87 percent, up from 68 percent), women with 1
to 3 years of college 184 percent up from 68 percent). and
women with at least one child present from an atosent father
(79 percent, up from 66 percent)

Overall. the average alimony payment in 1983 showed no
statistically significant change from 1981 There were few

significant changes observed in average amounts recaved
between the two years (after adjusting for ,nllationl according
to women's characteristics The changes that were observed
were increases and included payments to currently divorced
women, to women with no children present from an absent
father, and to women working full time. whether at the time
of separation or during the year payments were received (See
table D and table 9 1

As reported in the 1984 survey, award and receipt of alimony
payments varied by the women's work experience Women
who worked during the 5-year period prior to the time of
separation and those who worked full time at separation were
less likely to be awarded payments (11 percent than women
who did not work during the five years prior to separation or
who worked only part time at separation (17 percent) (See
table H ) This is consistent with the notion of alimony as a
transitional payment, that is. a support payment for the
woman during a period of training or retraining prior to enter-
ing the labor force or until the event of remarriage Moreover.
wives working part time contribute a smaller proportion of
the family income, ol average, than those who work full time
Since the pattern of working part time may continue after
divorce, alimony can provide a substantiall part of their
livelihood Actual recipiency of payments differed somewhat
according to the work status of the the woman at the time
of separation About 93 percent of women working part time
at the time of separation received payments in 1983, com-
pared with 75 percent for all other women However. there
was no significant difference in recipiency rates according to
work status in 1983 Conversely, the average amount of
alimony payment received did not vary by the woman's work
status at the time of separation, but women who worked in
1983 received a higher amount ($4.3201 than women who
did not work in that year ($29201 This finding is contrary
to what might be expected However. the lower average pay-
ment amount may be reflective of other factors, such as the
current marital status of the women Ifor the remarriedl or of
the ex husband's economic situation, a factor which this
survey cannot measure

Of the 17 4 million ever divorced or currently separated
women. 3 8 million (or 22 percent) were living below the
poverty line Of the 3 8 million poor, only 9 percent were
awarded alimony payments as of spring 1984 Of the 117.000
poor women due payments in 1983, about 6 out of 10
received some amount of payment Because of the small sam-
ple size. the mean alimony and total money incomes for
*omen receiving payments are not available

CHARACTERISTICS OF WOMEN RECEIVING
PROPERTY SETTLEMENTS

For the 14 8 million ever divorced women as of spring 1984.
whether a woman was more or less likely than average to

"See Currenl PiPogialion Reports Setres P 23 No 140 table 8 ore 1961
average sihmony paymentfi uures
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Table H. Selected Characteristics of Ever-Divorced or Currently Separated Women, by Alimony RecipIency and
Amount Received

iWomen as of spring 19841

Supposed to receive alimony in 1983

Actually received alimony
in 1983

Characteristic Percent Mean

awarded Mean total
Total alimony Total alimony money

Ithous I payments Ithous I Percent payments income

All women

Marital status'
Married'
Divorced
Separated

Race and Spanish origin
White
Black
Spanish origin'

Age
IS to 29 years
30 to 39 years
40 years and over

Educational attainment
Less then 12 years
High school 4 years
College I to 3 years

4 years or more

Presence of own children from en
absentlfather
No children present
One or more children present

Yeer of divorce or separation
1980 and later
1976 to 1979
19700to 1974
Before 1970

Work experience in 1983
Worked

Full time
Pert llie

Did not work

Work experience before or at time of
sparation

Worked during 5 years before or at
lime o1 separation

Worked at time of separation
Worked atlfull time jobs
Worked at part time jobs

Did not work at time 01 separation
Did not work durin 5 years prior

or *t time of spotation

17.392

6.366
7.404
2 631

14 485
2.595
1.118

139

138
154
102

154
63

123

2.985 6 5
6.135 108
9.272 180

4.911
1 698
2.867
1.915

10 2
139
166
192

10.556 152
6.836 l18

5.553 122
4.108 120
2.583 130
5 149 17 7

11 451 13 7
8879 13 1
2.572 159
5,941 142

13.774
10.785
9.204
1.581
6 607

3.618

129
122
115
166
166

176

791

90
529
168

709
75
46

90
254
447

119
314
189
169

369
422

435
192
96
69

603
450
163
188

576
449
354
96

342

215

769 $3.976 W17.785

500
78 4
86 9

181 (01
4.450 18.465
3,233 16.891

769 4.292
867 Is)

Is) to)

64 4
78 3
78 5

62 2
736
84 1
05 2

18.604
18e
18l

18) 18)
2.457 18.126
5.332 20.109

Is8 18I
3.015 16.393
4.968 17,259
5.C96 24.789

74 5 5.262 17.781
789 2,915 17.788

811
80 7
74 0

IB)

76 1
753
78 4
79 3

75 7
76 8
72 3
92 7
76 9

800

4463 18.488
3.755 18.625

(1) (6I
to1 18)

4.319 20.661
4,330 22 523
4.289 15.043
2.915 9.216

3 709
3 759
3,885
3.394
4 259

4.648

18.366
19.260
19.689
18.309
15.853

16.317

11 Be" less than 76.000

'Exciutdes a sinhll lnmber of currently widowed women whobe previous mnrridue ended in divorcu
'Oearrnied women whose Irevious mmage ended in divorce
'Women of Spaimsh orig•n may be of any race

receive a properly settlement varied according to her

demoWaphic characteristics Women more likely than average
(37 percent to have a property settlement were currently

divorced women, women with 4 or more years of college, and
those with at least one child (See taote I IThere was some

evidence that women between the ages of 30 aid 39 were
also more likely to have had a settlement Among those less
likely than average to ha" received a property settlement were
widowed women who had previously been divorced. Black
women, women under 30 year of ag, ard women who had
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Table I Selected Characteristics of Ever-Divorced Women by Receipt of Property Settlements

iWomen as of spring 19841

No Property Percent
wi llre ' lent%enflelltent wrolni lq

Lhdi.rs lelfrlis Total teas hod eFr hiled a property
Ithous I Itholis I Ithous I settlement

Total 14)161 9 269 5492 37 2

Marital Staitu
DivotrPd 7,404 4 406 2998 405
Ma. red' 6366 4 123 2 243 35 2
Widowed' 991 740 251 253

Rai e adti Spianish otriin
While 128033 7 838 49q95 389
Black 1 669 1 234 436 26 1
Spanish origin' 774 559 215 27 8

Aqe
18 Ito 29 Vears 2 249 I 604 645 P 7
30 to 39 Veafs 4 373 260) 1 766 404
40 yeoes and over 8 tJ9 5058 3081 37 9

Educahsir atialarlaiment
Le•s ithsas 12 ear 3 85r3 2 90' 1 049 2) 2
Il.i , ishsiol 4 years 6653 4 078 2 ") 16 38/1
College I F 31 yea's 2 531 1 503 1030 40 7

4 years or moar 1 721 R84 837 48 6

Piess'•t e of own cll(.ts'ter from an absent
father

No (hidlvenlireii•,nt 9 375 6013 3 302 35 2
One or tisre chddren present 5 385 3 196 2 190 40 7

'teniared rl women whose previou% matriage ended' ina divorce
'Wilowed wonse i oPs pres Oitis marriage ended in divorce

sWrsitue of Spanishi utrigin Pay bIre of arty tace

not completed high school Thetre was some evidence that

women tf Spanish origin were less likely than average to
receive a settlement

Women with property settlements averaged better in terms
of both total income and recipiency of support payments For
example the average total income of women with property
settlements ($12 880) was higher than those without settle
ments (S0 390) Of women awarded a property settlement.
27 percent also received some form of support payment
alimony for herself and or child support for her children in
1983 This compares with only 14 percent of the ever divorced
women without a settlement who were receiving support
payments

The percentage of ever divorced oomen receiving property
settlements changed slightly between 1982 and 1984r"
Overall about 37 percent of these women received a property
settlement in 1984. down slightly from the 1982 level of 42
percent All significant changes in likelihood of receipt of a
property settlement according to the characteristics of women
were decreases with the exception of younger women
Women under 30 years of age showed some evidence of an
increased rate of receipt in 1984 129 percent) from that of
1982 l23 pern.entl

"Sao Current Populatson Reports Serir sP 23 No 140 tables 0 and
H lot 1981 pnowfty settlement data

In 1984 the proportion of women ret eivtrg a property

settlemerlt showed some vattatton when viewed by selected

characterrsilLS of the women Properly settlement awards

varied by current marital status Currently divorced women
were more likely to report receiving a property settlement 140
percent) than either married women 135 percent or widow
ed women 125 percent) (See table ItI

Settlements also varied by race and Spanish origin White
women were more likely to have a property settlement 139
percent than Black women 126 percent) or women of Spanish
origin 128 percent )There was no statistically significant dif
ference between the latter two groups I

Settlement rates also differed by age and educational
attminmPnt of the woman Women under 30 were less likely
to have settlements 129 percent) than women over 30 years
of age M39 percent) Women without a high school education
were less likely to have a property settlement 127 percent)
than women who had high school degrees but who had not
completed college 139 percent) or college graduates 149
percent)

Receipt of property settlements also varied according to the
presence of children Women with at least one child from an
absent father were more likely 141 percent) to have a property
settlement than women withcut such children present 135
percent)
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BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE SURVEY

The data on child support and alimony were collected in
a special supplement to the April 1984 Current Population
Survey ICPSI All women 18 years of age and older were
within the universe for the supplemental questions Marital
status, divorce history, and the presence of own children under
21 ycars old determined whether or not a woman wau eligi-
ble for the questions on child support, alimony, and property
settlements The supplemental questions were g)laced on the
April CPS so that this information could be combined with
information previously collected in the March CPS on annual
work experience, income, and poverty status

A data file was created containing all of the supplemental
data irom the April 1984 CPS as well as the income informa
lion from the supplement to the March 1984 CPS The file
was created by matching data for persons on the March 1984
CPS file with data for the same persons on the April 1984
CPS file, using those segments from each lapproxemately
three fourths of the sample) that were interviewed in both
months About 95 percent of the April CPS cases eligible for
matching were successfully linked to the March CPS infor
matrion March was chosen as the base month from which
demographic characteristics were taken Each time that a
match occurred for which there were April supplement data,
this information was added to each person's record The un-
matched April records were discarded If a supplement had
unfilled tens. an attempt was made to produce a response
using a consistency edit of reported information. if this was
not possible, the items were impute-1 from fully reported cases

As noted earlier, partial funding for collection of the sup-
plemental data was provided by the Office of Child Support
Enforcement (OCSE) Of prime interest to OCSE was the "cost
avoidance" effectiveness of its programs In Iassisting women
experiencing difficulty in establishing or collecting child sup
port payments Among the service provisions offered by OCSE
are help in locating the father, establishing paternity.

establishing support obligation, enforcing support orders, and
obtaining collection Data concerning findings associated with
the user rate of OCSE's services, the type of such services
used and the dollar amount of child support paid to women
as a result of OCSE's help are available upon request from the
Office of Child Support Enforcement. Department of Health
and Human Services

CHANGES IN THE SURVEY

In re-ponse to user needs and in an attempt to improve
reporting and the useability of the data, minor modifications
were made from the previous survey ISee "Appendix C
Facsimile of the April 1984 Survey Ouestionnaire." A facsimile
of the 1982 April CPS may be found in appendix C of Current
Population Reports. Series P 23, No 140 )

Two new questions were added to the survey relating to
the award or non award of child support The first was to
determine whether or not health insurance was included in
the child support award for all women who had been awarded
child support payments The second was to ascertain the
reason for non award for those women with children present
from absent fathers who were not awarded child support for
their children.

An additional question was added to the series of items
related to the labor force status of ever divoiced and currently
separated women The new question collected information
on labor force status of the women during the 5 year period
prior to the date of separation

Due to space constraints, two questionnaire items were
deleted from the survey The deleted items were questions
regarding the award and payment of alimony The first dele-
tion was the item reporting the type of alimony award or agree-
ment Ivoluntary written, court ordered, or other) The second
was the item indicating the main reason for irregular alimony
payment
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PART III

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR AFDC RECIPIENTS

A. Description of Programs

INTRODUCTION

Providing employment, education and training services for re-
cipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) has
long been a major concern of the Committee on Finance. In 1956
the Committee approved amendments to the Social Security Act
that authorized Federal matching for these kinds of activities. In
1967 the Committee developed amendments that established the
basic structure of the Work Incentive (WIN) program. Amend-
ments to strengthen the WIN program were initiated by the Com-
mittee in 1971. Also in 1971, the Committee initiated legislation to
provide a tax credit for employers who hired WIN participants.

In 1981, when the Administration proposed the community work
experience program (CWEP), popularly known as "workfare", the
Committee approved that proposal and also initiated legislation to
create two alternative programs: WIN demonstrations and work
supplementation. Thus, the structure that is now in place to assist
AFDC applicants and recipients in preparing for and finding em-
ployment has been very largely the work of this Committee.

Not all of the work and training proposals that have been devel-
oped by the Committee have been enacted into law. In particular,
the Committee approved a major restructuring of welfare programs
in 1972 that would have placed all adult welfare recipients (exclud-
ing mothers with children under age 6 and some other individuals)
in a work and training program that emphasized job placement
and training for those relatively "job ready", and a job guarantee
program for those who could not be placed in unsubsidized employ-
ment. Persons in these programs would not have been eligible for
welfare payments.

Currently, the Social Security Act gives States broad latitude in
administering work and training programs for welfare recipients.
The statute requires that the WIN program be operated in all
States, but it allows States to choose to operate a WIN demonstra-
tion program as an alternative to the regular WIN program. The
major difference between WIN and WIN demonstration programs
lies in who has responsibility for operating the program. The regu-
lar WIN program is administered jointly by the Department of
Labor and the Department of Health and Human Services at the
Federal level, and jointly by welfare agencies and employment
services at the State level. WIN demonstration programs, on the
other hand, are under the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices at the Federal level, and the welfare agency at the State level.

(149)
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An additional important difference between WIN and WIN demon-
stration programs is that, under the latter, States are completely
free to design their own programs.

The other programs that States may elect to operate-CWEP,
work supplementation and welfare agency job search-are all
under the direction of the State welfare agency. Thus, current law
gives the State welfare agencies the opportunity to take over full
responsibility for their work and training programs, and to offer a
wide variety of activities of their own choosing.

Perhaps the major concern of many States at this time is not any
limitation on their authority, but on their funding. Certain pro-
gram activities (CWEP, work supplementation and job search) are
generally eligible to receive 50 percent Federal funding on an open-
ended entitlement basis as part of the State's AFDC administrative
expenses. However, none of the 50 percent matching money may be
used for institutional-type education and training activities. States
that wish to provide these kinds of activities must use WIN funds,
but funding for WIN has recently been cut back severely. (Institu-
tional training may be available to AFDC recipients under the Job
Training Partnership Act, but this program is operated under the
aegis of the Department of Labor and, at the State level, by an ad-
ministrative structure separate from the welfare agency.)

The employment and training activities that are currently au-
thorized under title IV (the AFDC title) of the Social Security Act
are described in more detail below: I

WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM

When the Finance Committee approved legislation to create the
WIN program, it anticipated that the program would serve very
large numbers of AFDC recipients. The Committee commented in
its report that ". . . it is anticipated that virtually all individuals
who are referred to the Secretary of Labor by the welfare agencies
will participate in the program." The Committee's expectations
were never realized, because appropriations for the program re-
mained very much smaller than was originally estimated.

From 1968 until recently, however, the WIN program has served
as the major program providing welfare recipients with employ-
ment-related services. The WIN legislation authorizes a very broad
range of activities, including job placement, intensive job search
services, on-the-job training, institutional and work experience
training, and public service employment. Supportive services, in-
cluding child care and transportation services, counseling and
others, are also authorized under the legislation.

The legislation that authorizes WIN also provides the only Feder-
al work requirement applicable to AFDC applicants and recipients.
All applicants and recipients must register for and participate in
WIN activities to which they are assigned except: (1) a child under
age 16 or a full-time student; (2) persons who are ill, incapacitated
or of advanced age; (3) a person remote from a WIN site; (4) a
person needed in the home to care for another member of the

'See Tables C-i, C-2, C-3, and C-4 for information on State participation in the work and
training programs authorized under title IV.
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household who is ill or incapacitated; (5) the parent or relative of a
child under age 6 who is providing care for the child except for
brief and infrequent absences; (6) a person working at least 30
hours a week; (7) a pregnant woman during the last three months
prior to the expected date of birth; and (8) a parent if the other
parent is required to register.

The law prescribes penalties for persons who refuse to partici-
pate in WIN without good cause. In the case of a single-parent
family, the penalty is loss of benefits payable on behalf of the
parent (or caretaker relative) who refuses to comply. In this case,
protective payments must generally be made on behalf of the other
family members. If the principal earner in a two-parent family eli-
gible on the basis of the parent's unemployment refuses to comply,
the penalty is loss of benefits to the entire family. The period for
loss of benefits is three months for the first refusal to comply and
six months for the second and any subsequent refusals.

The WIN statute establishes priorities that States are supposed
to follow in assigning individuals to WIN activities: (1) unemployed
fathers, (2) mothers who volunteer for participation, (3) other moth-
ers, and pregnant women under age 19, (4) dependent children and
relatives age 16 or over who are not in school, working or in train-
ing, and (5) all other persons.

WIN is administered jointly at the Federal level by the Depart-
ment of Labor and the Department of Health and Human Services.
At the State and local level, it is administered jointly by the wel-
fare (or social services) agency and the employment service.

The welfare and employment agency personnel who administer
the program are required to be co-located to the extent possible.
Together, they are required to conduct an appraisal interview with
each WIN registrant, and to develop an employability plan that in-
cludes both an employment component and a supportive services
component. There must be a certification that the individual has
been (or will be) provided with any necessary supportive services,
including day care, before the individual can be certified for place-
ment in a WIN component.

The Federal Government pays 90 percent matching for the costs
of the WIN program. States must pay 10 percent of the costs,
either in cash or in kind.

Half of WIN funds are allocated to the States on the basis of the
number of WIN registrants in the State; the other half are allocat-
ed by the Secretary of Labor as he determines will best meet the
purposes of the program. (Under the WIN demonstration amend-
ments enacted in 1981, a State that operates a WIN demonstration
program is guaranteed an annual funding amount equal to its ini-
tial 1981 WIN allocation amount. These State guaranteed amounts
have been reduced proportionally as WIN appropriations have de-
clined.)

Appropriations for the WIN program have always been below
the levels estimated when the legislation was passed, and recently
the program has experienced severe cuts. Appropriations for WIN
since fiscal year 1980 have been as follows: 1980-$365 million,
1981-$365 million, 1982-$281 million, 1983-$271 million, 1984-
$267 million, 1985-$264 million, 1986-$211 million, and 1987-
$110 million. The appropriation for 1987 has been designated for
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use in the first nine months of the fiscal year. Table C-5 shows
WIN State allocations for fiscal years 1986 and 1987.

ENACTMENT OF THE COMMUNITY WORK EXPERIENCE PROGRAM
(CWEP)

The Reagan Administration proposed legislation to create the
Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) as part of its 1981
budget proposals. The Committee on Finance approved the CWEP
proposal, with one major change. The Committee decided to make
CWEP an optional, rather than a mandatory, program for the
States. CWEP, as approved by the Committee, became law in 1981.

The concept behind the CWEP program is that recipients should
be required to perform some kind of public work in exchange for
their welfare benefits. The program was widely described at the
time of enactment as an expansion to the Federal level of a demon-
stration program undertaken as part of California's welfare reform
program when Ronald Reagan was Governor of that State. Actual-
y, it differed only in detail from the community work and training
programs that States were authorized to operate under the AFDC
law during much of the 1960's.

The stated purpose of the State CWEP programs is "to provide
experience and training for individuals not otherwise able to obtain
employment in order to assist them to move into regular employ-
ment." The statute limits programs to those which serve a useful
public purpose in fields such as health, social services, environmen-
tal protection, education, urban and rural development, welfare,
recreation, public facilities, public safety, and day care. The law
also states that, to the extent possible, the prior training, experi-
ence and skills of a recipient are to be used in making work experi-
ence assignments.

The legislation requires State welfare agencies to provide certain
protections: (1) appropriate health and safety standards; (2) that
the program does not result in displacement of persons currently
employed, or the filling of established unfilled vacancies; (3) reason-
able conditions of work, taking into account the geographic region,
residence and proficiency of the participant; (4) that participants
will not be required to travel an unreasonable distance from their
homes; (5) a limitation on the hours of work required which is con-
sistent with the greater of the Federal or applicable State mini-
mum wage in relation to the family's AFDC benefits; and (6) pay-
ment for transportation and other costs, not in excess of an amount
established by the Secretary, which are reasonably necessary and
directly related to an individual's participation in the program.

The Finance Committee noted in its report: "Because partici-
pants would not be required to work in excess of the number of
hours which, when multiplied by the greater of the Federal or the
applicable State minimum wage, equals the sum of the amount of
aid payable to the family, individuals participating in these pro-
grams would have time to seek regular employment." The Commit-
tee further emphasized placement in regular employment by
adding language which had not been included in the Administra-
tion's proposal, requiring the chief executive officer (Governor) of
each State to provide coordination between CWEP and the WIN
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program "to insure that job placement will have priority over par-
ticipation in the community work experience program."

The 1981 law provides that all persons required to register under
WIN may be required to participate in a community work experi-
ence program unless they are currently employed for 80 or more
hours a month with earnings not less than the applicable mini-
mum wage for such employment. In addition, mothers caring for a
child under 6 but not under 3 may, at the discretion of the State
agency, be required to participate in CWEP if child care is avail-
able. (Mothers caring for a child under 6 are not required to regis-
ter for WIN.) Persons who are so remote from a WIN project that
their participation in that program is precluded may also be re-
quired to participate in CWEP.

The CWEP sanctions are the same as those under the WIN pro-
gram. In the case of a single-parent family, the penalty is loss of
benefits payable on behalf of the parent (or caretaker relative) who
refuses to participate without good cause. However, in the case of a
two-parent family which is eligible on the basis of the unemploy-
ment of the principal earner, the entire family is removed from the
AFDC rolls. In the case of a first refusal, the sanction period is
three months. In the case of second, or subsequent refusals, the
sanction period is six months.

State expenditures for administering CWEP are matchable at the
50 percent rate that applies to AFDC administrative costs general-
ly. However, matchable expenditures may not include the cost of
making or acquiring materials or equipment, or the cost of supervi-
sion of work. Participants in a CWEP program may not be required
to use their assistance or their income or resources to pay for nec-
essary participation costs, such as day care or transportation. If a
State is unable to provide necessary services directly to a partici-
pant or through a third party, the State must provide reimburse-
ment for necessary transportation and day care costs that are in-
curred by the recipient and directly related to participation (within
limitations).

FINANCE COMMITTEE APPROVAL OF ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS

The Congress went considerably beyond the Administration's
1981 request for new work program legislation by approving addi-
tional alternative employment programs for AFDC recipients. As
part of its package of 1981 Reconciliation Act proposals, the Fi-
nance Committee included not only the optional CWEP program
but, in addition, a proposal for a WIN demonstration program, and
for a program aimed at making "employment a more attractive al-
ternative to welfare dependency," which the Committee called
"work supplementation". These two additional alternatives were
supported by the Administration, and were also approved by the
House as part of the Gramm-Latta substitute.

The Finance Committee, in language written for the report on
the new alternative programs, emphasized the statutory objective
of the AFDC program of helping "parents or relatives to attain or
retain capability for the maximum self-support and personal inde-
pendence consistent with the maintenance of continuing parental
care and protection." "This objective", the Committee stated, "re-

69-985 0 - 87 - 6
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flects the consensus of American society that dependency on wel-
fare is an undesirable situation both from the point of view of soci-
ety and from the point of view of the individual recipient. In some
cases, certainly, it may be an unavoidable situation; and the exist-
ence of the welfare program reflects that reality. But even in such
cases, the goal should be to minimize insofar as possible the extent
and duration of dependency."

While urging adoption of the new alternative progams, the Com-
mittee also expressed its support of the existing WIN program:

The WIN program, as substantially revised in 1971 and
in 1980 by amendments proposed by this Committee, re-
mains the only part of the Federal AFDC statute which is
aimed specifically at the goal of achieving independence
from welfare through employment. This program has en-
joyed some success in helping those it has served to attain
employment. However, the available resources for the
WIN program have limited the proportion of AFDC recipi-
ents it can actively serve. The Committee believes that
changes in the law are needed to enable the States to sup-
plement the WIN program with programs of their own to
assist and encourage recipients to attain independence. In
recommending such changes, however, the Committee is
not proposing to repeal the WIN program nor recommend-
ing any diminution in the resources devoted to it.

WIN DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS

The WIN demonstration authority adopted by the Committee
was taken from a bill (S. 986) first introduced-by Senators David
Boren (D., Okla.) and Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D., N.Y.). In dis-
cussing the bill in a Senate floor statement, Senator Boren criti-
cized the WIN program as having "two serious flaws". These he
identified as "dual administration (HHS and DOL) and inflexibility
within the system-which result in a lack of agency accountability,
cumbersome administrative rules and regulations, high cost and
poor performance."

Senator Boren commented further:
Many States have indicated they could run more effi-

cient programs than currently exist. This bill provides us
an opportunity to utilize State and local units of govern-
ment which are the most responsible, best equipped and
most competent levels of government to develop and ad-
minister programs to meet the needs of families with chil-
dren.

The legislation authorizes the States, as an alternative to the ex-
istin* work incentive program, to operate a work incentive demon-
stration program "for the purpose of demonstrating single agency
administration of the work-related objectives" of the AFDC pro-
gram. The law requires the Governor of the State to submit to the
Secretary of HHS a letter of application providing evidence of
intent, along with an accompanying State program plan specifying
(1) that the operating agency would be the State welfare agency, (2)
that required participation criteria would be the same (Statewide)
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as are applied under the WIN program, and (3) the objectives
which the State expected to meet, with emphasis on how the State
expected to maximize client placement in nonsubsidized private
sector employment. In addition, the plan must describe the tech-
niques to be used to achieve the objectives of the demonstration
program, including (but not limited to) maximum periods of partici-
pation, job training, job find clubs, grant diversion to either public
or private sector employers, services contracts with State employ-
ment services, prime sponsors or private placement agencies, and
performance-based placement incentives.

The WIN demonstration legislation provides specifically that "a
State shall be free to design a program which best addresses its in-
dividual needs, makes best use of its available resources and recog-
nizes its labor market conditions." The Secretary of HHS may dis-
approve an application only if he determines that the State pro-
gram plan would be less effective than the regular WIN require-
ments. In addition, the Secretary has responsibility for evaluating
the demonstration programs. According to the Committee report,
"the Committee believes that the results of the evaluations would
provide insight into ways to improve the administrative mecha-
nism of programs which are designed to provide employment for
welfare recipients."

WIN demonstration programs were originally authorized to oper-
ate for no more than three years. The legislation has been amend-
ed, however, to allow States to operate programs through June 30,
1988. Currently 26 States are operating WIN demonstration pro-
grams. (See Tables C-1, C-2, and C-5.)

WORK SUPPLEMENTATION

The third alternative approved by the Committee and ultimately
by the Congress was called "work supplementation". As mentioned
earlier, the work supplementation program was "designed to make
employment a more attractive alternative to welfare dependency."
The basic concept of the program was described in the report as
allowing States to "utilize part of the funding now devoted to wel-
fare grants to provide or subsidize employment opportunities which
would be available on an entirely voluntary basis for individuals
who would otherwise be dependent upon AFDC."

To generate funding for the subsidized jobs, the Committee
amendment authorized States to lower all AFDC grant levels, or
lower them selectively for certain geographic areas or for certain
categories of recipients whom they determine to be most employ-
able. The funding saved by lowering the grant levels may be used
to make jobs available for the recipients affected.

The work supplementation legislation gives States complete flexi-
bility in determining who may be included in the program, provid-
ed individuals meet the State's May, 1981 AFDC eligibility require-
ments (or those requirements as modified under subsequent Feder-
al legislation).

Originally, the legislation defined a supplemented job as one pro-
vided by: the State or local agency administering the program; a
public or nonprofit entity for which all or part of the wages are
paid by the administering agency; or a proprietary child care pro-
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vider for which all or part of the wages are paid by the administer-
ing agency.

Emphasizing the intent "to make work more attractive than wel-
fare," the Committee report noted that the legislation "would pro-
vide a significantly different approach to work incentives as com-
pared with the existing AFDC system. States would be specifically
authorized," the report continues, "to lower AFDC standards so as
to increase the attractiveness of employment as compared with
welfare dependency, and could make any necessary further adjust-
ments to correct for offsetting increases which might occur in other
needs-based programs, such as the food stamp program .... Inas-
much as the program is designed to provide work incentives in the
form of work as an alternative to welfare, States would also be per-
mitted to reduce or eliminate the amount of earnings disregarded
in calculating an AFDC grant. To avoid the disincentive to employ-
ment which might result from the loss of Medicaid eligibility,
States would be authorized, at their option, to continue that eligi-
bility for individuals who accept employment in jobs subsidized by
the work supplementation program.

Legislation enacted in 1984 added greater flexibility to the work
supplementation program. The 1984 amendments allowed the use
of AFDC benefits to subsidize jobs provided by any private employ-
er, rather than limiting subsidies to public and private nonprofit
employers, and proprietary child care providers, as was the case
under prior law. The amendments also gave the States flexibility
in the manner in which they could divert funds to employers by
allowing them to develop their own methods-for example, by di-
verting a grant on an individual case basis, or by pooling the

ants of AFDC recipients actually participating in the program.
he amendments limited Federal funding for the program to the

aggregate of nine months' worth of unreduced welfare grants for
each participant in the program, or less if the person participated
for a shorter time. The new law also allowed States to offer a $30
plus one-third disregard for up to nine months for individuals par-
ticipating in the program.

Although States were very slow in taking advantage of the work
supplementation alternative, there has been increased interest in it
in recent years, and the Department of HHS reports that 15 States
now operate some version of "work supplementation." Most
projects are small in scale. (See Table C-3 for information on State
programs as of December, 1986.)

WELFARE AGENCY JOB SEARCH PROGRAMS

In 1982 the Congress approved, in modified form, a proposal by
the Administration that authorizes State welfare agencies to oper-
ate job search programs for AFDC applicants and recipients. Per-
sons who may be required to participate are the same as those who
are required to register for WIN (or who would be required to reg-
ister except for remoteness from a WIN site). However, States may
limit participation to certain groups or classes of individuals,
rather than including all persons required to register for WIN. If
an individual fails to comply with the employment search require-
ment without good cause, he is subject to sanctions in the same

0
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manner as under the WIN program, although a State may, if it
wishes, provide for a shorter sanction period.

The job search amendment allows States to require individuals
to participate in an initial job search activity for eight weeks, and
in an additional eight-week search program each year. The amend-
ment requires the Governor of the State to coordinate the job
search program with other employment programs for welfare appli-
cants and recipients to assure that priority is given to job place-
ment over participation in another activity.

The 1982 law also: (1) requires States to reimburse individuals for
transportation and other costs necessarily incurred as part of the
individual's participation in the program; (2) provides 50 percent
Federal matching to States for costs of providing transportation
and other services to participants; and (3) prohibits States from
using the job search requirement as a reason for any delay in
making a determination of an individual's AFDC eligibility, or in
issuing a payment to an individual who is otherwise eligible.

Twenty-five States are currently operating welfare agency job
search programs. A number of them are operating statewide. (See
Tables C-i, C-2, and C-3.)

JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT

The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) provides job training
and employment services for economically disadvantaged adults
and youths, dislocated workers, and others-such as Native Ameri-
cans, migrant and seasonal farm workers, veterans and older work-
ers-who have significant employment barriers. Recipients of
AFDC are among those who are served. (JTPA is under the juris-
diction of the Labor and Human Resources Committee.)

The program is administered through a system of service deliv-
ery areas (SDAs) that are designated by governors as eligible to re-
ceive Federal funds. Among the areas that are automatically eligi-
ble to be SDAs are units of local government with a population of
200,000 or more. Local elected officials within the SDAs appoint
Private Industry Council (PIC) members, who represent business,
education agencies, organized labor, rehabilitation agencies, com-
munity based organizations, economic development agencies, and
the public employment service. A majority of PIC membership
must represent business and industry within the SDA. PICs are re-
sponsible for planning the job training and employment service
programs at the SDA level. Governors have approval authority
over locally developed plans and are responsible for monitoring
programs for compliance with the Act.

Title II-A of the Act authorizes training services for disadvan-
taged persons. It provides block grants to States to support local
training and employment programs. Funding is based on relative
unemployment and the number of disadvantaged persons in a
States. Services are required to be targeted on disadvantaged per-
sons, including AFDC recipients. In 1985, 21 percent of the 752,900
enrollees in the program were AFDC recipients. Twenty-eight per-
cent of those enrolled in classroom training were AFDC recipients;
12 percent of those enrolled in on-the-job training were AFDC re-
cipients; 18 percent of those enrolled in job search assistance were
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AFDC recipients; 22 percent of those enrolled in work experience
were AFDC recipients; and 20 percent of those assigned to other
services were AFDC recipients.

Title II-B, the summer youth employment and training program,
provides economically disadvantaged youth with employment and
related training and educational services during the summer
months. The law authorizes grants to the States, which are then
allocated to service delivery areas within the State. AFDC youths
are among those who may participate.

Title III authorizes a program of employment and training assist-
ance for dislocated workers-individuals who have been displaced
from their jobs or are about to be laid-off, are eligible for or have
exhausted their entitlement to unemployment compensation, and
are unlikely to return to their previous occupation or industry.
Those eligible also include individuals who have lost or are about
to lose their jobs because of permanent plant or facility closings, or
long-term unemployed persons with limited employment potential
in their field in the area where they live, including older workers
whose age is a barrier to re-employment. The services authorized
include job search assistance, training, early intervention pro-
grams, support services and relocation assistance.

Very few AFDC recipients participate in the dislocated worker
program. In 1985, four percent of the 95,600 enrollees were AFDC
recipients.

Title IV of JTPA authorizes Federal programs for Native Ameri-
cans, migrant and seasonal farm workers, and veterans. This title
also authorizes the Job Corps. AFDC recipients may be among
those who participate in these programs.

The above data are from the Department of Labor's Job Training
Longitudinal Survey for program year 1985 (July 1985-June 1986).

B. Client/Agency Contracts

Recently, interest has been expressed in the idea of using con-
tracts to spell out the mutual obligations of welfare recipients and
of welfare agencies. For example, the American Public Welfare As-
sociation has recommended in its report "Investing in Poor Fami-
lies and Their Children: A Matter of Commitment" (November,
1986) that states should be required to use client/agency contracts
in administering their welfare programs. APWA recommends that
the contract include an employability and financial assistance plan
which will commit clients to a range of self-help efforts, and will
commit State and local agencies to support those efforts by provid-
ing necessary services. Obligations would be spelled out in concrete
terms through goals, timelines and benchmarks. The contract
woukl be a "discharge plan" aimed at independence from the
system, and would be implemented using a case management
system.

The State of California has begun to use client/agency contracts
as part of its new employment program for AFDC recipients, called
GAIN. Appendix A at the end of this part includes a sample from
the series of contracts that the State has developed.
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C. Statistics Relating to Working Mothers

The percentage of mothers participating in the labor force has
risen rapidly in recent years. In 1975,' 55 percent of mothers with
children age 6 to 17 were in the labor force. By 1986, 72 percent of
such mothers were in the labor force. The percentage of mothers
with preschool-age children has shown a similarly rapid increase.
In 1975, 39 percent of mothers with a child under 6 were in the
labor force. By 1986, 54 percent of such mothers were in the labor
force. (See Table C-6.)

Bureau of Labor Statistics data show that in March, 1986 most
mothers (72 percent) who were employed worked full time. 2 The
proportion of employed mothers working full time ranged from 69
percent of those with a child under age 6, to 77 percent of those
whose youngest child was 14 to 17.

However, substantially lower percentages of all mothers, as op-
posed to employed mothers, were employed full time in March,
1986. About 48 percent of all mothers with a child age 6 to 17
worked full time in March, 1986; 33 percent of mothers with a
child under 6 worked full time.

The above statistics show the work experience of mothers in one
month of the year. It is also useful to look at how many mothers
work full time for the full year.3 Table C-8 shows the work experi-
ence of mothers for all of 1985. This table, prepared by the Con-
gressional Budget Office using March, 1986 Current Population
Survey data, shows that 19 percent of mothers with a child under 3
worked full time full year in 1985, increasing to 41 percent of
mothers whose youngest child was age 12 to 17. An additional 18
percent of mothers with a child under age 3 worked full time part
year; 13 percent of mothers whose youngest child was age 12 to 17
worked full time part year. Thirty-two percent of all mothers with
a child under age 18 did not work at all.

In general, mothers not living with a husband were somewhat
more likely to work full time full year than were mothers living
with a husband. The exception to this was mothers with a child
under age 3. Only 15 percent of mothers not living with a husband
who had a child under age 3 worked full time full year in 1985.
Twenty percent of mothers living with a husband who had a child
under age 3 worked full time full year.

TABLE C-1.-STATE ELECTION OF AFDC WORK PROGRAMS, JANUARY 1987

Commu-
nity Job Grant WIN

work serhdvran demon- WIN
experi- search diversion station
ence

Alabama ....................................................... X ................... X
Alaska ........................... X. . . ........................... X
A rizona ................................................................................................... ... X

I Data are for March of specified years, except where othewise noted.
2 Defined as persons who usually work :35 hours or more per week.
3 Full year means working at least 50 weeks; part year is less than 50 weeks.
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TABLE C-1.-STATE ELECTION OF AFDC WORK PROGRAMS, JANUARY 1987-Continued

Commu-
y Job Grant WIN

work search diversion demon- WIN
experi sstration
ence

A rkansas ............................................................................................... ... X
California ...................................................... X X ............... X 1
Colorado .................................................... .. X ............... X ............... X
Connecticut ................................................................... X2 X X
Delaw are ................................................................................................ ... X
District of Co lum bia ................................................................................................... X
Florida .......................................................................... X X X
Georgia......................X X ............... X
G uam ......................................................................................................................... X
H aw aii ....................................................................................................................... X
Idaho ............................................................. X.................. X
Illinois .................... X..............X
Indiana ....................................................................................................... X
Iowa ..................... X..............X
Kansas .................... X X.............................. X
Kentucky .. . ............................................................. ................................................ X
Louisiana ....................................................... ........ .......... X
M aine ........................................................................... X X X
Maryland ...................................................................... X X 2 X
Massachusetts .............................................................. X X X
Michigan..................... X ............... X X
Minnesota....................X X XX.............. X
M ississippi ................................................................................................................. X
M issouri ..................................................................................................................... X
M ontana .................................................................................................................... X
Nebraska......................X X ............... X X
Nevada .......................................................... X ................... X
New Ham pshire ......................................................................................................... X
New Jersey ......... ... . .......... X X X I
New Mexico ................. X............................................. X
New York.................... X ............... X X I
North Carolina ................ X............................................. X
North Dakota................... X .................. X
Ohio ............................................................... XX X X ............... X
Oklahoma.....................X X X
Oregon .......................................................................... X X X
Pennsylvania.................. X X ............... X
Puerto Rico ................................................................................................................ X
Rhode Island ...................... X.............................. X
S~uth Carolina ................ X X..................... ......... X
South Dakota ................. X.............................. X
Ternessee .................................................................................................. X
Texas ........................................................................ .. X ............... X
Utah ............................................................................. X ............. X
Vermont ......................................................... X X X 2 ............... X
Virgin Islands ............................................................................................................. X
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TABLE C-1.-STATE ELECTION OF AFDC WORK PROGRAMS, JANUARY 1987-Continued

Commu.
nity Job Grant WIN

work search diversion demon. WIN
experi- stration
ence

Virginia .......................................................... X X ............... X
W ashington ................................................... X X X ............... X
West Virginia.................... X X 2 ............... X
Wisconsin.....................X X 2  ............... X
W yom ing .. ................................................................................................................. X

Total States...............26 25 15 26 28

'These States operate a WIN demonstration that includes significant subcontracting for employment and
training services to the State's employment security agency or job training partnership agency, or both.

2 Effective July 1, 1986.
Source: Department of Health and Human Services, January 1987.
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TABLE C-4.--ESTIMATES OF MONTHLY PARTICIPATION IN AFDC WORK PROGRAMS

CWEP (fiscal years)

1985 1986 1987

Employment search (fiscal year)

1985 1986 1987

Alabama ..................................... 260 386 386 ..............................................
Alaska ......................................................................................................................................
Arizona ....................................................................................................................................
Arkansas ..................................................................................................................................
California .................................... (,) (1) (1) (3) (3) (3)
Colorado ..................................... 435 382 382 ..............................................
Connecticut ..............................................................................................................................
Delaware .................................................................. V...............................................................
District of Columbia ..................................................................................................................
Florida ........................................................................................ (1) (1) (1)
Georgia ....................................... (1) ( ) ( ) ................ (2) (2)

Hawaii ......................................................................................................................................
Idaho .......................................... (1) (1) ( ) ..............................................
Illinois ........................................ ((1) (1) ) ..............................................
Indiana ....................................................................................................................................
Iowa ........................................................... 870 900 ..............................................
Kansas................1,300 1,364 1,431 314 329 345
Kentucky ..................................................................................................................................
Louisiana ..................................................................................................... . . . .
Maine ......................................................................................... 332 374 426
Maryland ................................................................................... (3) (3) (3)
Massachusetts ............................................................................ 5,400 7,000 8000
Mighigan .................................... (1) (1) (1) ..............................................
Minnesota ................................... 234 250 270 .............................................
Mississippi ..................................................................................................................... .........
Missouri ..................................................................... 17,854 ....................... .... ..... . . .
Montana ..................................................................................................... . . . .
Nebraska .................................................... (2) (2) ................ (2) . (2)
Nevada .....................................................................................................................................
New Hampshire ........................................................................................................................
New Jersey ................................................................................................. (2) (2)

New Mexico ................................ 37 40 40 ..............................................
New York..............2,790 2,800 2,800 .........................
North Carolina............2,388 3,852............................
North Dakota .............................. 201 201 201 .....................................
Ohio ................ 1,386 2,773 4,159 449 897.1,346
Oklahoma ................................... 800 800 800 1,195 1,195 1,195
Oregon ....................................................................................... 10,552 12,047 12,505
Pennsylvania.............................. (1) (1) (1) ..............................................
Rhode Island ............................................................................................... 750 . 750
South Carolina ............................ 31 31 31 ................ 39 39
South Dakota ............................. 265 265 265 ..............................................
Tennessee .................................................................................................................................
Texas .......................................................................................... 4,076 4,855 4,880
Utah .......................................................................................... (1) (1) (1)
Vermont ............... 123 160 160 1,500 2,000 2,000
Virginia .............. 21,675 ..21,750 22,000 (1) (1) (1)

State



168

TABLE C-4.-ESTIMATES OF MONTHLY PARTICIPATION IN AFDC WORK PROGRAMS-
Continued

State CWEP (fiscal years) Employment search (fiscal year)

1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987

Washington ................................ 17 17 16 979 936 862
West Virginia.............4,000 4,800 5,200......................
Wisconsin ................................................... (2) (2) .......................... ...
Wyoming ..................................................................................................................................
Guam .......................................................................................................................................
Puerto Rico ..............................................................................................................................
Virgin Islands ...........................................................................................................................

Total............35,942 40,741 56,895 24,797 30,422 32,348

'1Did not report; program was operational during fiscal year 1985 and fiscal year 1986.
2 Did not report; program began or is expected to begin during fiscal year 1986.
3 Did not report; par of a demonstration.
Note: In some cases, employment search figures include applicants as well as recipients as participants.

CWEP figures include only recipients.
Source: Provided by the Administration, June 27, 1986.

TABLE C-5.-WIN ALLOCATIONS, FISCAL YEARS 1986 AND 1987
[In thousands of dollars]

1986 1987 '

WIN WIN
WIN demonstra- WIN demonstra-

tion tion

Alabama ................... $1,87.....................$953 ..................
Alaska ........................................................ 537 ..........................................................
American Samoa ................................................................................. 273 ..................
Arizona ........................................................................... $1,427 .................... $724
Arkansas ........................................................................ 1,171 .................... 594
California ........................................................................ 27,791 .................... 14,109
Colorado ................... 3,003.....................1,525 ..................
Connecticut .................................................................... 2,945 ....... ... 1,495
Delaware ........................................................................ 690 .................... 350
District of Columbia .................................... 1,853 .................... 941 ..................
Florida ............................................................................ 3,065 .................... 1,556
Georgia............................3,346 .................... 1I,699
Guam ......................................................... 151 .... . ....... 77..................
Hawaii .................... 1,191.....................605 ..................
Idaho .......................................................... 1,331 .................. 676 ..................
Illinois ............................................................................ 10,028 .................... 5,091
Indiana .......................................................................... 2,637 .................... I1,339
Iowa ............................................................................... 2,189 .................... 1,112
Kansas ....................................................... 1,493 .................... 758 ..................
Kentucky .................................................... 2,001 .................... 1,016 .................
Louisiana .................................................... 1,485 *................... 754 ..................
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TABLE C-5.-WIN ALLOCATIONS, FISCAL YEARS 1986 AND 1987-Continued
[In thousands of dollars]

1986 1987

WIN WIN
WIN demonstra. WIN demonstra-

tion tion

Maine .......................... 1,41..........59.......... 579
M aryland ........................................................................ 3,837 .................... 1,948
Massachusetts ................................................................ 6,688 .......... 3.......... 3,395
M ichigan ........................................................................ 14,621 .................... 7,423
M innesota ................................................... 4,072 .................... 2,067 ..................
Mississippi .................. 1,545...........784 ..................
Missouri ................... 2,879.........1..... ........ ,462 .......
Montana .................... 934. .................... 474 ..................
Nebraska ........................................................................ 701 ............ 356
Nevada ....................................................... 590 .......... 299. .................
New Hampshire ................. 419.....................213 ..................
New Jersey ..................................................................... 7,751 .................... 3,935
New Mexico .................. 845.....................429 ..................
New York ....................................................................... 17,534 .................... 8,902
North Carolina ................ 2,881.........1........ *.. 1463 ..................

231 .........................................................
Ohio .................... 11,297..........5,735 .................
Oklahom a ....................................................................... 1,221 .................... 620
Oregon ........................................................................... 5,641 .................... 2,864
Pennsylvania .................................................................. 9,209 .................... 4,675
Puerto Rico .................. 1,240.....................630 ..................
Rhode Island ................. 1,153.....................585 ..................
South Carolina ................ 1,455............739 ..................
South Dakota......................... 870.................... 442
Tennessee ....................................................................... 1,991 ......... 1.......... 1,011
Texas .............................................................................. 4,194 .................... 2,129
Utah . . ...................................... . . ..... 3,032 .................... 1,539 ..................
Vermont ................... 1,520.....................772 ..................
Virgin Islands .................. 206. .................... 105 ..................
Virginia ........................................................................... 2,909 .................... 1,477
W ashington..... ............. 8,742.....................4,438 ..................
W est Virginia .................................................................. 2,792 .................... 1,418
W isconsin ....................................................................... 7,990 ... . . . ..... 4,056
Wyoming.....................311 161 ..................

National total..............58,504 144,380 29,701 73,299

11987 allocations as of Nov. 16, 1986. Subject to change.
Source: Department of Health and Human Services.
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TABLE C-8.-WORK EXPERIENCE OF MOTHERS WITH CHILDREN UNDER AGE 18 BY AGE OF
YOUNGEST CHILD AND FAMILY TYPE, 1985

Working full-time I Working part-time 2 Percent
Number of (percent) (percent) not

Age of youngest child mothers -- working
(thousands) Full Pait Full Part (per.

year 3 year 3 year 3 year 3 cent)

All mothers with children
under age 18:

Under 3 ......................... 9,430 19 18 6 16 40
3 to 5 ........... 6,275 28 14 8 14 36
6 to I I ........... 8,726 35 14 10 14 28
12 to 17 .......... 8,429 41 13 10 11 25
All ................................. 32,860 31 15 9 14 32

Mothers living with husband
and with children under
age 18:

Under 3 ......................... 7,557 20 19 7 17 38
3 to 5 ........... 4,665 27 13 10 15 36
6 to I I ............ 6,482 32 13 11 15 29
12 to 17 .......... 6,311 37 13 12 12 26
All ................................. 25,015 29 15 10 15 32

Mothers not living with
husband and with
children under age 18:

Under 3 ......................... 1,873 15 17 3 15 50
3 to 5 ........... 1 ,610 31 17 5 11 36
6 to I I ........... 2,244 42 16 6 8 28
12 to 17 .......... 2,117 52 13 5 8 21
All ................................. 7,845 36 16 5 10 33

1 Working 35 or more hours per week for the majority of weeks worked during the year.
2 Working fewer than 35 hours per week for the majority of weeks worked during the year.
3 Full-year means working at least 50 weeks; part-year is less than 50 weeks.
Source: Tabulations of March 1986 Current Population Survey data. Table prepared by the Congressional

Budget Office

TABLE C-9.-AFDC BREAKEVEN POINTS, FAMILY OF FOUR, FIRST 4 MONTHS, BY STATE,
JANUARY 1987 1

Child care, $100; work Breakeven as a percent
expense, $75 Effective of-

AFDC Computed akeven,
axi- break- if lower Poverty Minimum

mum 2 even 3 level wage

Alabama ...........................................
Alaska ..............................................
Arizona .............................................
Arkansas ..........................................
California ..........................................
Colorado ...........................................

$147
833
353
224
734
420

$425
1,454

734
541

1,305
835

$505

46
127
80
55

142
91

73
250
126
87

225
144
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TABLE C-9.--AFDC BREAKEVEN POINTS, FAMILY OF FOUR, FIRST 4 MONTHS, BY STATE,
JANUARY 19871 -Continued

Child care, $100; work Breakeven as a percent
expense, $75 Effective of--

AFDC Computed breakeven,
maxi- break- if lower 4 Poverty Minimum

mum-2 even level wage

Connecticut ......................................
Delaware .........................................
District of Columbia ..................
Florida .............................................
Georgia............................................
Hawaii ..............................................
Idaho ...............................................
Illinois ..............................................
Indiana .............................................
Iowa .................................................
Kansas ............................................
Kentucky .........................................
Louisiana .........................................
Maine ..............................................
Maryland .........................................
Massachusetts .................................
M ichigan .........................................
Minnesota ........................................
Mississippi ........................................
Missouri ..........................................
Montana ...........................................
Nebraska .........................................
Nevada .............................................
New Hampshire..................
New Jersey....................
New Mexico...................
New York....................
North Carolina..................
North Dakota....................
Ohio .................................................
Oklahoma ........................................
Oregon ............................................
Pennsylvania ....................................
Rhode Island...................
South Carolina..................
South Dakota....................
Tennessee ........................................
Texas ................................................
Utah ................................................
Vermont ..........................................
Virginia ............................................
W ashington ......................................
West Virginia....................
W isconsin .........................................

593 1,094..............
363 749 672
441 866..............
312 673..............
302 658..............
546 1,024 1,lO1
344 721..............
368 757..............
316 679 672
443 869..............
436 859 807
246 574 455
234 556..............
509 968..............
415 8 .................
571 1,061 1,029
575 1,067..............
621 1,136 .................
144 421..............
326 694 675
426- 844 .................
420 835 777
341 716 631
451 881 834
465 902 860
313 674 579
596 1,099..............
283 629 ..................
454 886 840
374 766..............
384 781 ..................
482 928 892
451 881 ..................
574 1,066 931
240 565 ..................
408 817 755
189 488..............
221 536 ..................
439 863 863
642 1,168 ..................
347 725 714
578 1,072..............
312 673..............
649 1,178 .................

119
73
94
73
72
96
79
83
73
95
88
50
61

106
90

112
116
124
46
74
92
85
69
91
94
63

120
69
92
84
85
97
96

102
62
82
53
59
94

127
78

117
73

129

188
116
149
116
113
174
124
130
116
150
139
78
96

167
142
177
184
196
72

116
145
134
109
144
148
100
189
108
145
132
134
154
152
160
97

130
84
92

149
201
123
185
116
203
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TABLE C-9.-AFDC BREAKEVEN POINTS, FAMILY OF FOUR, FIRST 4 MONTHS, BY STATE,
JANUARY 1987 '-Continued

Child care, $100; work BreaKeven as a percent
expense, $75 Effective of-

AFDC Computed breakeven,maxi. break- if lower 4 Poverty Minimum
mum 2 even 3 level wage

Wyoming .......................................... 390 790 722 79 124
Guam .............................................. 310 670 389 42 67
Puerto Rico ...................................... 114 376 .................. 41 65
Virgin Islands ................................... 215 427 .................. 47 74

1 Payment levels for some States supplied by CRS.
2 The "typical" maximum, or the maximum payment standard applicable to the largest number of recipients

in the State.
3 The breakeven is the point at which AFDC benefits are reduced to zero. The calculations reflect the

amounts of monthly earnings that are required to be disregarded during the first four months of earnings, as
follows: $75 (standard work expense disregard), plus $30, plus one-third of additional earnings. The calculations
also assume $100 in child care expenses.

4 The effective breakeven is 185 percent of the State's standard of need. A family with income above this
amount is ineligible for AFDC.

Source: Department of Health and Human Services.

TABLE C-10.-AFDC BREAKEVEN POINTS, FAMILY OF FOUR, MONTHS 5-12, BY STATE,
JANUARY 1987 1

Child care, $100; work Breakeven as a percent
expense, $75 Effective of-

C muted breakevenAFDC Compxbe if lower4  Poverty Minimummaxi- break- lvl wg
mum 2 even 3 level wage

Alabama-...........................................-$147 $352-..................-38 61
Alaska ..............................................- 833 1,038-..................-91 179
Arizona-.............................................-353 558-..................-61 96
Arkansas-..........................................-224 429-..................-47 74
California-..........................................-734 939-..................-102 162
Colorado-...-........................................ 420 625-..................-68 108
Connecticut...................................... 93 798-..................-87 137
Delaware-.................................o......... 363 568-..................-62 98
District of Columbia-..........................-441 646 .................. 70 111
Florida ....................................-- ......... 312 517--..................56 89
Georgia-.............................................- 302 507-..................-55 87
Hawaii ......--.......................... o............ 546 751-..................-71 129
Idaho............o....................................- 344 549- --........-....60 95
Illinois ..........--..................... o............. 368 573-..................-63 99
Indiana ..............--..................... o........ 316 521- --................. 57 90
Iowa .................-....... --....................... 443 648-........o..........71 112
Kansas .............................................- 436 641-.... --............. 70 110
Kentucky-.......................................... 246 451-............o......49 78
Louisiana-...............o.............o............. 234 439-..............o....48 76
Maine ...............................................- 509 714-..................-78 123
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TABLE C-10.-AFDC BREAKEVEN POINTS, FAMILY OF FOUR, MONTHS 5-12, BY STATE,
JANUARY 1987 1--Continued

Child care, $100; work Breakeven as a percent
expense, $75 Effective of-

AFDC Computed breakeven
maxi- break- it lower Pove Minimum

mum ea even levl wage

Maryland .........................................
Massachusetts ..................................
Michigan ..........................................
Minnesota ........................................
Mississippi .......................................
Missouri ...........................................
Montana ..........................................
Nebraska .........................................
Nevada ............................................
New Hampshire..................
New Jersey....................
New Mexico....................
New York.....................
North Carolina...................
North Dakota...................
Ohio ................................................
Oklahoma .........................................
Oregon ............................................
Pennsylvania ...................................
Rhode Island....................
South Carolina...................
South Dakota...................
Tennessee ........................................
Texas ...............................................
Utah .................................................
Vermont ...........................................
Virginia .............................................
Washington ......................................
West Virginia...................
Wisconsin ........................................
Wyoming .........................................
Guam ..............................................
Puerto Rico....................
Virgin Islands...................

415
571
575
621
144
326
426
420
341
451
465
313
596
283
454
374
384
482
451
574
240
408
189
221
439
642
347
578
312
649
390
310
114
215

620 ..................
776 ..................
780 ..................
826 ..................
349 ..................
531 ..................
631 ..................
625 .................
546 ..................
656 ..................
670 ..................
518 ..................
801 ..................
488 ..................
659 ..................
579 ..................
589 ..................
687 ..................
656 ..................
779 ..................
445 ..................
613 ..................
394 ..................
426 ..................
644 ..................
847 ..................
552 ..................
783 ..................
517 ..................
854 ..................
595 ..................
515 $389
319 ..................
320 ..................

' Payment levels for some States supplied by CRS.
2 The "typical" maximum, or the maximum payment standard applicable to the largest number of recipients

in the State.
3 The breakeven is the point at which AFDC benefits are reduced to zero. The calculations reflect the

amounts of monthly earnings that are required to be disregarded during the 5th to 12th months of earnings, as
follows: $75 (standard work expense disregard), plus $30. The calculations also assume $100 in child care
expenses.

4The effective breakeven is 185 percent of the State's standard of need. A family with income above this
amount is ineligible for AFOC.

Source: Department of Health and Human Services.

68
85
85
90
38
58
69
68
60
72
73
57
87
53
72
63
64
75
72
85
49
67
43
46
70
92
60
85
56
93
65
42
35
35

107
134
134
142
60
91

109
108
94

113
115
89

138
84

114
100
101
118
113
134
77

106
68
73

111
146
95

135
89

147
102
67
55
55
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TABLE C-11.-AFDC BREAKEVEN POINTS, FAMILY OF FOUR, AFTER 12 MONTHS, BY STATE,
JANUARY 1987 1

Child care, $100; work Breakeven as a percent
expense, $75 of-

AFDC Computed PMinimum
maximum 2 breakeven 3 Poverty level wage

Alabama ..................................................... $147 $322 35 55
Alaska ........................................................ 833 1008 88 174
Arizona ....................................................... 353 528 58 91
Arkansas ................................................... 224 399 44 69
California ............................................. r ..... 734 909 99 157
Colorado ..................................................... 420 595 65 102
Connecticut ............................................... 593 768 84 132
Delaware .................................................... 363 538 59 93
District of Columbia .................................... 441 616 67 106
Florida ........................................................ 312 487 53 84
Georgia....................................................... 302 477 52 82
Hawaii ........................................................ 546 721 68 124
Idaho .......................................................... 344 519 57 89
Illinois ........................................................ 368 543 59 94
Indiana ....................................................... 316 491 54 85
Iowa ........................................................... 443 618 67 106
Kansas ....................................................... 436 611 67 105
Kentucky .................................................... 246 421 46 73
Louisiana .................................................... 234 409 - 45 70
Maine ......................................................... 509 684 75 118
Maryland .................................................... 415 590 64 102
Massachusetts ............................................ 571 746 81 128
Michigan .................................................... 575 750 82 129
Minnesota ................................................... 621 796 87 137
Mississippi .................................................. 144 319 35 55
Missouri ..................................................... 326 501 55 86
Montana ..................................................... 426 601 66 104
Nebraska .................................................... 420 595 65 102
Nevada ....................................................... 341 516 56 89
New Hampshire .......................................... 451 626 68 108
New Jersey ................................................. 465 640 70 110
New Mexico ................................................ 313 488 53 84
New York ................... 596 771 84 133
North Carolina ............................................ 283 458 50 79
North Dakota .............................................. 454 629 69 108
Ohio .......................................................... 374 549 60 95
Oklahoma ................................................... 384 559 61 96
Oregon ..................................................... 482 657 72 113
Pennsylvania .............................................. 451 626 68 108
Rhode Island ............................................... 574 749 82 129
South Carolina ............................................ 240 415 45 71
South Dakota ............................................. 408 583 64 100
Tennessee ................................................... 189 364 40 63
Texas .......................................................... 221 396 43 68
Utah ........................................................... 439 614 67 106

II
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TABLE C-I 1.-AFDC BREAKEVEN POINTS, FAMILY OF FOUR, AFTER 12 MONTHS, BY STATE,
JANUARY 1987 --Continued

Child care, $100; work
expense, $75

AFDC Computed
maximum 2 breakeven 3

Breakeven as a percent
of--

MinimumPoverty level wage

Vermont ..................................................... 642 817 89 141
Virginia ....................................................... 347 522 57 90
Washington ................................................ 578 753 82 130
West Virginia .............................................. 312 487 53 84
Wisconsin ................................................... 649 824 90 142
Wyoming .................................................... 390 565 62 97
Guam ......................................................... 310 485 42 67
Puerto Rico ................................................ 114 289 32 50
Virgin Islands ............................................. 215 290 32 50

1 Payment levels for some States supplied by CRS.
2 The "typical" maximum, or the maximum payment standard applicable to the largest number of recipients

in the State.
3 The breakeven is the point at which AFDC benefits are reduced to zero. The calculations reflect the amount

of monthly earnings that are required to be disregarded after 12 months of earnings, as follows: $75 (standard
work expense disregard). The table also assumes $100 in child care expenses.

Source: Department of Health and Human Services.

m
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APPENDIX A

EXAMPLES OF CLIENT/AGENCY CONTRACTS USED IN CALIFORNIA'S
"GAIN" PROGRAM

lp w -ehik WDMi5t oA e s

GENERAL PROVISIONS

PARTICIPANT CONTRACT CAN .. G Cmimhe

*ALPAM *Ot#* mit

L INTRODUCTION

This conirmt o an agreement between you and
raalrr~lt'aiu CoA?, iwurpe opeveeN'

about how you and the county vil wvork together So that you can get and keoep job The program that you and the County must follow it
called Greater Avenues for independence or GAIN

This contract and any changes to it lfamendmenslrwill looty to you andI th county for as long aS YOu gt c•Cah aid and the rules require you
to participate in GAIN or you voluntw to participate in GAIN

You and the person0 going over the Contract with • youitounry reOoresentaltval will both initial each section of the general provisions of the
Contract to Show that th se• jon ha$ beenexpliained1 tO you d•lthat you understand what it means Ask any questions you nave about the
Siamoan before You write your initrlis

County Rtresantlative 5 Initiallsl Your initial$

IL DESCRIPTION

The GAIN program will give you Services to hel• you fond and kep Otajob Unless you have a good reoascothat would kaee you from
participating you will hey to participate in Ihe program as long Is you get Cashiaid Evenif yoIu Ic1 required toparticipae you Cnstillll
volunteers

Some of the servicess YOU can get are job search services adult education Engllshl-.a-a -second- language Instruction vocational
education O1.1hel-Ob training and work experience assignments The services that you ge depend on things like your tob h•isOtY
education experience Skills and interests and the kindt of lobS n t•n are wht@rOe YOU lIve

Most pDrticipants will geotljobSearch services or go to adult education es their first active • •y The welfare office will woril with You to agree on
Other Services that arebesll for you

The welfare department must pay for certain services tske Child care transportation and work or training related expenses like books
tools or spiacal clothe.s to halp you participate These Services are Called supooflivt Services

The participation requirements and the services the welfare Department will provide are listed in this contract The contract will be
Changed when there are cnhnges in your program activities

County Representative alinitials$__i _ _ Your Initials

III. COUNTY WILIARI DEPARTMENT RISPONSIUIIUTIES

A EMPLOYMENT SERVICES

The welfare doprtmeint must offer many difflrntot ServiCes to help you find and keoo a aob Each county -ust have services tntl will
help you prepare tO get the kinds of 1o00 trihl are ti nMe area where you iive The services that your Countyo $as re checked

0 Job Search Workshops give Classroom training On how to lindO O$ This training includes basic 0ob Search
Skills lob interview Skills •noerstanding erDmpiovr requtirments and mow t0 obld sell confidence

O SupeorvSid Job Search ,s s wa of looking for work which ncluoes calling employers to se intUoftlervlie1ws and
getting referreo to s OP his h will e eClosely sugervisa and reviewed y ian employment counselor who worps
with the welfare office

Job Club is made up ot oil 0ot searcn workshoos and SuOqevSedTO O Search

C Job Placement ,cluos ,ierltras to Doos listed with the State EmOlovment Development Department or to
other lobs

O Job OeveOlopment s whrenan rmoiovrment counselor wa•rs one-to-one with you to help vOu took or a Oo

O Unsupervesed Job Search t ooa-nl for work on your own and rQt,,ling ack aV east ever two we#es about
your progress

SEmployment Counseling *eIs you to oecidt on the right employment goals and tc dentiv and Solve he0 foolms p hat mmightk eop ou fram nose goais

ow i*flII Il COtlhlitO) '0( 8
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C3 AaaeeameMt Is when8a perSon SpeCialy Ou4ahfaed b reducatoon Or experience will work with You tO "oot it your
Skills end omplioymet needed to find out whit oogrem e otiviies end aervOice will bMee help yU tOfd end keep
a ob ODuring the aeseesmet. On employment * plan will Oe developed that will snow your em1lOyflient goal.
whiat you Can do to reach your goal end how long it Sho•l taketO teach your goal

0 JJob Tr"t is training in job skills mina classroom or a work timing. and includes on-the-job training[ a PIisselmsplo ent Preparation IPREPI isa work assignment which gives work experience And tri• ning
in wor behevOr Skills YOU will not get regular wages but you will keep getting your Cash aid

_ Advenoed Preempboyment Preparation PREP) is a work assignment which gives additional training
to incIrese lob Skills You will not get regular Wages but YOU will keep getting your
cash aid

Supported Work5 isjob training to teach you basic lob skills in a grOup Setting Its isclosely supervised and0 slow gives you OipeienceS with more responsibility This type of training is paid for in pan by using aIll Or
part of ,our Cash Aid to pay the employer beck for the waege you got from him Or hor This is called grant
diverSion

STranstonal Employment is job training to teach you specific job Skills in a work setting The gobs set up for
you end you may receive some training for your assignment before you regort to your wok place This type
of training is paid for in part by using all or pan of your cash aid to pay the trainer beck for the wages you got
ferm him or her This is called grent diversion

Adult Bseic Education teaches reading, writing nd arithmetic that is reesded to get a tjb or neede before
you goon to Other activities This includes Classes to get a high School dilomna or Something equal toea dioloma
like a general education development GEO certificate

0 Collee programs teach employment Skills that Ire needed for Cntain jobs

SVocational English as a Second Language tlacnes English imatchid with job training to participants w ro-ao13 not spoa English

a. SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

The oount welfera deoartment must pay for and arrange or help you arra" certosn services that you need to participate in GAIN If
itis necessary advance payments must be made to you so 5you do not have to oay for any of these seriCeS These.S0eVces are
described below

"* Child Care must be arranged and paid for any Of your Chindren who are under 12 Years old if You need it to
Plrticiliti You can choose htr kind of child Care you want Payments will be mtred at the rate tist is normally
charged in the erea whore You iive Payment is alsoavailablie for rlllatves friends or neighbors who late Care of
your children If you find a regular lob and go off wellfareriIo county welfare office must pay for your :nmoo care
for another three momhs if you need it

"a Transportation expenses must be paid up to certain limits for you to travel to and from your GAIN assgnmtnt
end for you aM your Children to travel to and from crold care provioer

"* Work or Training Related Expenses must 0 paid up to ce•nain limits for things hike boot o•o0l1A Id$ 0OC ai
Clothing when it is determined trat they are required for you to roanicioalt

"* Personal Counseling for orobl)ems related to your oanc•Iciiton• • GAIN must oe rovoi*d to yOu if you needt to
participateO ea if the Service 5 iavailalee under thI iCounty S normal system

C The county welfare department must meet ie termsaAgreed to in ins contract If 1the do not you do •ot mave tOoparticipate ut, •v

meet the terms

County RAoresentative s initials __Our initials

IV. PARTICIPANT DUTIES. RISPONSISILITIES. AND RIGHTS

A. WHAT YOU MUST DO

I Sign A Contract thatl ou and the county welfare department agree to if you are required to participote or if you volunteer '0
particilete

2 Meet :he terms agree to in this contract unless you have a good reason not to

3 Respond to any Call-in notice$ the welfare department s1ra to you

4 Notify.. at .i.. . .at* ot ane are any Cnanges -At

afeSct your participation such at employment Ilmes$ moving transportation problems etc I
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5 Nmsfy mad'• at __ _ ,__P __WAR* _ i ftre ere ay chang" n yo

need O suppoartiservices

If You cannot reacl the phreonfla listed above by tlephOna you Can aendaa latter to horn or her or yOUC con go lae ham Or ha tat

S. WHAT HAPPENS IF YOU DO NOT PARTICIPATE

If you do not oaitcipats the following staps in this order well hapooin

I Cause Determination

"f you do not maat GAIN program requirements you nava the right to asplain why you dOin I maet tIe reuiremOmani$The welfare
eatenmeant wilt dacid if frose was a good eason The laeson are listed in tha low and the welfare ofice must lot you know

What ahey araebfora You sign this contract It you iave a good, asn fornot participating. the welfare officawell work with you to
make Changs so YOu can pa0`C0oat8 If yOu nave a good reason for not participating and thera is nothing tMat can be done to helo
you begin participating again you will not nave to 1paricipate

2 Concsliataon

"Yf you o0 not meat GAIN program requirements and the welfare office decides thara was not a o2od reason you have the right to
have another welfare worker review tMe case and work with you so you can mele the program requirements If this€doasn thelp
the welfare office will work with you for uO to 30 days to hapo you roiot the requirements This is called conciliation

3 Money Managementi

lThi stlep will notiaooly to you if you are a volunteer in the program I

The first time you fail to met the program requirements without a good reason nd if YOU stilldoni n met them hoer the 30-day
conciliation period there will be a 3-month period of money management During this time someone eisa will handle Your
family s casn aid for you rTh welfare Office will ChooSe someone to send your aid to who will help you decide how to spend Ihe
money This period can be Shortened if rou agree to meetI ne program requirements

4 Cash Aid Stopped or Lowered (Financial Sanctoons)

IThs lStep will not apply to YOU it You are a voluinteerl n the program

If you still don I meat the requirements ashor tIh money management period voir famil s sCash aid will be StoOppd or lowered
fyour family S Cash aid will be Stooped of you dont I r et program requirements and you are either the only eligible child in Your aid
case or you are an unemployed parent wilnI the ony reason you get welfare is yOur UntoCOmment O)trwa* your family s
cash aid will be lowered instead of stopoed i Your family s cash aid will AlSO 0 *Stopedo 3 lowered if you don t meat program
requirements without good reasons more 'han once aiod conciliation does not work Tn first time your family s Cas aid is
stooo"d or lowered it will be for a aperioo 0*nrei months If aits n~eeSsrv -o slog Of lower your family s casn aid again tItwill be
for a Oarid of Sis month*

5 Penalty for Volunteers

IThiS sted oes not apply to you if you are require bv law to participale I

If you are not required to participate in GAIN out yOu volunteer and don t meet the requirements money management and
financial sanctions won t Apply to You insteadI you will lOt b al4ow*d to particiOate in GAIN for 6 months if you did not nave A
good reason for falling to Meet inl requirements an you Ion I agree to garticioae during conciliation

C WHAT YOU CAN O0 IF YOU 00 NOT AGREE

There are four different ways you can protest a program or participation requirement that you don t agree with These four ways are

State Hearing - This i sthe same process you Can use wnen eou don t agret with any aCtion tl welfare of ficetakes about yOur
cash aid You may requslt a rehWering atter tn State nearipg oaislion IS rae1an

Imtow ý- v - - im I
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2 omalet Oneoen So by the Uniamoloymmons Inurence Code lU| Codel) - Under this aomces the welfare Otftic will discuss
the problem with you and find ou the reaon for the prOblem The Welfare office wil olf r e plan f toqyou tofollow tO ao W seto
problem Of you do not agree with the Well fr office IpilanY Ou Can Oeg"gn your own lan The welfare Office Willwk with voIu to
Oecode on a final plan for you to ofllow This process can lasI up to3 ,0ays

3 FPormal Grleirane Sa0b the Counsty Sord of Supervaeera - Each county a board of suoeersor is reQure9d to set up a formal
grievarnce prOCe Each County I process Can be different The welfare office must tell you what your ¢conly I p0roceS ,i lika

4 Independent Asaesme•mel t- This procea €can be used if you do not agree With• In• resultsO f your assessmenl Smo00ne Wholsa
not connected with ¢he county welfare department will review your assessment and do another assessment of necessary The
resulis of this independent assessment will e usedto so o up your employment plan

The proms you can use depends on the situation you are orolesitng Also sanctions may or may not beapplIe0hOdependingoen the situ4ason end
whether or no you era participoting These differences are eiplamnd in n the chan below If your situation •Ocen slit what is described set
Welfare depanr1mens will explain the processes you -.a r ,

mPOclS YOU 00 MONEY MANAaIMIr
#I110 CAN Ulf O RANlCTIONS APl.' seOcell YOu CANnbOT Ulf

Vuw w sn • e•e basic Stes. hatea ng If you reoueI a Isa. i hearing Forliag grevnce aps e, hin
COMMsac

oIu diOsare ifth 4 the
resulloats 0 nassessment

VOu iMsleewither
?*suits o tof in.iependani
assesueme

Vo dlsagreewit I*•#n. results
of a $ete nearing

vou believe a Implnement
or assignment Goatnoliii
wOur camitract O r iorto
not ro m 'ad fo keso

Yu04109an441 vq I v looflO#parmicsideng

vou believe a reauremeni or
assignment aooen II lit yQu
contract or I tsi out fibe
a41owe nuldf therOin ro m
and •ou o•on t Partco•ipt

lndeOlndent
assessment

Slame nearing

Siate neisfng
ureriesring)

$181ohSlrqa of

Stale nearing or

lormai grievance
set bv Ind ul Coc
or lw ofml revaonce
et yV the boiad

State hearing or
formal gievasnce
set ow In#board
Of suerviorsw

bWbore money man•age•me
or sanctions stant mone
manamentat or sanctl• •s
cannot be liedI il'ntilatOier
the hearingi dec1i€ode

Of ou r• av a iete hearing
alotarmeoneymanegemeni or
Sanctionsistmr money

alnageme•t or sanctions "Wly

No morne management or
lnctions ppwy

if voy fredust a state naring
blefre money maonagemelnt or
sanonsMo trt W mOna,
m•aen•aiment orS actions
Cannot eo aoo•ieunlit tl
Ina nearing is deiicded

If you reIuesI a state hearing

Wrnctions $Stenmono,
managementOf orsnctlons
aeon,

Money manageent olrOaneltons
mouldOapplVy Itoroerad v int

resultsoi mestaIte narMe ing

F40 mhoney Management or sancltons
apply

of Yo 0goll t a sIaff hearing
blefre, monoy management
or sanIeons Stant money
manetgernmenior sanctons
Cannot be appieduntilso alter
inh nearing s$ GdeiGci

Ul Coos or lorfml grievance
"Ia by sI"*ed ofrd01sowevows
or indpenOnt"I 4assessmet

Sltat hearing or formal
gOrevanceg otb yv Ie Ui Code
or formal gi•0evane sat by
ne board of sup0eryviWs

formal grevance•set vOI" Ut
Code• o formal grievance sat
b&y In boardOf sUpeIvisMoSOr
-rideoendeni ez't~smnent

io-mal grievance i sat by !e ul
Code Or Tormal grievances Satb
iensword of supervisors or
.noecrenoenasseisrment

Independent assessment

Formal grievance set by in.
Ul Code or Undeoenoent
aSSeSSment

it you 'r*uOll a state nearing
afite mone nlManaqement of
sanctions stat monev
management oar sanctions ioot

It vw reaues a aObr-m
•rlAcnce monev alglefi

Or sanctions 100ev

COtathj5i ii.

¢ofl•rlK1
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10111001" You O0 W NtV WASSA4111061
gI?5JA11ON CA0U 0M 16 o An5cn rs A9IY? 6@OCut5 YOU CW0? gIV

Vow eto "ee Wit the reoo" State het If W "I d ivil dtow onevifte wr•m a r Inte mewb Itshe
Of e 0f l gwette@ed *during M *ftmei eew0, e o Cam wa fe, tat pere"ete

Wao"a mwn y Manfigemteniw Set by te bOoNt euof ierv,.

of you wloielated during the
formal griveance erces and

you tMe SOtiacesting doting
in uts ,n ewtene o•rocess

Ywvmaenaggetemers of
enctmonse cneSt be egOeed

It you elmcOted duutrng the
format grieven•erroc aeb oul
you iee D Pnoeisiing. eand you
feloua11t I Mlet hew4 i ng 0 beta
money management oa Sanctions
Stan money management of
Sanctions Cannot be agoied
unti shotthe healrn 5isecdled

Ityou g4eriC0at1d during th
forinatgrirevance aurocieaa but
stoo 0410C01i09aig nd you
'uti a ta llte nearing atler
money management or sanctions
Stanr money management or
sanctions SONY,

You disagree tinh money Stiie hearing It you reaive1t a itate Moeving Pofse grievance sat 0 t4he Ut
n~enegemeti or sanctionsefore money maInageent aoCode or fremal grievance set by

sanctions Stan money, nathe osr Etof uOsilorvs tV
management of arieionBiAdesnoent a86e1a0e~t
cannot oe 6l0164ed unt itfer
ine hearingall decided

to you request a scate neari-9
Paltermoneyir managementallIo
sanctions %tiari.onifi
mongement or Sanctions 5004

As tong as you paniciaste during any of the Sttuations deacribed above, the country welfare devartment wiltlwaeo oayortg for Your sucopfivo
$devices

You have the right to get" tlea advice during any of tftete oroce@se If tyou need help you Can Contact your legal aio ofce at the address oetow

County pRetensaintarvis initial

V. RXIMPTIONS/,DilleRALS

A EXEMPT

YOu are not reQuired to regstat for GAIN f fou

a
C
e
C
C
e
C
C
C

fur ,nitiatsel

Atre a Child under 16 rers 0old
Are A Cnild who is 16 17 or 18 years old but you go to scrmO not coi¢legi bful tirae
Are temporarily ill or injured and ins -liness or - iruryv would toeep yOu Irom working
Are over 64 vars told
Art pnvicaiih or mentally unaole to work or you are oregnant
Live 0o filr away from e welfare otffce oa service Orovort mat you cannot oatlcioate
Must slty nomne to take care of someone n n-onfousehldoi wno s unable to care 'or himselff or mefsrll
Are the Olrent or caretauler of a chitd unort 6 ano yOu are retsonsibte bot oroviing lull ttie Care for the child
"Ilve another adult in Inst home pan•r•ioting- n GAiN

lll E I I I I ' II I w o 1 Itoe
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" war or enoeet to Work 30 hours or more pr wweinregular*mpet&lly " th4a hAM las tatselo 30 day
" A Ae aWant Who is not the principal wago eans wWhen the prieni wage earner in ite homoets registered forGaN

The waifsrs ooffic en oCa n t poof tat you M eet any of othe bOVe coVndtao

3. DIPIRNED

You mut register for GAIN. but thy not have to participate until your situatiOn Changes if you

a Are a anretn who has a child under 6 years old and you are enrolled in school for at least 12 units of credit
* Ana dependent on drugs or alcohol

0 Na" emotional or mntal problems

* Are t # Ing legal difficulties. Such 5a ll uired Cout Oappearances

0 DO not haiv the legal right to work in tlhe United States

e At* hainog a siever family crisis

o Ate i good standing in a union that controls referrals and hiring

0 Aretemporoatily laid off frot a ta b with a oainitC 611t.o-0c0 date

SAre working 1 or more hours per week

SNHave a temporary illness of have I family member who is temporarily ill

The walifsr office can ask for proof of your oltiution when needed The welfare office will ryvew Your situation at least
avery as mix onth

County representative a initials Your initials

'got, @i*
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JOB CLUB
BASIC CONTRACT #1

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS

clom ;ýl• I OPOWA. Nkmill
memo %NW, IhUo,

c•, a~,• ,I+,

I. PARTICIPANT REISPONRISIIUTIES

A I understand that I mumt malt the oanticipation requremenlta sn this contract because

I ha v not hada job i the peat two years.

My Cah aid has not boen st$poed two otmor times due to my enpoyment in the DeSt three years and

The teO•t I tOok Show that I do not hve to go to School to learn to speak English. road write o do simple arithmetic Or to
got a GED cnrificate

0 Job Club nas boon dacibed to me

agree to attend Job Club for three weeks unless I find a rob Defore then

I agree to acceopl a job f one is offered to gne unless I have a go9o reason not to. I have been told what these reasons COud Obe

I understand that I do not hir to accept a jOb I-i would end up with lees income than if I stayed on cash aid

C I need these supp9t•rve se•rices to participateY ES 040

Child Care I need the welfare office to help me arrange and/ or ay for child care tor my children) who are under
1 2 vesrs old I agree to give h• wellare office proof of my Child care costs if they ask me -

Transportation. I need the welfare office to pay for my transportation to and from the assignment and to and
from my Child care provider I aoree to give the welfare office proof of my transportation costs if they 8ak me -

Weor or Training Related Expena•e I am required to hove extra things like special clothes books or tools for this
assignment I need the Welfare Office to pay for these *ser things I agree to give the welfare Office proof of these
extra expenses if theOy 1 mee

Personal Couneleing. I can request personal counseling af I need t to help me with problems that affect my
participation and the county will arrange it for me if iti s available unodr services the cOunty already nas I
need the county to arrange Prsonral counseling for me

II COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT RESPONSISIUTIES

A The welfare department agrees to hat pYou arrange Child 4Care i you need it to participate The welfare department agrees to 34v
for Your child care costs that are within the normal range of costs ftC, child care in the area wheae you lve *The specific child :ai
arrangements wilt be kept in your case file and will be binding as pan of thiS Contract

You do not need paid Child care because

1 The welfare eoeartmentl agrees to pay for necessary transportation expOnses to ano from the assignment includingg tranSporntl,On

for you and your childironl to and from child Care based on the following rates

Public transportation

. Other
You do not neeO Paid transportation because

C The welfare oeoartment agrees to pay for a0orooliate work or training related expenses

- You d0 not hmve any work or training related expenses at this lime

4 i CONhT_ foi i PAi 3
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0. The welfare dMartment aes to arWrnge for personal counselng fOr ryu if ma county determines you need it andO esewc as
-mle under awimng Cot services

0 You da na need e rsona c0u tngathel ms tne
0 PersonW * Kinrlrg eno t l*l unwer easing countyeorv•i•,eat thie tunpe

I Yhe w elfae cieparSWIMe1 afse to keep ma specific arrangements for siw esve rvices in your case hile and to give you S
am of those arrenqemer

Wr. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS
A. I understand t I do not have to pirtiple until the scifr1ic arrangements for child Car. transportation. work and

training related epensesand/or persnlcounseling have been made I understand that the details of these arringements will
be keop in nrl Ce hfile and will be bndng part of this contract I understand tW I will be given copyofthese,
arrangemeints.

IL I understand thatm I u t1ell the welfare worker I at I any tens my
IuPPOrtnit 5O5Wl arraen ts Or na•• s Change. and that theS changes will be written downand kept in my Case
lil The Itatet arrangements speed to between the welfare off iceand me will t•ke the place of m arrangements n this
comract and will be bninig

C I undertand thatll i I d€n*t tell the welfare wo r I Aat W Ao ny
change in my child care. or in any other saPoetve services t" welfare office might riot pay for the change in services

0I I understand that I mugl kee•p priciating in GAIN activities of I don•t have a pb• wha the assignment is finished
unless, I b e0ame eonM or deferred. I understand that this contract will be gend at that Itito slhow what my now rQuirelmentS
wdl be.

I lunderstandtlhtmmyCamsh aid may be hanlted bybomeoneisaso iedtmat Imay oeofartonof mycash•ad ifIfladt
refused o mea V imareouwsmeof Me th contract without a good reason. I hae been told whattese-reasons ould be

IN I understand that I have three wOr•ing days to think about the terms of this contract after I
ign ,i I understad thato f I on t Iagree with the terms Of this corner. I must tentllhe wetlare worker

I =1st I beore .... -onM

I understand that if I a Int 1 tell the worker before then. nis terms of his contract are considered final I unlell1rtand that
if any caing"t so the terms Of this contract are agreed to during the threed.ay consideration priod. the changed contrCO
will be considered final at on I understand that I Can take this Contract to my lg1a1
aid office for advice

I~CPA O&MOoS NWt""&U 1 S A

Swft •W • a t e1 mWUlUoru i a liAeehe6 .1111
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JOB CLUB/JOB SEARCH I**Afa

BASIC CONTRACT #2,,i '

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS

~"Awl• op 0 m*af

S..... ~E i ,o, w
OWN I Q " ' : IV

L PARTICIPANT RiIIPONSINIUTIUS
A.I understand that I mustM M the par icin requirements in this contract because

I here had a job in the oat wo years.

My cash aid has not oenw stooped two or more tames due to mY employment in the past three years and
The tests I took show that I do not nay to 00 to School to learn to speak English, reed, write or do simple arithmetic or to
get a 06 certIficate

It Job Club and Supervised JoC Search have been descibed to me

I agree to anend

C) Job Club for three weeks, unless I find a gob first or
O Supervilsd Job Search for three weeks jnles I find a 1jo first

I agree to ICCept aobof 0on* isf offered to me unless Im hoveS a good• eson nt o I have ben told what nIesl reasons Could be
I undersland that I do not haye to accept • of I•Owuld end -p with iee "ncorme tlan if I stayed on cash aid

I need the"e supportive services to pariecipteo Yes N1O
Child Care- I need the welfare office to neil me aroange and/lor pay for chid care 10v my children who are under
12 years old I agree to give ne welfare office proof of my child Care costs if they ask me

Transportation I ned the welfare office to pay for my transportation to and from the assignment and to and
from my child Care plovidWer -agree to give the welfare office poroof of my e transportation costs if they Isk me

Work or Training Related Expenses I am required to have extra things like silecial clothes books Or tools for this
assignment I neeotne* welfare office to pay for these extra things aIgree to give the welfare office proof of thes
extra e tenses if they Isk me

Personal Counseling I can request personal counseling if I need it 1o help me with problems that ffCe my
participation and the County will arrang@ it for me if it i available under services the county already • ies I
need the CountY to arrange personal counseling for me

IL COUNTY WILPARE DEPARTMENT RESPONSIIIUTI9
A The welfare department gre*e to help you arrange child cart if you need it to9 paricioate The welfare department agrees to *a

for your Child Care Cots that are within hie normal range of costs for Child cars in the nare whart you live The specific Cido care
arrhngemenls will be kept in your case file and will be binding as oan 01 this Contract
: You do not need osid child care because

S1 The welfare eooartment agrees to pay 1or neessrv transportation exDnsoes to and frqp. the assignment including transorlat9or

for you and your childirenl to and from child care based on the following rates

Public transpoOrttion

Other
"- You do not need paid transportation because

C The welfare aeoartment agrees to DaV fori aoOroiate weO k Or ftrarning rellatedO expenses

L YOu do not haveO any work or training reolted expenses at this time

• s .i .i iiiiiiii iiiiui i
GAN 3|4 196 ,¢omm~ulo,
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0. Themve• d epartmentawe"• t o oarreng for personal couhShng for you if the County dweermines U need it and the @ seve 0is
@vwlepO under xrsling County serviOs

(3 You do not need peonal ounelOing at the time

Q Peraonal couniWing is notaEvaelable under exsiting county Services at this0imee

I. The welfare d•a irtmen arO to k1keep the SpcifiC arrangements for supporteve services in your case tile and to give you a
Copy of those arranements

IlL ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS

A. I understand that I do not have to peicipalle until heg sOecfic arrangementslfor Child care transportation work and
training relatedeaxpenses and/or eronli counseling rave been made I understand that the details of these arrangements Well
be kept in my Cas file and will be binding as part of thi$ Contract I undilrstand that I will be given a Copy O•f the
arrangements

5 I understand that I must tell the welfare worker I_"MalatP-41141VAMPI_ 5any time my

Supportive Services arrangements or neiteda change and that triase changes will be written down and kepti a my Case
file The latest arrangements agreed to between Ino welfare office and Me will take the place of the arrangements in this
controct and will be binding

C. I understand that f I d•enI tell the welfare worker I ......... at ___________I of any

changes in my Child care. Or in any others supportive Services tfri welfare Office might not pay tor the change in Services

0 I unldlrstanld that I must keep participating in GAIN activities if I don t have a job when this assignment is finished.
unless I become exempt or deferred I understand rnat ths *Contract Will be amended at that tIme S&how wait my new requirements
Will be.

IL I understand that my cash aid may be handled by Someone else and that I may lose all or paVr of my 1cash aid if I fail Oo
refuse to meet the requirements of this contract without a good reason I have been told what these reason could be

P I understand that I have three working days to think about tte terms of thiO Contract alter I
sign it I understand that if I don t Iagree With tIi terms of this contract I must tell the welfare worker

S1t before on"a-.00141 %AOO ralh OAT!

I understand nat if I don't tell te worker before then the terms Of this contract are considered final I understand that
of anyI hangs tO 0he terms of this contract are agreed to during the three oay Considerationperiodd mea changed contract

well be .Onidgred final at on I unoerStandth iat I Can take this contract to my legal
aidof..ce fotr advice ,iiid OI,

*M~reic*Utari vsot omacit

cowiv i riiiii iUe1014ii1 610 sutf rlv l i io itii

CO 'w ~lOUNT 111 JURS l"A t11 ll111 41i NO" IAM~I 11611 l I NI3011

PAGE : 39 2



195

We,% oph , i~M i M -J,0 m• eaa

ASSESSMENT
BASIC CONTRACT #3

sPeCIFIC PROVISIONS

,-waf M-5w*l

L PARTICIPANT RISPONSIBIUT1ES

A& I undersand that I must mo" the p aCipeten requaaementS in thus Contract because

My ch4Wd he obeen stopped tMa or more tmtesi n the DaW three year$ duo to my employment. and

Tests I took Show that i do not have to go to School to learn to speak English teed. writeoand do simple arithmetic or to
got a gEo certufacate

& I epee to paWrtiCipe an an aesaa• met of my skills and needs unless I find a ob first

I understand that the purpose of thOsessmont M s Ito develop on employment plan that will help determine what kind of 0o
services and/or training or edutin program s best lfor me

me11111 LO.usio 4 q0as1 tt o col t

I understand that aftI do not agree Wiah the results of the assessment I may request that a separate review and assessment be done by
another qualified person who as not Connected• with he welfare o•eartment
I Wee to accept a o)b if one isooffered to me unless I nave a good reason not to I have been toko who these reasons Could be
I understand that I dO not ,pvO tO accept a job if I would end up with ioesincome than if I stayed on caSh aid.

I need these supoportie services to participate Yi rNo
Chidl Crwo: I need the welfare office to halp me strange and/or pay for child cre ofor my chlk~reon) who arO undr
12 years old. I agree to give the welfare office proof of my child ca0e costs if they ask me C)
Trlitaporttaon. I need the welfare office to poay for my transportaion to and from the assignment and to and"trom my Child Care roviot I agree to give ire Welfare Office proof of my transportation costs if they ask me 0 0
Work or Traniong Related Expensee I am required tO Pave extra things tike special ciothfes bookS or tools for this"assignment I need true welfae office to Pay for these extra things I agree tO give tIe welfare Office proof of these
WIrS e6enses if thy ask, ner
Personal Counseling. I can request personal counseling of I need it to halp me with problems that affect my"lart ion and the County wall arrange at for me f it is avalaple under services tre county already has I
need tre county to arrange personal counseling for me

I1. COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT RESPONSIBIUTI5S

A The welfare darontment agrees to help you arrange child care if you need it to parncipate The welfare department agrees to Day
for your child care costs that are within the normal range of costs for child care in tre area where you live The Specific Child care
arrangements wall be hkep in your case file and wall b ebanding as pan of this Contract

0 You do not need paid chold care because

I Th welfare department areme to pay for necessarv transportation expenses to and from the assignment including transportation

for you and your Childoron) to and from Child care oaseo on nM following rates

S Public transportation

SOther
You do not need paid transportation because

The welfare department agrees to ay fo r appropriate wott or training rested expenses

A Vou do not have amn work or training related enoenses at anus time

COuiTirluSOu 
i Qt 1
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0 The f fwo w esaorment peVO to arronge tor personal couroetiwngOt You if the County .erOmin. oU need 1t end the rv$Wt 4I
gvedaUs uned sting cour"wv as

SYou do not new Nerso0el counselin At use U114

Co Peronal o" unselsng a not eveMee under existing CountV WyiCee tO this time

L The wOf Me oepertmnt apseso to kSep the IsciicA arrangements lor pSuportive serCe in your case file and to give Vowe
copy of these erenge"mIW4

Ill. ADDITIONAL PNOVISOPO8

A I understand that I o0 not have to ncioste until the soecafie Arrangements for child care. trenoporettn. work and
training related eaoenres, and/or Dersonal cOunseling have bDen rMde I undstandn tI•II the details Of these aOrangements Will
be kept in my c0 filo and well be binding as pOr of theS contract I understand that I will be given a coy Of these
oarangome"s

I t under$ &it that I mum tell the welfare worr t__..........._____ _ t , 1 7.tylffSO mV

aupoorieve Services arrangements or nees change and that those changes Ill e00 written down and kept in my case
file The S SaiT arrangements sgreed to bOtweesn I welfare office and me will take theO lceO Of the arron•geeNts en tries

contract and wil be rtdir4

C I understand that of I dont tetll the welfare worker I .t .. of any

Changes in my lchld care or in onv other suDportive services the welter offer might not pty lor the Changme services

0 i understand that I mum tkeep panicipaling in GAIN activities of I don t have a job when this assignment is finished
unless I become eaemot or deferred. I understand th•t •is contract well be amended 4t trialftUlS to ShOW what my now requirementS
will beI

E I underStand that my Cash aid may be handled th someone sla Sad that I may Qlose adO Or f of my cash Sod if tI fail O
refuse to mea the reQuirements Of lthisC contract without a good reason I he" be told what thes reasons could b0

1 I understand that I have three working dayS to think about thO terms of this contract after I
sign it I understand that if I don t agre i nwih the terms of this convict I must tell the vvwlfare worker

at- I beforeI on.........

I understand that if I don t tell the worker before' then the terms of th c contract ore Considered final I understand tiat
if Any Changes to Ite teoms of this contract are agoed to Ouring the three-sov consideration period the Changed Contract

will be Considered final at ...... On _ 'Gant I uloerStahe trht I Can tate tha scontractOto my legal
4i4 office lot advice , i ,it,

% €••t4"P.r0 ,1J

CRONft. *tiI**5 NIII0MlIt MI~tt f iiI 'Wn6tNOMw

MOeth *tWiAMi4W ~ ?1 • l switsaivdl $ tc 6 t par
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stagy op C..*%~ - "*0 wiu au ."

ASSESSMENT AFTER JOS CLUB/
JOS SEARCH

AMENDMENT01

0WAMAOW 4r 0IO iuev 0

J•-,di

CANm~ WooI "

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS
I. PARTICIPANT RESPONSIUIUT8U4

A I undestond that I mu meot thi s blimepatson requirement of thi, contract amendment because

I hale Compaleed three weeks of job club or joo search end have not found a jpb Vet

U I eye. to paWrcyain e en eaSS"Wmem Of my Skills and needs
I underslanethat the puroie• of the seas)smensht is to develop An employmelnt plan that Will help determine what kind of job services
and/or•wveningt O education program e best for me

ofoth

I understand that if I do not agre e with Ine results of Ih* assessment I may request that Wa separtef relvw and assessment be oon4 by

another qualified person who to not connected with the welfare department

I agree to contmnueoto lc for a job until my assessment

I gee1 to accept a job if one is offered to me unleSs I have good1 reeSo1n not t0 I have been told what the". reasons Could be

I understand that I do not have to acceOt a job if I would end up with Iee income than if I stayed on cash aid

C I need thesesuoportve sorvim•e to participate Vye 1O
Child Care" I need the Welfare office to help me arrange and/or py for Child care lor my Chikdren) whO are und•e
12 veOes old I agree to give the welfare office proof of my Child care Costs if they raskm e 0 0
Tinaportaon 11` I need4 the Welfare office tO pay for my transportation to and from the assignment and to and
frorn my Child care provider I agree to give the welfare office proof Of my transoortation Costs if they aks me _

Work or Training Rleated Isxpaens. I am required to have extra things like spcISl Clotti" books Or tOOtS for this
assignment I need the welfare office to DAY for tnese extra things I agree to give the welfare office proof Of these
extra expenses if they ask me ..n

Personal Counseling: I can reuet Opersonal counseling of I eeod it to i"0 me with problems thatt affect my
participation and tne Countv will Arrange it for me if it is available under services tn* County already has I
need the county to arrange oersoinal counseling for no

II. COUNTY WILFARI DEPARTMENT RKSPONSIBIUTIES
A The welfare department agree to help you arrange child care if You need it to participate The welfare department agrees to ay

for your child care costs that are within the normsi range of costs fo( Child Care in ins area *ne* you live the specific child care
arrangements will be keipt in your case file ana will be binding as part of this Contract

You do not need osid child Care because

6 The welfare department Wages to pay for necessary vtransrtstionf expanses to and from the assignment inCluding transportation
for you and your childireni to and from child care &Osea on thne following rates
S Puiihc transportation

- Other
You Go not need paid transportation icaulse

C The weVf are ceoartment agree * to 8ay for 0aorooralte wor or training relltec *XOfMSeS

You Go riot nave any work or training related e*oeonses It tiS tinRe

Iy ti I II II I llII1 II I It il e I
44 06 wOlN •l 3• -*
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0. ThfO vllere d&lhO• lt OgroO to siren• lost petspOealt•nol o0outwoopqs#W " f the coUrtly detelmn ne" d at en to od v1sh
evefildl e loOes temoastingleOlt Servce

Y you do no•a ned etOýIOi q meoun"01hng $t thMi tren

o PersOn•A N noiog 00 0 delao under ealsingmllull towevWCSO 0t ot t.mh e

I. The Welles e.OruhOal0 W ON to keep theo msoifea orgrangmfenu suIoortmo services in ou caste tlotn to 00" oyoa
COOS at thosee orlefthg eflt,11

i1. AOOMONAL PROVISIONS
A I understandthal I dl 10 sO hve"to 1Oefl, icalIato I w the soi1eih 1Sarrogmonta tol ChiudC arek ensooatonP worm end

trading relatedo0ol eensee a&nd, do Or 5$0fli cnounsl hv boon Mad0 I understand thatl m dldtils triof .mm rrengemeritsVot i
00t oe *in my i aft ,tildand w * 0be a bndng ert thiso f contorat1 I u ndtl ans thatI• I glo given• a Cody 01 the

SI understand mhalI o mu 0tell the welftterwtt ...er - t aenvtime I0 my

SuDOortOWvrce4fl e-engOmento or needAG congea ond that th•Ma Chan"gS will 0 ol"II 'na ow end toot on my nvCOS
foil The lat estialfrongnlnl•ftS #VOWd t0 betweVenI n wellt*e ot"ce on e mewilt ta In me pace0ofthe ierrangorientS-Ins t$i
contract ond wilt be binding

C I une•Olraino that dI n tIfloit l thew•t•ters wVIOat atI oftenv

chngesinown my i Child CareI 0 in any Other SubOovehev0Ca the * w#flat* Otalied mignt no saq tO Ithechange li n "coa$

0 1 understand that I must keep pairticipating *n GAIN Wactsvties of I don I 'love a $b when this OsfsSfesneit it tin~shed
untollst$ become e4e41"P Of r dtsed I uniderstand that this contractwilt be amnended at! 1tha tootine shw Whatieynew frieer oet

I i unrdestnd that"I my JasI aid mly be handled¢ someonS else ead lmet t maiy thaIlt @9 aFW 01o my cashad it I toIl or
tofu"to1o meet the reuirelmintS al thil scora0cwithout&good r4oasIo hae~ I nave e toldwlhet the" re0esono CouldDo

I uarmfStand that this Conti0foctamendmont reolaCos the t I eiviC 04rvfn5o f4 the co•nvoe t o amendment olted

G I Undfrte$1andh•hat I have th•rn 0 wOsing daVe tO 1 think about thefa lthsO f1 thiContriact ttt I
sign it I undersand thIat it I on tI•agree 1th the terrIfm 41 this contract I mulst tell trie wllttare vvwort

I_____________ _4__01641 _ _hl_ at t be- 0€ore ft e on toot
I underptand that ofI "nI o tetll Ithe worer bstobe then the tIrSI 04ofthe$ Contract are considered tinal I understand tral
t1 anyChanges9to thef orm$ of this Contrac are agreed to during the three.Gda Consideration woiod Int, naned contract

ell be ConSiderelod tirnal It on t understand that I Car' tat fe tI ote$cOU0tto M4'"All~
sie office lot advice sl

i'0 e' t i4w'da i ye's
coinn inrnw1 glLi.fiaow , pmna41i11

.oast •.4 a mlv aa'ri0l81 woowblalelLV tI iiswtal~ 1 1

I I I I. Zr:
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POST ASSESSMENT TRAINING
AMENDMENT #2

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS

"Wa R.as ee**Aa ..

L PARICIPANT RISPONSIUIUT11
A I understand that I must meet1h0 pahrtac1ao¢• n r0quirimlfnlts O thisC contract amende•nt lbaous

I hve had an aesesmem Iand developed an emonoment plan Based on Int reSult$ Of my assessmenl. myemol*ymertplan
shows thet training in the are@ of __
will beet help me reac m MgoalM V goal under his program o0 ge0 a1job n rthat eri

I agree to paniclpate in the following training o ograwoll

uure

Attach additional oages i moro than one training program i agreed tolI

I agree to attend the training program as required to mite satisfaclory progreea. and to Complete th poCWOgrm

Q It my assignment involved on-he-Iob training supoorte work or tranutiOnal 0m olvmeM I aQree to have my Cash ald 01ad to my
emOpoloe to dhel pir for my wagee I understand that AS songasI0g as I ianc teIwi. wll beipaid ait fafti AS much IS my VCashhad wOuld have
been

I undOestand that i have uo tO thirty •avS to request a Crange ,n assignments once the training is begun I undersond I Can only
re•uem a change once If thio welfare •0canmentW gres to the c4ige. I "aree to amend the Contractt o reflect the Cnange

C. The training rograrm that I agreed to anttn d oes not begin Util Iagree to parcIDcoIae in the followingo10b
search aCtiviy until I beg•n the tiamning program

kocheati" c..tAe

0 I agree to aceot any lob that fits the goals ot my fen Oiowmeit Olnin understand Itrnit Dv acceting a 00 mey gO off of Cash aid

Need thess su"Onive selrvices to DaniCailte y es NO

Child Ca&r I nOee tho welfare offiCel to hlo- m arrange a• o of r Dafor cno care for mjenfilolreni wpo at* under
12 vairs O ld agree to gav tne wellare office aeOOC Os my Cnoild care costs i t$et ass ma ak

TMaOsprtIAtion I need the welfare office to av to mv transootation to and irom in* assignment And to and
from my cnhld Care orovidear I gtoe to given noe oearef arci aoroot o v my transportation costs t tely aso me -- _

Work o Training Related Ispenseo I am .oqu.peo 0nave a stra tningS , secSDaS CitClOteS OOS or tools lf this
assignment I need thi welfare office to 'or t, a"s-se aistra m ,ring agree to give It' eatlre ttics Droolof tthese
extra espenSeS it they a" #me
Personal Counseling I Can request personal aunste.nqI t 'iled it to mil mo wltr roaiemS *n*t affect my
Darticloation• an thO county will arranged ifr "-e t s s avaaisaoise %noer SetviceS Ina ountValoreadO nas I
need tnsf county tO arrange personal Counseling totr m-

cOrryrsutpl -
scOt i 053

swomwo0OP AO W m

00i 3l¢O•T,•ulOl .
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1I. COUNTY WELFARII DEPARTMENT RS"PONSIBIUlIES

*. The welfare d0enentW• agreto helpf yoU arrange child Cote if You need i•tto art0ii1pa The V s w re department " Mg ompy for
y~ nCild Care0 t mhat re within te normal range of Costs for Child cAWe in the area where you IWe YThe 0pefic Child Mwe
arrengementswl ill be ein~ your ase file and will be binding M 000aOfothe$contraOc

( You do no need .4ad ctW•ld carbecause

I The welfare d•rmenta egrets to mpy for necessary wansooation eapenims to nd from thO eesglfwei0"iIncluding transportation for
you and your chilirten to and from child cars based on the following rates

o Putilisc triSoportatiof

0 you do not vinew paid transoloritaton because

C The lelf•tfre deaninWtegr"esr toD ay for aoorooraias work • ofr reiingrelated'it 5a0tiff

: You do not have an workaor training related eoenseg at ths time

0 The welfare doeanment agrees to arrange for erso•a counes•ing for you i te "county doetrenines iou need it end the service

-8 avalals" under existing COunty serVICe

C7You do mlt ned personal couneling at• f•Mislme

,.Perwonl cOuafinis not vela•blerl•Y ne existing Coun0•yservSa it this time

S rThe welfare departvmeont reo to kee t* eospcific arrangements for stie0wnsve sarvmica s n your case file and to gr o ou I
coov of those rsngemsents

SThe welfare deofartmet agrees to a&low a change to anter tr earning assignment mat ft•s your en sovmne p ln A Change will Do

a fi On 0 0€Once and rmust be requested wit.in 30 days of staring the tror-snng assgment a gbred to n this contract

III AOOITIONAL PROVISIONS

A urnoerstand that do00 r thave to r1icKoato until iths• jpcific arrangeme•ts for child care trrssoor•tion won and
trading reelatedenosenle •iand/or WeIonlI counselling have eentr made I uadritand trial the et04ils of these Mrrane@-eSatl *0l

be t io ,itmy case fi eSindw•willbec•ndi as rto of this contract I understand thti I wslt 0 given s cop of n*
arrang"fements

I unicerstand that I mnusit tell the "wiefre worter_,a I _ _ _t_,__ _ _a nv tme mi,

$44Oove s C111`0 rvcn arrangements or nes Cachnge s and that 1tes cRanges will * w,'b 0n Oowi aInd kes in AhivCs"
flie The• steal irreaonMents agreed too etween1ti welfare office A ioe will to& tie Dac of the arangelmentS ni nl..

contractAnd ill8 0e binding

C Understand that if I don t tell the welfare wwse %rmawat _ 0_W.40_0_ Iofnyv

crienges niemy child Care or in any Other siuoolrI'Vi5 srv~cos i*h ofe e if 55Office Might rnot Day for the change vi services

0 i nral tha t In mslt• sfr e epft p hef Ciostinq iA GAi Oti vtl.@5 Wt! d*on t is a oo mov wha 10 this a4sig•e• ist •% finsmhed

mAsiessI become exemot or Wdefared ;UndMIt5O rSA nitn.$ contract will Do amended at inatllime to Snow what rMy Mow rorie

well 004--

.In•e -trstandr thri l Caereaid my oS0 0 An00lD v Soeone#I e*se and thatI-St me0 ose Oll or01arOt o my caseC er4 8 isiesor

'ituse to meet tW e rnequir n of thisco thtonracO• i-tIniol•O agoodt roin navewbeenn told wVhat these* rs801os cOuld O4

9 vnOli•sta5o that this contract ameriorment oolaces " "a scfc frov.s'Os of tie conlract• t •amendmetnt dated

:' '~nsA0 P&CA ; ,;o I% nKA0,
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G. I under'tond that I hows has, working doey to think ebout the terms of thse Controet afttr I
gn i. I undrand d that if I don t aWoee ewithh thetooi t o0 th4€onta I mull too s iwear r orl o

I ___ ,_________MAWSIbows__Va oneor a os

i ~ ond thlr of t ifdnt I ot tol t 1 r4vko before then MS Wpmn of thl contract agte coniderod fn4al i unerwland tnaq
of en change0 to t4t oslf Of €thisrcclact aWO aood tO 0dung tftethtresdaw conlaVrOlion PVI d.d thO changed Conra4t
wiN be Considered" fial at on_ I underStand that I Can ta kethis •ontract to mypigaid
off ice for SaLce

ftovepeate eis om Qua

ftot~ms •OGMRAW UnIeigeI~

IUO 04" I 6000"AW OI
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APPENDIX B

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF WIN DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS *

1. Arizona

The Arizona WIN Demonstration began June 1, 1982. The major
feature is a three week intensive employment search workshop. The
first weea focuses on building confidence and self-esteem: the
second week on developing good interviewing skills; and the firal
weel on ways of identifying potential employers and the use of the
telephone in scheduling job interviews. Those who are not
successful in finding a job in this three week period receive a
vocational and academic assessment. The results of this
assessment and the judgment of the local office determine the
selection and sequence of subsequent components. These other
componerts include job motivation workshops and marketable skills
training.

Effective May 1, 1982, Arizona began operating a section 1115
research and demonstration waiver project that allows the De-
partment of Economic Secu-ity (DES) to require registration by
parents with children between the ages of three and six years.

2. Arkansas

The Art-ansas WIN Demarstration, also mnowr as Pro:ect Success,
began on 9eptembe- 70, 1982. F-o~ect Success emphasizes immediate
and cortinuous job se.-ach. Each county Project Success unit re-
quires -ecip~ents to participate in Job Club, Job Search, and, in
those counties that offer it, Work Experience. Job Club is
generally the initial component assignment. It provides group
employment counseling and training in effective job search tech-
niqjes in five to ten th-ee hour sessions. Recipients who are
still unemployed after completing Job Club are assigred to Jcb
Sea-ch to continue actively seeing employment. Afte- completing
Job Search, participants may be assigned to a Work Experience
position. In the Won; Experiqrce component, registrants are
involved in develcpxng ,ob skills and improving work habits
th~-cxgI unsalaried job t-aining. Regist-ants may world up to 70
hoLrs pe- week for a maximumr of 12 weeks for each Wor- E:(perien:e
Aassignent.

In conjunction with ts• WIN Demonstration, Arkarsas operated a
section 1115 resea-ch and de-nonstration warmer project that
permits the State's Departmert of Human Se-vices (DHS) to require
Wr:the-s with children tetween the ages of three and six years to
register for Project Success unless otherwise exempt.

'Prepared by the Department of Health and Human Services.
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3. California

The California WIN Demonstration project began January 1, 1985,
and is operational in 32 counties, comprising 95% of the State s
caseload. The objectives of the program are to increase the
number cf AFDO registrants who receive employment services; to
increase the number of regist-ants who enter employment; and to
decrease WIN-related quality/ cont-ol errors. County welfare
departments register and asses3 participants; the State Emplciment
Development Department, urde- contract, p-epares employability
plans for each participant and conducts job search workshops. In
six counties, applicants a-e referred to a five-day job search
workshop, followed by a ma'imur of ten days at the phone bant and,
if necessary, up to 40 days of independent job search. In the
remaining counties, recipients are referred to a three-day job
search workshop, followed by i'p to 4) days of independent job
search. During the individualized job search period, emplcyment
specialists specify each indi-iidjal's irimum job search contacts
based on the local labor market and the individual's skills and
circimstan~es.

In San Diego, the "Satration Work Iritiative Model" (SWIM' is
testing the impact of invol.ing at least 75 pe-cent of WIN
registrants in various woar and trairing activities, including job
search, CWEP, and training. The project i in its third year.

California is currently implementing the GAIN (Greater Avenues for
Independence) program, a waiver-only 1115 pro.ect. GAIN proposes
to provide wor--related activities and services to all employable
welfare recipients and to require their ongoing, open-ended
participation in one or more worý activities until they are
employed. The program uses a case management approach of close
contact with the participant and ongoing monitoring of activities.

Under the program, each county is responsible fcr developing its
ohn work program design. Within t.o years, the county must summit
a plan which is then subject to the app-oval of the State. !t is
currently operational in 9 counties, and must be implemented
statewide by September 1968. The total eligible caseload mL.st be
served by September 1990. Ccirty plans must include a minimum
array of services includtnq a variety of job services such as :ob
search, training, worn experience, edLcaticn, and suppc-t
services. Specific participation and service requirements for
participants are established in individual-contracts between
registrants and the county.

With certain exceptions, registrants are expected to participate
in job search first. Whe-e this is unsuccessful, employment goals
are established, and education or training is normally provided.

Child care is provided fcr prog-ar participants aid for former
recipients who have recently transiticned intc regular employment.
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The program provides a broad definition o0 "good cause" for
failing to participate and an e&'tended conciliation period prior
to the imposition of a sanction.

4. Connecticut

The Connecticit WIN Demonstration, "The Job Connectiong" began on
October 1, 1985. It is operational statewide and se-ves all
applicants and recipients. Department of Human Resources staff
interview each client, gathe- the necessary data to design the
employability plan, arrange fo- any necessary supportive services,
and refer participants to the Department of Labor for individual
or group job search or referral to training and education. The
State Department of Income Maintenance also operates job search
statewide, focusing on unemployed parents, and grant diversion in
four districts, focusing on long-term recipients.

The State also operates a voluntary program for long-term
re:ipients (10 years or more) emphasizing remedial education and
training.

5. Delaware

The Delaware WIN Demonst-at.on began cn April 1, 19e2. Applicants
and recipients who are regist-red and assessed 4or the WIN
Demonstration may participate in any of the following program
components: Job Factory; Job Readiness Training, Work' Experience;
Education or Training; or Indepeident Job Search (IJS). There are
also three separate programs that target services to groups with
particular needs. The State s Job Factory component was closed
temporarily in February, 19e5, but reopened in January, 1986.

6. Florida

The Florida WIN Demonstrat:cn began on April 1, 19ez. The program
includes Orientation, Jnt ea-ch and %'-b Club, and education and
training activities. Frogram emphasis centers or individual and
g-oup Job Search, OJT, a-d vocational training.

The State has increased the emphasis on use a4 Jcb Clubs fo-
direct jc: ertrý of recip.ents in jobs, rather than on the earlier
conbination of training anJ p!acemnent.

Flcrida began operating a Grant Dive-sion program called TRADE in
Cctcber of 192e. Operating ir conjunction with the WIN Demon-
st-ation and the Stafe s JTPA, Grant Di.ersion races recipientss
ir OJT positions that a-e e pe:ted tc convert to unsubsidized
emplo,ment.
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7. Beorgia

The Georgia WIN Demonstration began Janua-y 1, 1985. It is
operational in 7 urban counties. Partic:pants are first assessed
to determine job readiness and barriers tc employment. -Those
deemed job-ready enter structured independent job search, grcup
job search, or job club for two months. If the participait is
still not employed, he or she is reassessed. Those who are not
job ready may enter institutional training (such as JTFAI, o--the-
job training, or CWEF. The State contracts with Employment
Services for employment and support services.

8. Illinois

The Illinois WIN Demonstration began July 1, 1982. The central
feature of the program is Independent Job Search (IJS). Pa-t:-
cipants are required to contact twerti employers each mortl- and to
spend at least one daý eve-y other weel in the office to confirm
contacts and improve job search techniques. The IJS activity
continues for at leact two iiorths urless a participant obtains a
job sooner. For those not findtiq a job, a more detailed
employatility assessment follows IJS participation. The
assessment determines the sequence of- components, InclLdiPn educa-
tional training, Job CliJb and Wort E:per.er:e.

In February 1984, the State added a regular wort experience
componert called the Ill:nozs Wart E perience F'rogram, cr IWEP.
Assignments in IWEP are limited to the regular ma::imjm WIN
duration of 13 weeds.

The State has added two educational components: adult basic
education and enployabilit9 stills training. The adult basic
education component, conducted by the State's public school
system, is available fc- those lact.ing a tigh school diploma. The
employability skills cu-r:culu-n, conducted by the State s
community colleges, is a week-long intensive orientation to tt-e
world of wcrk. It is offered selectively after the first weel of
IJS where an individual need has been idertified. Fundirg and
technical assistance are provided ty the State's JTFA prog-am.

9. Indiana

Indiana's WIN Demonstratic- started Septenber 70, 1985, and
operates in 24 counties. Certain functiois are provided unde-
ccntract b) the Employment Serwices Department; others by ti-c
Department of Public Welfa-e. After ar assessment of job his:c.-y
and stills, education, and necessary support services,
participants enter job sea-ch cr other activities, such as wc-t
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experience or classroom training (In_-Lding basic skills, GED, or
short-term vocational t-ainirgf. The State maIes a special effort
to coordinate with edicat:on ard training offered through th3

vocational and technical education system and JTPA.

10. Iowa

The Icwa WIN Demonstratior begai September 3X, 19w, in the seme
47 counties ir which the ctate has operated its Indiv-dual
Education and Training Flan (IETF) since 1969. Iowa s WIN

Demonstration consists of two models that operate in diffe-ent
parts of the State: the WIN model and the Coordinated Marpcwer
Services (CMS) model. Se-.i:es in the WIN model are provided
jointly by the Iowa DHS and by the Jcb Ser%ice under cont-act to
DHS. Se-vices in the CMS model are provided solely by DHS. The
principal difference is that the WIN model includes significart
individual job search, while the CMS model includes wort
experience assignments. In both models, classroom training is
provided whe- necessa-y through IETP. Also offered is a Job Club,
a structured foar-hours-per--da) , foar-weet course. One weel :s
training and three wealIs ie at:ve telephone employer contacts.

The service group prnir:ties start with primar/ earners in
Urerployed Pa-ent cases-, a-0 pr•oeed to volurteews, all other

uiemplo/ed registrants, and those already emzlcyed part-tine.

It. Maine

The Maine WIN Demonst-ation began Apr:l 1, IQE2. The prcgram is

operated as a comporen' of t•e State s R.elfs-e Emplcyrent,
Education and Trairing (L.FET) program. The -og-am concentrates
on job p-eparation and t-a:ning. These acti%.ties may vary

locally and include instituticral trainii pr .:ded by colleges,
vocatx--al ow remedia! ed~caticn, or on-the-job training. Job

Sea-ch activities are rese-ed 'c- those 'hc are assessed as weirg

jot ready.

Effective October l937, Ma.ne implemented a Gran.t Viwers;c-
prigran entitled "T-air-g Cpportunities in the F-inate Secto-' or

TOFS. Grant Oiversion is run joaitl, w:t, ITFA, although the
le!el oa JTFA invo.ve-eit varies among the -egions in the State.
Selection of participaits for Grant Diversion centers on single
mothers wFo are uneF!•ezed at regist-at:or and have been AFDC
recipients for at least sit consecutive months at program entr,.
Participants are p-o.wiei with p-e/ocat:oral training, and field

t-aining (up to twel'e wee's in a worl e pe-ience assigr~ent, Aith

the support of Trainx-g Pe:atee E perses) as appropriate. The'.
are then placed in private sector on-the-job training pcsitiors
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that a-e expected to become unsubsizied employment at the eid c;
six. months.

12. Maryland

The Maryland WIN Deronst-ation tegan on September W, !932.
Baltimore City and Wicom:co County ope-ated unde- the WIN Demcn-
straticn while the remaining counties continued to ope-ate the re-
gula- WIN prog-am. The twc WIN Denorst-ation counties we-e
allowed to choose from among tme following components: Jcb Clob,
institLtioral training, wo-h e pee-ence, and on-the-job train:n-.
Also ope-ating in Baltimore City and Wicomico County is a sect;c=
1115 resea-ch and demonstration waiver project called the
Emplol'ent Initiatives Project. Its purpose is to test an
alternative wcrt p-og-am that offers a menv of employment
activities for the participant provided through a consolidat~o of
local resou-ces from title IV-A, social services, and employment
service agencies.

13. Massachusetts

The State s original WIK Dewcnstratici began in Ap-il, 1032, aid
was :a!led t-e Comp-ehensive W- . ard T-string Prog-am, or WTC.
Its certral featu-e was known as Die'-sion and ircludeJ four
alternatises: direct job e-try, supported wo-V, education a-
training, and a five-weel job search. Those not regarded as
suitable for the first three alternatives were placed jtrectlý
into the five-weel job search.

A ma-o- redesign oa the State's WKN Demonstratic- resulted in the
E.T. (Employment and Training) program, which began in October,
198:. Under E.T.:

1) The State appropriated a major e passion of State finds,
principall/ fo- child care.

2% WIN mandatory recipients must register with E.'., as w:t- the
forme- WIN program. Howeve-, the State row emphasi:ea voluntary
aspects of participattcn in E.T. b/ drawing attention to the
several choices part:aipants hawe among the program ccmporerts,
based on their own empl~ynent goals. These include basic
education, stills t-a.ning, jab -eferral. a-eer counsel:n;, and
supported worn services.

7) The State instituted an extensive ma-Veting aFproach to both
the employer com-uritl a-d the welfare recipient community to
increase the level of employment for Ye!fare recipients.

4) The DPW negotiated performance-based contracts for various



208

7

training and placement se-va:es wit" cther State and private
agency i es.

14. Michigan

The Michigai WIN Demo~strjt.ci program, ýro'n as the Ecucatior anJ
Training crogran (ETF) be-a" Ap-il I, 1932. The program c'ig_•
tie emphasis in WIN fr~r tr,::t:•-4l jo: developnert ar.i :cb
placement to a new e1p'asi- zn s?_f pla:enert. The primnry
assignment was to st-uctrei Jnt Search or Jcb Clib lasting up to
four weeps. Those Od-o oee umpAov'•m d at tte corclusior o' this
assignment are screened b, E'F far assignment to adilt basic
education, other class-cam .z-c7t.ona! trairirg, or CWEU. Týe
counties have been free to %ar¢ th.s basic seqjer-e and to de.elop
their own additional worI or t-a.ning components. CWEc' is
frequently used prior tD Jcb Sea-Th c- Jot Clt to update cr
establish a wcrL histDr,.

The Michigan CIJEP prog-4- a's2 began Apr-il 1, 19e2. In additi.r,
sirce Ma-ch 1, 192•, MiT-ig-n has piratee! a sections III! -esear~h
and demonstration waiver p-: ect. The criginal set of vaivers
ircluded permitting thio :ta-e s Depa-tme-t cf Sozial Services
(DSS' to require -egista.ti-r •:t- EF by three add:t,onil gro-ps
nf rec•:ie-t3 : I) mt-e- ,..h hld-er bte the ages o' six

months ani s5 7 ears Znle l_ t'er•,=se e em.t; Z) ttcse emplcyad
more thar 0 h-ors pe•- oeet; %nd 7_' sezinj pa-ents in AFDC'ULP
cases. The wai'.er pro_'et a1-t onrlted the State to Bancticin
those vho quit o- o 'r.1, -e~u ed their h4•S on a jab.

Effective June I, lC:-", the State received app-cvel fo- t6,c
cranes in its se-ticn 11'!' re-zi-s:h and demcnst-atio- vaive-
project. First, the r':•vtat:Or req i-e-2•t 6or se:cLud parent.
in Vr•C UF cases was jr:_e. e., a regist-3ti'n -eqi--eent
was added~ #or 16-to-Z- we,! jl -eýxipert_ i~'.- ic-cz: a-:!
wtho~it a high schicl d.l::; i :r ,-Et.

-he State passed leg. s:.t'.tz i n e a-l Ily 9 t~t si n; f:"a-tl•
altered bzth exempti a-n - - : -t.-1at.;: :3. .c.a -Ct on:y fozr th ?
State s WIN Demonstrat'z-, n-t alsc -c Eeeri! ,io-A p-cgra-s for

GA recipients. The I- ' a 4s -j :I% ca ;t.d I hE# fJ=u3 5 f t- 1
prcgc ams to more .cat: -.a31 -it.Itat. -- a -id sbll Itra i.-cr, and
sn. f t d P a~-t:=I p 3t -C - :t e I a t - t- C hae- !w- em;: I o T t-e -i .-
progral, was calei t!" _t: ; :7crtjn'*.es ac' S~ills T-a:r.rg,
or MLST, and became e'4e -t .e . : Ir:l IZO". MET estatlistsh•d a
series af e plicit e n' •--z• mano'y pitic:pation '-ot
4rc;' registration . ,?.so ; a-t.:.p.-ti r e ef-zt.ors inr_!udecý:

a. three cr more m.-:ý- c :c!-en jde- age 15;
b. o.,er a-e E5;
c. youngest Olld o -- t-s of age.
d. part1:ipation ar a s-bstar:e abuse rehati-itatior p-cg~aT"
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e. resident in a menta! institution within the last five yea-si
f. in prison within the last two years;
g. already participating in job t-aining or education approved

by DES.

The MOST legislation also established participation criteria 4or
selected groups. For instance, mothers between the ages of 16 a-d
20 (now required to register under a provision of the State's
section 1115 waiver project) who lack a high school diploma are
directed e::clusively to educational activities for job skills or a
GED, if child care is a%a:lab!e. Finally, the MOST legislation
authorized both a Grant Diversion program under section 414 o; the
Social Security Act, and a teenage pregnancy prevention program.
These are operated in conjurction with the State's WIN
Demonstration. Effective October 1, 1995, the State initiated its
Grant Diversion program in e;ght counties.

15. Nebraska

Nebraska's WIN Denonstratl3r bean in October of 1982. The
prog-am concentrates on Job Search. Individual Job Search
participants are requi-ed to make six employer contacts each week,
and to visit the office one dao/ each weel- to confirm the
contacts. A more structured Group Job Search component includes a
one-weel workshop that prepares participants for employment,
followed by a week of teaephoning employers to arrange job
interviews. Other components include remedial education, training
and OJT. The State leaves to the counties the determination of
sequence of components.

There has been extensive cross-training of staff in order to fa-
cilitate the State's expansion of coverage without major staff
increases. While the variet, of components has not changed since
the first year, the program s emphasis has been shifted towards
Group Job Search.

In May 1985, Nebraska began operating its "Job Support Project"
under a section 1115 resea-cP and demonstration waiver. This
proJect allows the DSS to require registration by parents with
childrer between the ages of three and six years. The project is
expected to enlarge the State's mandatory registrant population by
15 to 20 percent. The State expects an increase over time in the
levels of job entries of about 25 percent.:*

16. New Jersey

The New Jersey WIN Demonstration began or Octote- 1, 1962. Each
county must operate cor;..-iests that include Group Job Search, 3JT
and Work Experience. Each coLnty then dete-mmnes appropriate
component strcture and usage. Thus, in six count:es Job Search
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Is Usually the initial camponent, while in the other seven
counties, it is selectaiely assigned after an erployability
assessment.

In September 1997, the State received approval to operate a
sector 1115 research aid demonstration waiver project for a Grant
Diversion progran in four courties. Five additional count:-%
later asled for and received State authcrxtt, tc amp!eme-t th.s
component. Participatio in Grint Diversion since its inception
has e. ceeded 0X) reg:strants. _'f the 50 percent 6vhc complete
Grant Di•ersion, nearly all ccnert tc unsibsid::ed emplo.,ment.

17. New York

The New, vo-• WIN Demonstration began May 1, 19e5, and is cperzt:ng
in n:ne c~ur.ti-s and Nei Yorl City 'togeoner comprising 85% of thE
State s caseload'. The State Department of Sccial Services
cortracts wit'i the State Cepartment of Labor for erplo3ment and
training services. After appraisal and development of an
e•pcab:lit-' plan, -ecipients ma/ participate in supervised •ob
search, j-b clubs, vocatioral counseling, institutional training,
Wlt-OJT, WIN %c-I e per.erce, training, or unsubsidized
efpl=,-rent. In adiitio-, the State has CWEr in 20 counties anJ
has an 11ll project to operate grart version n 76 cou-ties.

Nee, VcrI is also operating a Mcdified WIN (ModW!N) 1115sprcjez-t in
27 counties nzt under WIN Deao. L nde- ModW!N:

- There are no ,mardatei support services
- The-e is a 120-day lim-t an enrollment and re;istratic"
- State criteria for enployabil1tý, rather than WIN crite-ia,

apply
- There is a minim-m of peiperwc-l and streamlined procedLrýS.

18. Oklahoma

The Ollahc~ia WIN Deaonstration began on Jar-za-, 1, :932, a: the
Ot !ahoma Employment a.i Tiri-•g program. The State cc-tiret its
WIN De.nonstration with a CLIEF program. In 4p~l, l4E, t1-E
St-ate s Departrent of Humai er.ce5 (EH': add-ed a title IV-A Jzt
Search program for t"e e-tie State. The State reta.nec- -exe-a'
34 the .-eg-la-- WIN cc ,p:.ne-2ts, in:Ijdian; (>ientation, Jc:) Sea-cli,
UJT, and Yocati:ral Train:rq. The -tat- ha• zp-rated a _eot:o
111t rese---cli and de- rstwatrn viai er p0:et in conjunct= wit-
the WIN De'-or-tration. The wa,.er per-its the DeW to require
mc-tle-s with children jr.Je- age 5 to -eg:ste,- unless othe-wist
e e-pt. The State estimates thit th-is wai Er p-cvisicn a-Lcorl.
fcr app- i1natel 6c :pe- :e-et of al registrants cn hand, and fc-'-
sir.la- pe-centage of a!l o' tte WIN Demcrat-ation jot ert-:es.
The State added a Grart Di.e-sion program e'fe:t:ve Deenber 1,
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1986, with an initial annLal otjective of 500 participant
positions.

19. Oregon

The Oregon WIN Demonstratior bagan January 1, 1992. The major
feature of the program is job search for AFDC applicants and
recipients. Applicants are -equired to participate in job search
activities (up to 45 days) as a zordition of eligibility for AFDC.
Recipients are required to pa-ticipate in joh search for unlimited
periods of time with a two-week breaI- every six months. AFDC
recipients in a self-finarced training program may be suspended
from job search for up to 92 days (with exceptions up to one
year). Job Search is preceded by a program orientation and
employability assessment where an action plan is developed and
signed by each registrant. The action plan is updated biennially.
Other activities available to WIN Demonstration registrants
include referrals to JTcA training and OJT.

Oregon cont:nues to operate its section 1115 research and de-
monstration waiver project entitled Coordinated Job Placement
Project, or CJPP. The CJPF mates job search mandatory for ap-
plicants and requires WIN Denonstration registration for mothers
or other caretat-er relatives with children betweer the ages of
three and six.

Effective January 1, 1084, a short term training activity called
"Preparation for Guaranteed Emplonent" was implemented for regis-
trants deemed to be relativel) hard to place.

Effeztive March 1, 198!, the CJFF was amended. A section 1115
research and demonstration waiver was approved that allows Oreqcn
to include a :O-day fi ed sa-ctLon period for failure to partici-
Fate without good cause. It the registrant agrees to participate
during the sanction period the AFDC grant may be restored.

20. Pennsylvania

The Pennsylvania WIN Demonstration began September 70, 1992, as
the Work Registration Frcgram, or WRP. The'program established a
six month c~cle designed to be repeated by all mandatory
registrants until they be:ole exempt or leave AFCC. A major
purpose was to avoid the State s difficulties in the former WIN
program wit" large n.jmbe-s of urassignei mandatory recipierts.

The State's WRP cycle starts with two sequential fifteen-day
periods os Job Search. T'-e fi-st was cpe-ated by the State s
Office of Employment Se:_rity (OES'. The seccnd segment was
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called Pennsylvania Employables Program, or PEP, and was operated
by county welfare offices for those who did not get a job during
the first segment. The PEP operation originally included two
tools not available tc the OES segment: contract use of private
erployment agerciesl and an authori:ation from the State for a
State income ta;. credit analogous to the federal Targeted Jobs Ta::
Credit.

The State began ope-ation of a CWEP program in March, 1983. 9
fi/e-mcnth assignment to CWEP is standa-d for recipients who I-ad
not gotten a job in either of the fifteen-day job search
activities. Those still on AFDC at the end of the sixth montk are
recycled as new WRP registrants, to repeat the six-month program.

Ope-at~ng ccncurrentl,, with WPP is a section 1115 research and
demonstration waiver project which:

1. tightens the standard illness and incapacity exemption

2. requires recipients otherwise designated as -emote from a
WRP site to accept lo:allý available lots;

"change the sarctior periods from. 3 and 6 months,
respectively, tc : and 3 months.

Ir addition, the State has been ope-ating a saturated work prog-am
in PhIladelp'laa to test the effects of requiring participants tc
be active in a range of wort- activities. The project is in its
third year.

21. South Dakota

The South Dalota WIN Denonst-ation begar on April 1, 1982.
Registrants a-e first assigned to 60 days in Job Search. Thcae
who do not find a job a-e then assigned to specific wort sites in
tte State's CWEP program. The State also retains the former WIN
components of OJT, and uses a "Suspense" status to keep the
re:ipient registe-ed with the Demonstration for the duration o
the non-WIN work activitv, for elig.b:lit, and reporting purposes.

The State has added tc the:r CJT prog-am a Job Related Educatirn

.ption designed to enable participants tc acquire or develop
si Ills to enhace thea- value to tlei r QOJ Tmployers. Apart f-um
C.EF participants, the State wil ncw mate available a $3.00 per
dcy training allowance for up to 10 da/s wher there are idertified
travel difficulties o- l:mited economic resources.
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22. Tennessee

Tennessee's WIN Denonstrat:on, the VIC TOPY Network Program, began
October 2, 1985, an4 is operational in 40 counties. In certain
counties the Department of Human Services provides the Arogram
services, while in othe-s the Department of Employment Secu-ity o-
JTPA provides the services under contract to DHS. After
assessment, job-ready participants enter individual job sear:h,
job clubs, or OJT. Those who are not job read-i may be referred
for GED testing, purchased sli!l training, work experience, OJT,
or JTPA training.

Literacy assessments are available in some counties through the
Adult Basic Education Department. In addition, Shelby County has
a special linkage with the Memphis school system for intervertion
with young school dropouts.

23. Texas

The Te<as WIN Demonstration began on March 4, iO82. The primary
component is called Independent Job Search, and concentrates on
individual employment coUnseling and direct placement. Grou. Job
Search, or Job Clubs, previously used in the regular WIN prcgrat,
were retained only in a few o' the larger offices, due to lack of
space and limited staff. A period of initial job search, varyzrg
in duration with the individual needs of the participants, :s a
requirement in some offices for v:rtually all applicants, with
necessary assistance provided from the Te:-as Employment Commission
(TEC) or the Department of Human Se-vices (DHS).

The title IV-A Job Search- program that began as a thirteen county
pilot in April 1983, became a statewide program as of October 1,
1984. This program is separate from the WIN Demonstret:on, tLt Ir
WIN Demonstration counties p-ovides job sea-ch acti•it/ support.
The State also uses private for-prcfit and rcn-profit jo!
placement services on a contract basis for additional job search
services.

24. Virginia

Virginia's WIN Demor'stration, the Employment Se-vices Prograi,
(ESP), began January 1, 1187, for applicants, WIN-mandatory
recipients, and volunteers. The components are individual or
group job search (up to fou- ee's, ti be repeated every s:ir
months), work experience, and education and training (such as JTPA
training, basic education an-4 GED preparation, or privately
operated training programs). The worI e:per.ence component
focuses on the development of worn habits, positive work
attitudes, and understanding of the employer-employee

0 on I
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relationship. After 17 weels of wort e':perience, participants are
reassessed and may be reassigned to wort experience or to another
component. Registrants re'e-red fc- further education or training
must complete this activity within the shortest time possible,
generally no longer than one year.

25. West Virginia

The West Virginia WIN Dem=nstration began on Septetber 2-, 1982.
Since its inception, the program has concentrated on Wort
Experience, as well as Job Search, and has fewer training
activities as compared to tt-e predecessor WIN prog-am. The Stae
had initiated a CWEP program in January of 1962. It became an
integral part of the WIN Demorstration, and has been bý far the
State's largest initial progran component. The State also -eta:ned
three of the WIN components: Job Search, OJT, and Vocational
Training. Recipients with a recent work history or high school
completion gc directly into this jot search.

In July of 1987, CWEP was e panded to include WIN mandatory single
heals of households. At the end o' 1994, CWEP was furthe-
expanded to include volunteers. Previously, CWEP had been used
primarily for registrants from AFDC-UP cases.

26. Wisconsin

The Wisconsin Employment Opportunities Program (WEOF, was
implemented on September 30, 1985. The Department of Health and
Social Services (DHSS) administers WEOP but has subcontracted with
the State's Job Service to provide WEOP services. In addition,
DHHS subcontracted with the State's Department of Vocaticnal
Rehabilitation and seven ccmm.nity based non-profit agencies to
provide WEOP services in ttwe!ve counties not covered by Jcb
Service offices. Phase I of WEOP is a 7-to-5 hour job search
sills workshop, and eight weets of independent job search with a
mid-point progress conference. Phase II is for those who do not
find a job in Phase I, ard involves eight wee t 's cf Group Job
Sea-ch Activity, beg:rning with a five-day Job Club session, and
including daily contact between recipient and WEOP staff.
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APPENDIX C

EXCERPTS FROM "FINDINGS ON STATE WELFARE EMPLOYMENT
PROGRAMS," PUBLISHED BY THE MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION
RESEARCH CORPORATION. JANUARY 1987

INTRODUCTION
The following information is based on the first five completed

studies in a multistate Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Ini-
tiatives, conducted by the Manpower Demonstration Research Cor-
portation (MDRC). The programs represent innovative responses by
states to the administrative and programmatic flexibility offered in
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, intended to
strengthen the connection between work and welfare. These initia-
tives replaced or supplemented the Work Incentive (WIN) Program
in the areas where they operated.

The population studied is primarily female heads of households
who qualify for the nation's largest cash assistance welfare pro-
gram, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). In most
cases, only mothers with school-age children-i.e., the "WIN-man-
datory" group, approximately one-third of the total caseload-were
targeted for participation.

The studies discussed here cover welfare employment programs
operated in San Diego (California), Baltimore (Maryland), and se-
lected counties in Arkansas, Virginia and West Virginia. At its
conclusion, the demonstration will also include full evaluations of a
mandatory job search and work experience program in Cook
County, Illinois, and voluntary grant diversion programs in New
Jersey and Maine.

This five-year research has been funded by the Ford Foundation,
matched by grants from participating states and two other founda-
tions-the Winthrop Rockefeller and the Claude Worthington Ben-
edum Foundations. The Congressional Research Service of the Li-
brary of Congress has also provided support.

THE MDRC FINDINGS

What do the MDRC findings contribute to the welfare reform
debate?

First, because the programs MDRC studied involve different
strategies, welfare populations, geographic locations and labor
market conditions, they provide important information about the
implementation and effectiveness of work programs across a range
of conditions.

Second, MDRC measures the success-or effectiveness-of wel-
fare employment programs in terms of "impacts." Individuals in
the study sample were randomly assigned to two groups: those in
the experimental group were required to participate in the pro-
gram; those in the control group could not. After a follow-up
period, the earnings, employment and welfare receipt of the experi-
mentals were compared to those of the controls; the differences be-
tween the two are the program impacts.

Impact measures are better indicators of program effectiveness
than absolute levels of job placements or welfare departures be-
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cause they take into account the fact that many welfare recipients
find jobs on their own or leave the welfare rolls for other reasons.
The control group represents the employment and welfare patterns
that would occur without a program.. te

What kinds of programs did MDRC evaluate?
The five programs used a variety of strategies to move AFDC re-

cipients into employment. All required participation as a condition
of receiving AFDC grants. The most common method was job
search, either by itself or in combination with unpaid work experi-
ence, as in San Diego and Arkansas. Virginia required job search of
everyone, and offered unpaid work experience as a later option.
Baltimore provided a range of education and training activities,
while West Virginia offered only unpaid work experience. In this
state, participants were expected to continue to work as long as
they remained on welfare.

For the most part, these were relatively low-cost, short-term
interventions. Typically, group job search lasted from two to four
weeks, and work experience lasted 13 weeks. Two of the programs
were operated statewide, and none targeted the entire AFDC case-
load. Instead, participation was required only from the WIN-man-
datory segment of the caseload and, in some cases, only from new
registrants.

Are such programs effective in raising earnings and employment
levels for AFDC recipients?

On the whole, yes. In all but one location, the percentage of ex-
perimentals who held unsubsidized jobs during the study period
was greater than the percentage of controls with jobs-greater by
between 3 and 7 percentage points. In San Diego, for example, the
employment rate of the experimentals over 15 months was 6 per-
centage points higher than that of the controls (61 percent com-
pared to 55 percent.)

The average earnings of the experimentals were also higher than
those of the control group. During the 15-month follow-up period in
San Diego, the average total earnings per experimental (including
non-earners as well as earners) were $700 higher than the $3,100
earned, on average, by the controls-a 23 percent increase.

Similar effects were found in the other states, except for West
Virginia. Here the rural nature of the state and high unemploy-
ment severely limited job opportunities. As anticipated by program
planners, who nevertheless wanted to keep up skills and morale, a
long-term work experience program did not raise either earnings
or employment rates.

Do these programs reduce AFDC costs?
Some of the programs (San Diego, Arkansas, and Virginia) pro-

duced small welfare savings. These findings are consistent with
other studies showing that increases in earnings and employment
do not translate into welfare savings of the same magnitude. In Ar-
kansas, the average savings over nine months was $93, reflecting
an 11 percent decline in the average $865 welfare payment made to
controls (including those both on and off the rolls). In San Diego,
the average saving of $288 per experimental over 18 months repre-
sented an 8 percent reduction in welfare costs, down from $3,700
per control.

What did the programs cost to operate?
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They were relatively inexpensive. The average cost per experi-
mental ranged from $165 for job search in Arkansas to $1,050 in
the Baltimore program, where participants enrolled in education
and training services as well as job search and work experience.

Are these work strategies cost-effective from the government's
standpoint?

Three of the studies showed that the initial investment of funds
would result in budget savings for the government within a five-
year time frame or less. In two states, the pay-back period would
be longer.

Do experimentals gain more from their increased employment
than they lose because of higher taxes or reduced transfer payments?

In three studies (San Diego, Baltimore, and Virginia), the experi-
mentals came out ahead, on average. Experimentals were not
better off in Arkansas, a low-grant state where recipients who go to
work are likely to have their AFDC case closed, or in West Virgin-
ia, where there were no earnings gains.

69-985 0 - 87 - 8
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If welfare employment programs produce only modest gains, are
they worth operating?

Yes. These findings are striking because, with the exception of
West Virginia where the economic circumstances are unusual, they
show consistently positive outcomes across a wide range of environ-
ments. Moreover, most of the programs were cost-effective: within
a relatively short time frame, program-induced savings offset the
operating costs.

It is also important to note that the results are expressed as
averages for a large number of individuals, some of whom gained
little or nothing from the program (including those who never re-
ceived any services), and others who gained more. Even relatively
small changes multiplied by large numbers of people, can have con-
siderable policy significance.

However, the limitations of these programs should also be recog-
nized: welfare employment programs of this type are unlikely to
move significant numbers of people out of poverty.

Are some program models more effective than others?
Overall, MDRC's findings do not point to a uniform strategy that

merits national replication. Instead, a number of quite different ap-
proaches showed positive results. Because of the variety of condi-
tions in which the programs were mounted-different target
groups, different labor markets, different AFDC benefit levels-it
would be inappropriate at this point to compare the relative size of
the impacts.

Are work programs equally effective for the more disadvantaged
segments of the caseload?

MDRC has often found that program impacts can be as great or
greater for enrollees without recent work experience. This group
will not have the highest employment rates, but its members show
the greatest improvement compared to their control group. This is
because individuals with a job history are more likely to get jobs on
their own, even without participating in a program. It follows that
administrators should not limit program eligibility to those who
appear to be the most jub-ready, but should more broadly target re-
sources across the caseload.

Are these welfare employment strategies effective for the AFDC-U
population?

In contrast to the primarily female AFDC population, the AFDC-
U group is mostly male. The only reliable evidence on the impact
on AFDC-U's comes from the San Diego study, where a program of
job search and work experience had no effect on the earnings and
employment of welfare earnings and employment of welfare fa-
thers. Nevertheless, there were substantial welfare savings, in part
due to the different sanctioning rules of the AFDC-U program.

These findings are in line with other studies that show employ-
ment and training programs to be less effective in raising earnings
for adult men than adult women. The men are more likely to get
jobs on their own, even without the assistance of a program.

What has MDRC learned about the feasibility of running large-
scale, mandatory work experience or job search programs for AFDC
recipients?
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On the whole, the states and localities were successful in getting
a substantial portion of the eligible caseload to participate, al-
though most did not target the entire WIN-mandatory caseload.

The majority of the participants responded favorably to the
unpaid work assignments; they liked their work and felt they were
making a useful contribution. Many, however, believed that they
were underpaid or that the employer was getting the better end of
the financial bargain.

The work assignments were generally entry-level positions. They
were not "make-work" positions, although they did not present
much opportunity for skills development.

What does the MDRC study suggest about the participation levels
in large-scale mandatory programs?

Participation rates will vary considerably, depending on how par-
ticipation is defined and what services are offered. In the MDRC
study, typically about half the WIN-mandatory caseload had par-
ticipated in a required activity at some time within six to nine
months, and an additional proportion were no longer receiving wel-
fare. Depending on the program, between 9 percent and 25 percent
of program eligibles remained on welfare throughout this period
without participating. The highest ongoing level of participation
was achieved in the AFDC-U program in West Virginia, where
about 60 percent of the welfare fathers were active over a series of
months.

These rates are not necessarily good indicators of the participa-
tion levels that could be expected if participation were measured
differently, if program scale were greatly expanded, or if the obli-
gation to participate were ongoing.

Are programs that use welfare grants to subsidize employment in
the private sector showing good results?

With grant diversion, states use all or part of a recipient's AFDC
benefit to subsidize wages paid in on-the-job training slots, usually
in the private sector. A supplemental study by MDRC on grant di-
version in several states found that the strategy is unlikely to
result in a large number of private sector placements, at least in
the short run. While grant diversion can be a useful funding mech-
anism under some circumstances, its administration remains com-
plex.

Further study is underway in Maine and New Jersey to deter-
mine the impact and cost-effectiveness of the approach.

UNANSWERED QUESTIONS

What key questions about welfare employment programs remain
unanswered by MDRC's findings?

Whether shorter-term (i.e., 9 to 18 months) impacts reported here
will persist, increase, or decline over the longer-term.

Whether these relatively low-cost mandatory programs will
prove effective for the most disadvantaged welfare recipients, such
as those with substantial language barriers or educational deficien-
cies.

Whether it will be feasible to operate mandatory programs for a
larger share of the AFDC caseload and produce the same results.
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Among the unknowns are issues relating to administrative capac-
ity, cost, worksite quality and potential displacement effects.

Whether, if women with younger children are involved, it will be
feasible and cost-effective to provide the necessary child-care serv-
ices, and what the demand for those services will be.

Whether longer, more costly, or more comprehensive programs-
such as those providing education or vocational training-will yield
greater impacts and prove cost-effective.

Whether similar programs run on a voluntary basis will yield
the same results.

OVERALL LESSONS

What are the key policy lessons to have emerged from the MDRC
Work/Welfare Demonstration?

That it is feasible for states, under certain conditions, to operate
large-scale mandatory programs for the AFDC WIN-mandatory
caseload.

That a variety of welfare employment programs can produce
positive-but limited-impacts on earnings, employment and wel-
fare receipt, while being cost-effective.

That people without a recent work history should not be ex-
cluded from participation in these programs because they can gain
as much or more as others from these services.

MDRC is continuing to look at the open questions and at other
issues in the remaining studies of its Work/Welfare Demonstra-
tion, in a separate analysis relating program impacts to the demo-
graphic characteristics of enrollees, and in a five-year evaluation of
California's new welfare employment initiative, the Greater Ave-
nues for Independence (GAIN) program. All three efforts should
continue to inform discussions of welfare reform at the state and
federal level.
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HEALTH PROGRAMS

A. Medicaid
Medicaid, authorized under title XIX of the Social Security Act,

is a Federal-State matching program providing medical assistance
for low-income persons who are aged, blind, disabled or members of
families with dependent children. Within Federal guidelines, each
State designs and administers its own program. Thus, there is a
substantial variation among the States in terms of persons covered,
types and scope of benefits covered and amounts of payments for
services. Medicaid legislation in recent years has sought to control
rising program costs, expand coverage of pregnant women and chil-
dren, and permit States flexibility in administering their programs
and providing more efficient services. Federal Medicaid outlays are
estimated to total $28.1 billion in FY 1988. The State share in FY
1988 is estimated to be $22.4 billion. Tables D-1 and D-2 show
Medicaid recipients and payments by State on the basis of eligibil-
ity status.

FEDERAL FINANCIAL PARTICIPATION

Federal Medical Assistance Percentage.-The Federal Govern-
ment helps States share in the cost of Medicaid services by means
of a variable Federal Medical Assistance Percentage which can
range from 50 percent to 83 percent, though currently the highest
rate is 78 percent. The Federal Medical Assistance Percentage for
each State is based on the average per capita income of that State
as compared to the United States. Prior to 1986, the Federal per-
centage was calculated biennially. The Consolidated Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 required an annual calculation
of the Federal percentage.

1223;
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Special Matching Rates.-The Federal matching rate for admin-
istrative costs is generally 50 percent, with the following excep-
tions: professional medical personnel used in program administra-
tion (75 percent); automated claims processing systems (90 percent
for development, 75 percent for operation); establishment and oper-
ation of State fraud and abuse control units (90 percent for the first
3 years, 75 percent thereafter); and review activities conducted by
peer review organizations under contracts (75 percent). The law
also specifies a 90 percent matching rate for family planning serv-
ices.

ELIGIBILITY

Eligibility for Medicaid is linked to actual or potential receipt of
cash assistance under the Federally assisted Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) program and the Federal Supplemen-
tal Security Income (SSI) program for the aged, blind and disabled.
All States must cover the "categorically needy" under their Medic-
aid programs. In general, categorically needy are persons receiving
cash assistance under AFDC or SSI, but States have the option of
limiting Medicaid coverage of SSI recipients by requiring them to
meet a more restrictive eligibility standard that was in effect on
January 1, 1972 (before implementation of SSI). These States are
Connecticut, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota, Missouri, Ne-
braska, New Hampshire, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Utah, and Virginia. States choosing the more restrictive
criteria must allow applicants' to deduct medical expenses from
income in determining eligibility. States may also cover additional
persons as categorically needy. These "optional categorically needy
groups" include persons who would be eligible for cash assistance,
except that they are residents in medical institutions (such as
skilled nursing facilities) or children up to age 21 (or reasonable
classification of these children) not meeting the AFDC definition of
dependent children but with family incomes and resources which
fall within AFDC eligibility levels.

The Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 (P.L. 98-369), as amended by
the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (P.L.
99-272), required States to extend categorically needy protection to
the following groups of persons meeting AFDC income and re-
sources requirements:

-First-time pregnant women from medical verification of preg-
nancy (where such women would be eligible for AFDC if the
child were born);

-Pregnant women in two-parent families where the principal
wage earner is unemployed, whether or not the State provides
AFDC for families with an unemployed parent;

-Children born on or after October 1, 1983, up to age 5 in two-
parent families; and

-Effective July 1, 1986, pregnant women in two-parent families.
States are required to continue Medicaid coverage for four

months for families that lose AFDC eligibility because of increased
hours or increased earnings from employment, if they were eligible
for AFDC for three of the six preceding months. The Deficit Reduc-
tion Act of 1984 also required States to continue Medicaid eligibil-
ity for nine months for families which lose AFDC eligibility be-
cause the provision which excludes $30 plus 1/3 of the remaining
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earned income for AFDC purposes only -applies for a four-month
period. States were also given the option to continue this Medicaid
eligibility for an additional six months.

Thirteen States have elected to extend coverage under this
option. The District of Columbia, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, Mary-
land, Massachusetts, Michigan, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York,
Ohio and Vermont extend coverage for six months, and Minnesota
extends coverage for four months.

States may also cover the "medically needy" under their Medic-
aid programs. These are persons whose income or resources are in
excess of the standards for cash assistance, provided that:

-They are aged, blind, disabled or members of families with de-
pendent children; and

-Their income (after deducting incurred medical expenses) fall
below the State's medically needy standard (which may not
exceed 133 1/a percent of the State's AFDC standard for the
same family size).

States may also extend Medicaid coverage to medically needy in-
dividuals who are in institutions (such as nursing homes) based on
a separate income level which may be up to 300 percent of the SSI
income level.

If a State provides coverage for any medically needy groups, it
must include pregnant women and children under age 18 who
would qualify as categorically needy but for their excess income or
resources.

Thirty-seven States have medically needy programs. (See table
D-3). The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-509)
gave States the option of extending Medicaidtoverage to additional
target groups with incomes between the existing State eligibility
standard and a State-defined level at or below the Federal poverty
line. The first target group (which States may begin covering April
1, 1987) is pregnant women and infants. Beginning in FY 88, cover-
age may be extended on an incremental basis to children under age
5. The second target group (which States may begin covering July
1, 1987) is elderly and disabled persons. For this second target
group, States may provide full Medicaid coverage or, alternatively,
just cover Medicare cost-sharing expenses.

COVERED SERVICES

States are required to provide the following services to all cate-
gorically needy individuals:

-inpatient hospital services (other than mental hospitals)
-outpatient hospital services
-rural health clinic services
-laboratory and X-ray services
-skilled nursing facility services and home health services for

individuals 21 or older (other than mental facilities)
-early and periodic screening and diagnosis of individuals under

21, and treatment to correct or ameliorate defects and chronic
conditions discovered through that screening

-family planning services
-physician services
-nurse midwife services
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TABLE-D-3. -STATE COVERAGE OF THE MEDICALLY NEEDY, JANUARY 1987

Prior to OBRA Post OBRA 1981 Does not cover
1981

Alabam a ................................................................................................... . .. (2
A laska .............................................................................................................. (2
A rizona .............................................................................................................. (2 )
A rkansas .............................................. X ..............................................................
California.................. X
Colorado ........................................................................................................... .(2 )

Connecticut X..............X
Delaware..................................... .()
District of Columbia............. X
Florida......................X-7/86......................................Florid a ........................................................................ --/85 6......................................... ......
G eorgia.................................................. . . ......... . ...............................................1/8 5.
H aw aii............................... ............... .. . ...........................................................X
Idaho ................................................... . . . . . . ............................................. . (. )
Illinois ................................................... X
Indiana....................................................................................................
Iowa ................................................. X ................. . /84' X-....................
K ansast .......................................... ..... X .............................................................
K entuckyi ........................................ .... X ..............................................................
Louisiana.............................. ................ X ..............................................................
M ainer ... .............................................. X .............................................................
M arylandc . . . . .................................. X .............................................................
M assachusetts........................ ............. X ..............................................................
M ichigann . ........................................... X .............................................................Minnesota ............................... X
M ississippi ......................................................................................................... (2 )
M issouri ............................................................................................................. (2 )
M ontana ............................................... X ..............................................................
Nebraska.................. XNevada......................,,,..... ,,.......,...........,,.N evada ......................... ............................................. ........................................ (2 )

New Ham pshire .................................... X ..............................................................
New Jersey......................X-7/86 .............................................
New M exico ...................................................................................................... .(2 )
N ew York ............................................. X .............................................................
North Carolina ...................................... X .............................................................
North Dakota................ X
Ohio...................................... . .... . . 2)O k hi o m .. ................................................ .......... ............................................ .. ..... ... .
Oklahom a..............................................X
en...................... ..............................................

hode Island ............... X. ...
South Carolina......................................................, .10/841 ... . .......... .................
South Dakota......................................... .. ................................................
Ten esse Island........................................ X ..............................................................
Tennessee ............................... X
Texas ......................................................................... 1/85',.......................
U tah ..................................................... X ..............................................................
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TABLE D-3.-STATE COVERAGE OF THE MEDICALLY NEEDY, JANUARY 1987-Continued

Prior to OBRA Post OBRA 1981 Does not cover
1981

Verm ont ............................................... X ..............................................................
Virginia ................................................ X ..............................................................
W ashington .......................................... X ..............................................................

Wet iginia ........................... XW est Vl~ ii a ' .................... X ..............................................................
Wisconsin.................. X
W yom ing ............................................................................................................ ( F)

Total ...................................... 30 7 14

X=AII groups.
'Women and children only.
2 No coverage.
Note.-New Jersey and Iowa exclude caretaker relatives from Medically Needy Program.
Source: National Governs' Association.

There are no Federal requirements for specific amounts, dura-
tion and scope of services, but they generally must be the same for
all categorically needy individuals. One exception to this rule pro-
vides that additional services relating to pregnancy (including pre-
natal, delivery and postpartum care) may be provided to pregnant
women. Also, a State which chooses the optional categorically
needy program for pregnant women who are above the AFDC
income level but below the poverty line, must limit the services for
those pregnant women to only services relating to pregnancy or
conditions which may complicate pregnancy.

Additional services may be provided to the categorically needy at
State option.

If a State chooses to cover medically needy groups, it must in-
clude prenatal care and delivery services for covered pregnant
women, and must provide ambulatory services for covered children
under 18 and for any individuals who are covered for institutional
services. The services covered, and the amount, duration and scope
of services, may vary among medically needy groups.

B. Maternal and Child Health Block Grant

In 1935, Congress authorized a program of formula grants to
States to provide health services to mothers and children-title V
of the Social Security Act, Maternal and Child Health (MCH), and
Crippled Children's (CC) Services. Program funds were targeted pri-
marily to mothers and children in rural or economically depressed
areas. States were required to match a certain portion of the Feder-
al allotment with their own funds.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35) es-
tablished a new Maternal and Child Health Services Block Grant
under title V of the Social Security Act which consolidated a varie-
ty of statutory authorities for maternal and child health services
under the Social Security and Public Health Service Acts. The new
block replaced then-existing authorities for maternal and child
health services and crippled children's services under title V, serv-
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ices for disabled children receivin* supplemental security income
under title XVI of the Social Security Act, and Public Health Serv-
ice Act programs for lead-based paint poisoning prevention, genetic
diseases, sudden infant death syndrome, hemophilia, and adoles-
cent pregnancy. Under the block's matching requirements, States
must spend 75 cents to receive a dollar. The authorization for the
block was set at $373 million. The Secretary of HHS was author-
ized to set aside 15 percent of the block's appropriation in FY 1982
and between 10 and 15 percent of its appropriation in succeeding
fiscal years for special projects of regional and national signifi-
cance.

The Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 (P.L. 98-369) raised the author-
ization of the block grant to $478 million and changed the term"crippled children" to "children with special health care needs".
The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-509) in-
creased the authorization to $553 million for FY 1987, $557 million
for FY 1988 and $561 million in succeeding fiscal years. The law
further required that a designated percentage of the newly author-
ized and appropriated amount was to be set aside for projects for
screening of newborns for sickle cell anemia and other genetic dis-
orders (7 percent in FY 1987; 8 percent in FY 1988; and 9 percent
in FY 1989). Of remaining new amounts, one-third must be used for
primary and special needs health care services and projects for
children. For FY 1987 the block grant was funded at $478 million.

Table D-4 shows State allocations of the Federal funds provided
under the block grant.

TABLE D-4.-MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH BLOCK GRANT STATE ALLOCATIONS, FISCAL
YEARS 1986, 19871, 1988

1986 actual 1987 current 1988 estimateestimate

Alabama ............................................................. $8,430,000 $8,809,000 $8,809,000
Alaska ............................................................... 809,000 845,000 845,000
Arizona ............................................................... 3,966,000 4,144,000 4,144,000
Arkansas ........................................ 5,082,000 5,310,000 5,310,000
California......................22,408,000 23,415,000 23,415,000
Colorado ............................................................. 5,467,000 5,713,000 5,713,000
Connecticut.....................3,519,000 3,677,000 3,677,000
Delaware......................1,579,000 1,650,000 1,650,000
District of Columbia ............................................ 6,159,000 6,436,000 6,436,000
Florida ................................................................ 11,400,000 11,913,000 11,913,000
Georgia ............................................................... 11,362,000 11,872,000 11,872,000
Hawaii ................................................................ 1,691,000 1,767,000 1,767,000
Idaho .................................................................. 2,465,000 2,576,000 2,516,000
Illinois ................................................................ 15,437,000 16,130,000 16,130,000
Indiana ............................................................... 8,974,000 9,311,000 9,377,000
Iowa ................................................................... 5,226,000 5,461,000 5,461,000
Kansas ...................... 3,511,000 3,669,000 3,669,000
Kentucky......................8,434,000 8,813,000 8,813,000
Louisiana......................9,126,000 9,536,000 9,536,000
Maine ................................................................. 2,733,000 2,856,000 2,856,000
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TABLE D-4.-MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH BLOCK GRANT STATE ALLOCATIONS, FISCAL
YEARS 1986, 1987, 1988-Continued

1986 actual 1987 current 1988 estimateestimate

Maryland ............................................................
Massachusetts ....................................................
Michigan ............................................................
Minnesota ...........................................................
Mississippi ..........................................................
Missouri .............................................................
Montana .............................................................
Nebraska ....................................
Nevada ...............................................................
New Hampshire ..................................................
New Jersey .........................................................
New Mexico ........................................................
New York ...........................................................
North Carolina ....................................................
North Dakota ......................................................
Ohio ...................................................................
Oklahoma ...........................................................
Oregon ........ ...........
Pennsylvania ......................................................
Rhode Island .......................................................
South Carolina ....................................................
South Dakota ....................... . . . . . ..........
Tennessee ...........................................................
Texas ..................................................................
Utah ...................................................................
Vermont .............................................................
Virginia ...............................................................
Washington ........................................................
West Virginia ......................................................
W isconsin ...........................................................
Wyoming ............................................................
American Samoa .................................................
Guam .................................................................
No. Mariana Is ....................................................
Puerto Rico ........................................................
Trust Territory ....................................................

Palau .........................................................
Marshall Islands ........................................
Micronesia .................................................

Virgin Islands .....................................................
Undistributed (SPRANS:15 percent) ..................

Total .....................................................

9,600,000
8,784,000

13,873,000
7,147,000
6,913,000
9,215,000
1,816,000
3,165,000

957,000
1,610,000
8,496,000
2,768,000

28,688,000
12,209,000
1,454,000

16,308,000
5,004,000
4,526,000

18,271,000
1,221,000
8,644,000
1,742,000
8,313,000

19,877,000
4,825,000
1,396,000
9,328,000
6,291,000
4,969,000
8,476,000

976,000
350,000
540,000
331,000

11,268,000
500,000

22,000
36,000
80,000

1,062,00
68,617,000

157,446,000

10,032,000
9,178,000

14,497,000
7,468,000
7,224,000
9,629,000
1,897,000
3,307,000

999,000
1,682,000
8,878,000
2,893,000

29,977,000
12,758,000

1,520,000
17,040,000
5,229,000
4,729,000

19,092,000
1,276,000
9,032,000
1,820,000
8,687,000

20,770,000
5,042,000
1,459,000
9,747,000
6,574,000
5,192,000
8,857,000
1,020,000

366,000
565,000
345,000

11,775,000
0

108,000
172,000
386,000

1,109,000
71,700,000

478,000,000

10,032,000
9,178,000

14,497,000
7,468,000
7,224,000
9,629,000
1,897,000
3,307,000

999,000
1,682,000
8,878,000
2,893,000

29,977,000
12,758,000

1,520,000
17,040,000
5,229,000
4,729,000

19,092,000
1,276,000
9,032,000
1,820,000
8,687,000

20,770,000
5,042,000
1,459,000
9,747,000
6,574,000
5,192,000
8,857,000
1,020,000

366,000
565,000
345,000

11,775,000
0

108,000
172,000
386,000

1,109,000
71,700,000

478,000,000

Source- Department of Health and Human Services
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C. Employment-Based Coverage
Just over 75 percent of employed "unmarried" women with de-

pendent children are covered by health insurance, 61 percent as a
result of their employment and 15 percent through some other
source (for example, an individual policy or Medicaid). Low-wage
women are much less likely to have employment-based insurance,
however. For example, at hourly wages under $3.50, 21 percent are
insured through an employer and 45 percent are uninsured, com-
pared with 90 percent who have employment-based insurance and
6 percent who are uninsured at hourly wage rates of $8.00 or more.
While these estimates are consistent with other sources of informa-
tion, they should be used with caution, because they are based on a
sample of only 422 women.

TABLE D-5.-HEALTH INSURANCE OF EMPLOYED "UNMARRIED" WOMEN WITH
DEPENDENT CHILDREN, BY WAGE RATE 1

[In percent]
Covered by

Covered by medicaid or Uninsured

Hourly wage rate 2 employment- other
based insurance insurance 3

All wage rates .................................................... 61 15 24
Less than $3.50 ................................................. 21 34 45
$3.50 to $3.99 .................................................. 32 13 55
$4.00 to $4.99 ................................................. 58 18 24
$5.00 to $5.99 .................................................. 64 18 18
$6.00 to $7.99 .................................................. 176 8 16
$8.00 and over .................................................. 90 4 6

""Unmarried" women include those who never married, are divorced or separated, or are married but not
living with their spouses.

2 This table is limited to the 2.9 million workers who are paid by the hour. Another 1.8 million workers paid
on some other basis-for example, by salary or commission-are omitted. The probability of their having
employment-based health insurance coverage also rises with earnings.

S Medicaid is the source of coverage for essentially all of those earning less than $4.00 per hour. At higher
wage rates, other private or public insurance is more important.

Source: Preliminary Congressional Budget Office tabulations of the March 1985 Current Population Survey
(CPS). These estimates are subject to greater error than most CPS estimates because the wage rate questions
are only asked of one-fourth of the sample.
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PART V

FEDERAL TAX TREATMENT OF LOW-INCOME FAMILIES WITH
CHILDREN

A. Federal Tax Treatment of Poverty Level Families 1

During the 1960's and 1970's, Congress sought to eliminate any
Federal income tax liability for families whose income was below
the poverty level. Several approaches were used in tax legislation
enacted in 1969, 1975, 1976, 1977, and 1978 which were intended to
increase the level of income at which a family begins to pay Feder-
al income tax (termed the tax threshold or entry point) to a point
at or above the poverty level. These approaches included increases
in the personal exemption, increases in the standard deduction
(also termed the zero bracket amount), and enactment of and in-
creases in the earned income tax credit.

In recent years, however, these provisions have not kept pace
with inflation, and as a result, prior to the Tax Reform Act of 1986,
the income tax threshold had fallen below the poverty level. Table
1 below compares the poverty level and the Federal income tax
threshold for a family of four for selected years between 1960 and
1986, and for 1987 and 1988 estimated as if the Tax Reform Act
had not been enacted.

In part to eliminate income tax burdens for families with in-
comes below the poverty line, the Tax Reform Act of 1986 reduced
tax rates for individuals and increased the standard deduction, the
personal exemption, and the earned income credit. The result will
be to remove six million poverty-level taxpayers from Federal
income tax liability. Moreover, the income tax liability of taxpayers
with an annual taxable income of less than $10,000 would be re-
duced, relative to prior law, 57.2 percent in 1987 and 65.1 percent
in 1988.

The Tax Reform Act's increase in the personal exemption is the
first statutory increase in the exemption since 1978. The personal
exemption is the principal tax law provision that differentiates tax
burden by family size (one exemption is allowed each for the indi-
vidual, for the individual's spouse, and for each dependent). Accord-
ingly, the near doubling of the personal exemption (from $1,080 to
$1,900 in 1987, $1,950 in 1988, and $2,000 in 1989) is especially fa-
vorable for families.

Under the Act, all tax thresholds are higher than the estimated
poverty level for 1988 except for single individuals. Table 2 below
compares the income tax thresholds for various filing statuses with
the poverty level under prior law and under the new law.

'Section A of Part V was prepared by the staff of the Joint Tax Committee.

(237)
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There are two principal reasons why the tax threshold for single
persons (other than heads of household, i.e., unmarried individuals
who support children or certain dependent relatives) is not above
the poverty line. First, any further increases in the standard deduc-
tion for these unmarried taxpayers beyond those provided by the
Act would cause significant marriage penalties for two single indi-
viduals who married.

Second, because the income of family members (other than
spouses) is not combined in computing tax liability, and because
the tax rate structure does not recognize economies of sharing
household costs with other individuals, the income of single indi-
viduals does not represent a good measure of whether or not the
living conditions of these individuals are impoverished.

More than two-thirds of all single individuals with annual
income less than $10,000 are under 25 and thus are likely to be re-
ceiving significant support from other family members that is not
reflected on the tax return. In addition, the majority of single indi-
viduals between ages 25 and 64 live with other individuals, and
thus share household costs. Accordingly, within the existing frame-
work of defining tax liability, Congress believed that the poverty
line is not an accurate guide to the true economic circumstances of
the majority of those who file tax returns as unmarried individ-
uals.

TABLE E-l.-INCOME TAX THRESHOLDS UNDER PRIOR LAW AND UNDER THE TAX REFORM
ACT OF 1986
[In 1986 dollars]

Including earned Without earned Estimat-

Filing status Family income crediL income credit ed
size Propoet1Prior 986 Act Prior law 1986 Act level

Single ............................................... 1 3,830 4,950 3,830 4,950 6,024
Joint ................................................. 2 6,270 8,900 6,270 8,900 7,709
Head of household I1........................ 2 8,125 8,900 4,990 8,300 7,709
Joint ................................................. 4 9,859 15,116 8,590 12,800 11,829
Head of household I ........................ 4 9,252 15,116 7,310 10,250 11,829

1Unmarried individuals who support children or certain dependent relatives.
Note.-These calculations are based on the following assumptions: (1) inflation is equal to the figures

forecast by the Congressional Budget Office; (2) families with dependents are eligible for the earned income
credit; (3) all income consists of money wages and salaries; and (4) taxpayers are under age 65.
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TABLE E-2.-AVERAGE INCOME TAX LIABILITY AND TAX RATE IN 1988
AND UNDER THE 1986 ACT

UNDER PRIOR LAW

Average income tax Average income tax
Income class [thousands of 1986 dollars) -- rate (percent)

Prior law 1986 act Difference Prior law 1986 act

Less than $10 ...................................... $60 $21 -$39 1.6 0.5
10 to $20 .......................................... 895 695 - 200 5.7 4.4
20 to $30.................2,238 2,018 -220 8.3 7.5

$30 to $40 ............... 3,527 3,254 -273 9.5 8.7
40 to $50.................5,335 4,849 -486 11.1 10.1
50 to 75.................8,538 8,388 -150 13.3 13.1

$75 to $100........................................ 14,469 14,293 - 176 15.7 15.6
100 to $200...............27,965 27,353 -612 19.3 18.9
200 and above..............138,463 135,101 -3,362 22.8 22.3

Total ....................................... 3,176 2,982 - 194 11.8 11.1

TABLE E-3.--RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INCOME TAX THRESHOLD AND POVERTY LEVEL FOR
A FAMILY OF FOUR, 1959-1989

Percentage by which tax
Year Insoledtax Poverty level threshold falls belowthreshold (exceeds) poverty level

1959 .....................................................
1960 .....................................................
1965 .....................................................
1966 .....................................................
1968 .....................................................
1969 .....................................................
1970 .....................................................
1971 ........................
1972 .....................................................
1973 .....................................................
1974 .....................................................
1975 .....................................................
1976 .....................................................
1977 .....................................................
1978 .....................................................
1979 .....................................................
1980 .....................................................
1981 .....................................................
1982 .....................................................
1983 .....................................................
1984 .....................................................
1986 .....................................................
1987 .....................................................
1988 .....................................................
1989 .....................................................

1
1
1

$2,667
2,667
3,000
3,000
3,000
3,000
3,600
3,750
4,300
4,300
4,300
6,692
6,892
7,533
71533
8,626
8,626
8,634
8,727
8,783
8,783
9,575

13,288
15,166
15,675

1
1

1
1

2,973
3,022
3,2233,317
3,553
31743
3,968
4,137
4,275
4,540
5,038
5,500
5,815
6,191
6,662
7,412
8,414
9,287
9,862

10,178
10,610
11,200
11,606
12,104
12,663

10.3
11.7
6.9
9.6

15.6
19.9
9.3
9.4

(0.6)
5.3

14.6
21.7)
18.5)
22.0)
13.1)
16.4)
(2.5)
7.0

11.5
13.7
17.2
17.0

1 (12.7)
1(19.9)
1(19.4)

IEstimated.

Note: Tax thresholds assume full use of the earned income tax credit. They are
married couple filing jointly, and do not assume eligibility for elderly exemptions.

based on the schedule for a
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TABLE E-4.--TAX THRESHOLDS, POVERTY LEVELS, AND FEDERAL TAX AMOUNTS FOR
DIFFERENT FAMILY SIZES WITH EARNINGS EQUAL TO THE POVERTY LEVEL, 1978-1989

Family size

1 2 3 4 5 6

Poverty level:1978 ................................. 3,311 4,249 5,201 6,662 7,880 8,891

1982..............4,900 6,280 7,690 9,860 11,680 13,210
1983..............5,061 - 6,483 7,938 10,178 12,049 13,630
1984..............5,277 6,759 8,276 10,612 12,562 14,211
1986 .............................. 5,574 7,133 8,738 11,200 13,257 14,979
1987 3.............5,776 7,392 9,055 11,606 13,738 15,552
1988 3............6,024 7,1709 9,443 12,104 14,327 16,188
1989 3............6,287 8,046 9,856 12,633 14,953 16,895

Income tax threshold:
1978..............3,200 5,200 6,930 7,520 8,183 9,167
1982..............3,300 5,400 8,237 8,727 9,216 9,706
1983-84............3,300 5,400 8,315 8,783 9,251 9,719
1986..............3,560 5,830 9,063 9,573 10,086 10,598
1987..............4,440 7,560 12,292 13,288 14,283 15,278
19883 ........................... 4,950 8,900 13,946 15,116 16,286 17,456
19893 ............. 5,100 9,200 14,475 15,675 16,875 18,075

Income tax at poverty level:
1978 ................................. 16 0 -280 -134 - 12 0
1982...............202 106 -134 285 417 491
1983 ................................. 209 118 -89 319 432 509
1984 ................................. 226 149 -9 364 478 569
1986 ................................. 230 143 -75 363 480 563
1987 3.............................. 147 0 -635 -353 -115 51
19883 .............................. 161 0 -875 -649 -426 -240
19893 .............................. 178 0 -913 -676 -444 -249

Payroll tax at poverty level:
1978................200 257 315 403 477 538
1982 .......................... .... 328 421 515 661 783 885
1983 ............... 339 435 532 682 808 913
1984 2 ............................. 354 453 555 711 842 953
1986 ................................. 399 510 625 801 948 1,071
1987 3 ............................. 413 528 647 830 982 1,110
1988 3.............................. 452 579 709 909 1,076 1,216
1989 3 .............................. 472 604 740 949 1,123 1,269

Combined income and payroll
tax at poverty level:

1978...............216 257 35 269 465 538
1982 ................................. 530 527 381 946 1,200 1,376
1983............................. 546 554 443 1,001 1,240 1,422
1984 ................................. 580 602 546 1,075 1,320 1,521
1986 ................................. 628 653 549 1,163 1,428 1,634
1987 3 .............................. 560 528 12 477 868 1.161
1988 3 .............................. 613 579 - 166 260 650 976
19893 .............................. 650 604 - 173 273 679 1,020
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TABLE E-4.--TAX THRESHOLDS, POVERTY LEVELS, AND FEDERAL TAX AMOUNTS FOR
DIFFERENT FAMILY SIZES WITH EARNINGS EQUAL TO THE POVERTY LEVEL, 1978-
1989-Continued

Family size

1 2 3 4 5 6

Combined tax as percent of
income at poverty level:

1978 ................................. 6.5 6.1 0.7 4.0 5.9 6.1
1982.............. 10.8 8.4 5.0 9.6 10.3 10.4
1983.............. 10.8 8.6 5.6 9.8 10.3 10.4
1984............. ,111.0 8.9 6.5 10.1 10.5 10.7
1986..............11.3 9.2 6.3 10.4 10.8 10.9
1987 a .............................. 9.7 7.2 .1 4.1 6.3 7.5
1988 .3.............................. 10.2 7.5 - 1.8 2.2 4.5 6.0
1989 3.............................. 10.3 7.5 - 1.8 2.2 4.5 6.0

'Estimated.
2 Effective payroll tax calculated as 6.7 percent for 1984 because in this year employees are allowed a

payroll tax credit equal to 0.3 percent of taxable wages.
3 Projection.
Note: The table reflects assumptions that all family income consists of wages or salaries that families of two

or more include a married couple (rather than an unmarried head of household with one or more dependents),
that all family members are under age 65, and that families of three or more persons are eligible for the earned
income credit. for families of three or more, the effect of the earned income credit is included. Negative figures
in the table reflect refundability of earned income credit.

B. Earned Income Tax Credit
The earned income tax credit (EITC) is currently the only re-

fundable tax credit in the Internal Revenue Code. That is, it is the
only tax credit that can cause a tax refund to be paid even when
an individual tax filer has no income tax liability for the year. The
EITC is available to low income families that include at least one
child who is a dependent of an individual with earned income. In
general, a taxpayer may claim a child as a dependent only if he
provides more than half of the child's support. Aid to Families with
Dependent Children benefits are not considered to be provided by
the taxpayer. Therefore, if half of the child's support is from
AFDC, the taxpayer may not claim that child as a dependent for
purposes of qualifying for the earned income tax credit.

In 1987, the maximum credit is $851 and it phases out as total
income rises above $6,920. The credit is totally phased out at a
level of $15,432. Under a one-time change, the phase-out range will
rise in 1988 so that the phase out will begin at about $9,700, and
the credit wid be completely phased out at about $18,400. The max-
imum credit in 1988 will be about $865. Thereafter, the amount of
earnings and income used to compute and phase out the credit will
increase each year under an indexing formula.

I
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The law allows individuals who have no tax liability either to
claim the credit as an annual tax refund or to have the credit
added to their paychecks throughout the year through reverse
withholding. In practice, very few individuals use the reverse with-
holding procedure. AFDC rules require that the EITC be counted
as earned income in the month it is received for purposes of deter-
mining the monthly benefit amount.

The significance of the EITC as a source of income for low
income workers with children was greatly enhanced by the tax
reform legislation in 1986 which provided for increasing the
amount of the credit and the level of income at which families
remain eligible for all or part of the credit. The 1986 tax legislation
also provided for indexing these amounts on an annual basis. The
budgetary impact of the EITC will, by fiscal 1988, have increased
from its 1986 level of $2 billion to about $6 billion. About 75 per-
cent of the credit is paid out as a refund in excess of actual tax
liability.

The EITC was origionally developed by the Committee on Fi-
nance as a part of an overall guaranteed employment program
which the Committee proposed in 1972 as a replacement for the ex-
isting welfare program. It was approved by the Committee as a
way of assuring that private employment would be more attractive
than the public jobs proposed in the 1972 bill, and as a way of off-
setting the impact of payroll taxes for lower income working fami-
lies. The credit was called a "work bonus" in 1972, because the
Committee viewed it as a way of enhancing the value of work inas-
much as it was payable only to those with earned income, and, at
least up to the phase down point, the amount of the credit in-
creased as earnings from work increased. Thus, unlike welfare pro-
grams in which going to work meant a reduction in benefits, the
work bonus provided an increase in income for individuals who
went to work. The Committee's 1972 proposals were not enacted,
but the Senate passed the EITC as a separate provision on several
occasions, and it became law in 1975.

Table E-5 shows the projected 1988 distribution of the earned
income credit, by income class.
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TABLE E-5.-PROJECTED 1988 DISTRIBUTION OF EARNED INCOME CREDIT BY INCOME
CLASS,' 1988 INCOME LEVELS

(Returns in thousands, amounts in millions of dollars]

Two-parent households One-parent households
Income class

Returns Amount Returns Amount

0 to $10,000 ............................................. 952 681 1,973 1,359
$10,000 to $20,000 .................................. 3,678 1,630 3,423 1,903
$20,000 to $30,000 .................................. 832 268 277 122
$30,000 to $40,000 .................................. 124 53 31 14
$40,000 to $50,000 .................................. 30 13 4 ..................
$50,000 to $75,000 ............... 12 5......................................
$75,000 to $100,000 ............... 0 0......................................
$100,000 to $200,000 .............. 0 0......................................
$200,000 and over................. 0 0 ......................................

Total ............................................. 5,628 2,650 5,708 3,398
' The income concept used to place tax returns into income classes is adjusted gross income plus (1) tax-

exempt interest, (2) employer contributions for health plans and life insurance, (3) inside build-up on life
insurance, (4) workers' compensation, (5) nontaxable social security benefits, (6) deductible contributions to
individual retirement accounts, (7) the minimum tax preferences, and (8) net losses, in excess of minimum tax
preferences, from passive business activities.

Source: Joint Tax Committee staff.



Jý -, ///f



PART VI

SOCIAL SERVICES-TITLE XX OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

In addition to cash benefit programs and medical assistance, the
Social Security Act includes provisions in title XX which make
Federal funding available for social services. In previous years,
title XX legislation authorized matching funds for State social serv-
ices programs on an entitlement basis. The Federal matching rate
was generally 75 percent. In the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981, a new social services block grant program was created
to replace the prior Federal-State matching program. A number of
requirements on the States, including the requirement of a 25 per-
cent non-Federal match, have been removed, and funding levels
have been reduced. The program remains an appropriated entitle-
ment, with each State eligible to receive its share of a national
total of $2.4 billion in fiscal year 1982, $2.675 billion in fiscal year
1983 (with $225 million of this amount available for use in either
1983 or 1984), and $2.7 billion in fiscal year 1984 and years thereaf-
ter. (The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequestration process reduced
the funding available in fiscal year 1986 to $2.584 billion.)

ELIGIBILITY

Eligibility for services funded by title XX is determined by the
States. Services may be provided to individuals and families. Feder-
al law sets no income eligibility requirements, and no fee require-
ments.

SERVICES

Benefits are in the form of services aimed at the following five
goals: achieving or maintaining economic self-support to prevent,
reduce or eliminate dependency; achieving or maintaining self-suf-
ficiency, including reduction or prevention of dependency; prevent-
ing or remedying neglect, abuse, or exploitation of children and
adults unable to protect their own interests, or preserving, rehabili-
tating or reuniting families; preventing or reducing inappropriate
institutional care by providing for community-based care, home-
based care, or other forms of less intensive care; and securing re-
feral or admission for institutional care when other forms of care
are not appropriate, or providing services to individuals in institu-
tions.

States are free to determine which services they wish to provide
in meeting one or all of those goals. Table F-1 shows the number of
States offering particular kinds of services in fiscal years 1982-
1986. Recent data are not available as to the distribution of title
XX funds among different types of services. In 1981, about 28 per-

(245)
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cent of program funds were used for child day care or for educa-
tion, training, and employment services.

FINANCING

Federal funds may be used for services, administration and train-
ing, with no requirement for State matching. Each State is entitled
to receive its share of the national total, based, on State population.
The territories are entitled to receive allotments for each year
which are proportionate to their share of $2.9 billion in funding in
1981. (See Table F-2 for State-by-State allocation of funds for fiscal
years 1986-1988.)

ADMINISTRATION

At the Federal level, the program is administered by the Office
of Human Development Services in the Department of Health and
Human Services. States may select their own administering
agency. States are required, prior to expenditure of Federal pay-
ments in any fiscal year, to report on the intended use of the pay-
ments the State is to receive, including information on the types of
activities to be supported and the categories or characteristics of
individuals to be served. At least every 2 years States must publish
and make available reports which describe how the funds have
been expended. Independent audits of State expenditures are re-
quired at least every two years.

CHARACTERISTICS OF RECIPIENTS

Data are not available to indicate the characteristics of recipi-
ents receiving funds under the new block grant. In fiscal year 1980,
27 percent of primary recipients were AFDC recipients, and 12 per-
cent were SSI recipients. An additional 40 percent met other
income criteria, and 21 percent received services without regard to
income limitations. .

TABLE F-I.-COMPARISON OF THE NUMBER OF STATES I OFFERING SELECTED SERVICES
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

Services 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Adoption ............................................................... 43 36 38 37 39
Counseling ............................................................ 48 30 28 32 38
Day care-adults .................................................... 41 37 29 26 31
Day care-children ................................................. 54 50 50 52 52
Disabled services .................................................. 24 36 36 39 41
Employment, education, and training .................... 40 28 31 31 43
Family planning .................................................... 47 35 31 33 30
Foster care-adult .................................................. 18 25 20 16 18
Foster care-children .............................................. 36 34 34 33 31
Health related services ......................................... 37 26 23 27 36
Home based-services 2 ......................................... 54 51 51 55 55
Home delivered/congregate meals ........................ 28 23 24 24 28
Housing services .................................................. 22 14 12 13 18
Information and referral ........................................ 52 36 34 37 34
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TABLE F-I.-COMPARISON OF THE NUMBER OF STATES I OFFERING SELECTED SERVICES
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1982-86-Continued

Services 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Legal services ....................................................... 20 17 16 18 17
Placement services ............................................... 27 18 13 19 20
Prevention and intervention services 3 ............................... 11 28 26 35
Protective and emergency-adults .......................... 48 44 45 42 46
Protective and emergency-children ....................... 52 52 47 46 54
Residential care-treatment .................................... 23 19 26 24 29
Special services for children and youth ............................... 19 24 22 28
Social support services .................................................... 2 30 30 25
Substance abuse services ..................................... 14 7 14 14 13
Transportation services ............... 36 25 25 29 33
Services for unmarried parents ............................. 15 10 10 12 10
Other 5 ................................................... ....................... ....  5 27 35 36

1 N-55 includes 50 States, the District of Columbia, and the 4 eligible Insular areas.
9 Home based services include: homemaker, chore, home health, companionship, and home maintenance.
3 Prevention/Intervention Services include: Investigation/assessment, family centered early intervention, home

evaluation and supervision, preventive and restorative.
4 Social Support Services include- socialization, recreation, camping, physical activity, living skills, money

management, day treatment, family development, social adjustment, community living services, family
management, life skills education, personal and financial management.

5 Other Services include: services to jail inmates or status offenders, social services in correctional facilities,
parole supervision, diagnostic and re-entry services to ex-offenders, work release, group home care, and servicesioHispanics.

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services-Fiscal Year 1986 Preexpenditure Reports.

TABLE F-2.-SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT STATE ALLOCATIONS, FISCAL YEARS 1986-
1988

[In thousands of dollars]

1986 actual 1987 estimate 1988 estimate

Total 55 States ......................... $2,583,900 $2,700,000 $2,700,000
Alabama ................................................. 43,477 45,363 45,222
Alaska .................................................... 5,260 5,684 5,859
Arizona-...................................................-32,539 34,710 35,843
Arkansas-................................................-25,565 26,706 26,530
California-................................................-276,459 291,306 296,517
Colorado-.................................................-34,472 36,131 36,337
Connecticut-............................................-34,461 35,859 35,696
Delaware ................................................ 6,655 6,969 6,995
District of Columbia-................................-6,841 7,083 7,040
Florida ....................................................- 117,287 124,790 127,829
Georgia ...................................................- 62,948 66,363 67,209
Guam .....................................................- 445 465 465
Hawaii ....................................................- 11,234 11,812 11,853
Idaho ......................................................- 10,861 11,380 11,302
Illinois ....................................................- 126,138 130,873 129,729
Indiana ...................................................- 60,170 62,508 61,845

ir



248

TABLE F-2.-SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT STATE ALLOCATIONS, FISCAL YEARS 1986-
1988-Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

1986 actual 1987 estimate 1988 estimate

Iowa ....................................................... 31,902 33,084 32,435
Kansas ................................................... 26,631 27,718 27,554
Kentucky ................................................ 40,786 42,328 41,904
Louisiana ................................................ 48,737 50,730 50,396
Maine ..................................................... 12,585 13,143 13,091
Maryland ................................................ 47,266 49,445 49,395
Massachusetts ....................................... 63,332 65,919 65,477
Michigan ................................................ 99,595 103,177 102,209
Minnesota ............................................... 45,509 47,319 47,157
Mississippi .............................................. 28,410 29,537 29,387
Missouri ................................................. 54,580 56,937 56,559
Montana ................................................. 8,972 9,368 9,289
Nebraska ................................................ 17,538 18,259 18,062
Nevada ................................................... 9,784 10,357 10,526
New Hampshire ...................................... 10,531 11,107 11,224
New Jersey ............................................. 82,013 85,441 85,047
New Mexico ............................................ 15,363 16,190 16,307
New York ............................................... 194,017 201,636 199,998
North Carolina ........................................ 66,1792 70,092 70,347
North Dakota .......................................... 7,467 7,1799 7,703
Northern Mariana Islands ....................... 89 93 93
Ohio ....................................................... 118,011 122,243 120,833
Oklahoma ............................................... 36,218 37,496 37,125
Oregon ................... 29,233 30,401 30,219
Pennsylvania .......................................... 130,630 135,307 133,306
Puerto Rico ............................................ 13,365 13,965 13,965
Rhode Island ........................................... 10,487 10,937 10,886
South Carolina ........................................ 35,845 37,519 37,642
South Dakota ......................................... 7,687 8,026 7,962
Tennessee ............................................... 51,450 53,629 53,556
Texas ...................................................... 172,680 181,785 184,107
Utah ....................................................... 17,779 18,782 18,500
Vermont ................................................. 5,765 6,025 6,016
Virgin Islands ......................................... 445 465 465
Virginia ................................................... 60,949 64,077 64,173
Washington ............................................ 47,222 49,445 49.586
W est Virginia ......................................... 21,579 22,193 21,773
W isconsin ............................................... 52,175 54,186 53,702
Wyoming ................................................ 5,644 5,809 5,724

Source: Department of Health and Human Services.
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INTRODUCTION

This comparison includes recommendations from the following
sources:
1. The Federalism Act of 1986-S. 2926 of the 99th Congress

(Ivans/Durenberger)
The bill reflects (and adds detail to) the recommendations of the

Committee on Federalism and National Purpose, which was co-
chaired by Senator Daniel Evans and former Governor Charles
Robb. Members of the committee included representatives from
government, academia, and private business. The report of the
committee (published December 1985) is entitled "To Form a More
Perfect Union," and recommends changes in governmental respon-
sibility that would make AFDC and Medicaid primarily the respon-
sibility of the Federal Government, and would give States and lo-
calities financial, policy and administrative responsibility for many
community development, local infrastructure and social service
programs.

(249)
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2. "Investing in Poor Families and Their Children: A Matter of
Commitment"

This report of the American Public Welfare Association and the
National Council of State Human Service Administrators recom-
mends changes in policy with respect to income security, education
and employment programs, and also recommends policies address-
ing the problem of adolescent pregnancy. The report was issued in
November 1986.

S. "A New Social Contract: Rethinking the Nature and Purpose of
Public Assistance"

This report was submitted to Governor Mario Cuomo of New
York in December 1986 by a special State Task Force on Poverty
and Welfare. Among other recommendations, it proposes that the
AFDC program be restructured into two programs: (1) a transition-
al program of temporary income support and services to prepare
individuals for work, and (2) a guaranteed work program for those
unable to make the transition from welfare to unsubsidized em-
ployment. The task force included State officials and representa-
tives from academia, religious organizations, and private business.

4. "Ladders Out of Poverty"
This is the report of the Project on the Welfare of Families, co-

chaired by Bruce Babbitt, former Governor of Arizona, and Arthur
Flemming, former Secretary of HEW. The report, published in
1986, was the work of a panel with representatives from govern-
ment, academia, private business, labor, and research organiza-
tions. It includes recommendations for changes in policy in the
areas of income support, employment and training programs,
health and adolescent pregnancy.
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A. COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF SELECTED WELFARE REFORM
STUDY PANELS

S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans American Public Welfare Association

I. SOURCES OF INCOME FOR FAMILIES
A. Welfare ProgramI

(1) Structure and Benefit Level
Retains AFDC. Establishes a minimum benefit

which, combined with food stamps,
equals: 50 percent of poverty in fiscal
year 1989, increasing by 2 percentage
points annually to 62 percent of poverty in
fiscal year 1995.2

Replaces AFDC, food stamp and low income
home energy assistance benefits with a
new Family Living Standard (FLS) cash
benefit. Using Federally-established meth-
odology, each State would develop its
own FLS to reflect costs in the State;
variations to reflect differences in costs
within the State would be allowed. The
FLS would be indexed to reflect annual
changes in the cost of living, and would
be updated at least every 5 years. The
full benefit level would be phased in over
10 years.

(Ultimately, U.S. social policy must be built
on a social insurance model.)
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A. COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF SELECTED WELFARE REFORM STUDY
PANELS-Continued

New York State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare

Long-term: Restructures AFDC into 2 pro-
grams:

(1) a time limited transitional program.of
temporary income support and service
delivery in preparation for work.

(2) a guaranteed work program for those
unable to make the transition to unsubsi-
dized employment.

Cash assistance would be provided to those
in the work transition program at a level
about equivalent to the poverty line.2
Payments in the form of wages (usually
the minimum wage) would be made to
those in the guaranteed work program.
Earnings would be limited by limiting the
number of hours an individual could
work. Participants would receive the
same level of support as those in the
transitional program (poverty line).
Wages would be supplemented by cash
grants, if income from all sources is
below the benefit level.

Some in-kind benefits would be cashed out.
Maintains income support for those with

physical and mental disabilities. (Pro-
poses expanding SSI to cover temporary
disabilities and to provide transition to
work.)

Short-term: Retains AFDC and in-kind bene-
fit programs. Provides for establishing
an inexing a national minimum benefit
that, combined with food stamps, equals
67 percent of poverty. Also provides for
establishing a uniform national methodol-
ogy for determining State standards of
need and for making cost-of-living adjust-
ments in State standards. States could
supplement the Federal minimum.

Project on the Welfare of Families (Babbitt/Fleming)

Retains AFDC. Establishes a minimum benefit
that, combined with food stamps, equals:
65 percent of poverty in fiscal year 1988;
70 percent of poverty in fiscal year
1989.2

Suggests that consideration be given to a
wage subsidy for working families to "fill
the gap between net incomes and a decent
standard of living."
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A. COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF SELECTED WELFARE REFORM STUDY
PANELS-Continued

S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans I American Public Welfare Association

(2) Eligibility 3
Extends AFDC-UP to all States.

(3) Disregard of Earnings
Retains present law.

(4) Administration of Welfare Program
Retains present State/local administration.

(5) Funding Sources4
Increases Federal matching to 90 percent of

Federal minimum payment, with States
pain 10 rcent.Continues current
(Medicaid) matching formula for benefits
that exceed the Federal minimum. Holds
States harmless for any increases in AFDC
costs in fiscal year 1989 that are in
excess of costs in the prior year.

B. Tax Policy/Earned Income Tax Credit
[EITC]

No change from present law.

The new FLS benefit is available to all
families with children

Increases AFDC assets test from $1,000 in
countable assets to $2,000 ($3,000 if
the household includes an elderly
person).

Families with earnings would have the fol-
lowing excluded in determining their FLS
supplement: (1)25 percent of net earn-
ings, and (2) the earned income tax
credit.

Retains present State/local administration.

Increases Federal matching to average from
75 percent to 80 percent of benefit costs,
taking into account State fiscal capacity.
The structure and timing of the increased
match would be designed to give States
an incentive to pay 100 percent of FLS
as soon as possible.

Recommends amending the earned income
tax credit to increase credits for larger
families.
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A. COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF SELECTED WELFARE REFORM STUDY
PANELS-Continued

New York State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare Project on the Welfare of Families (Babbitt/Flemming)

Longiterm: Recommends that the new em-
ployment programs privide coverage to
both 1- and 2-parent families.

Short-term: Extends AFDC-UP to all States.

Extends AFDC-UP to all States.

Does not propose any specific change. Sug-
gests a "reasonable" deduction for chlfd
care.

Retains present State/local administration.

Long-term: The Federal government would
gradually take over the cost of paying
the Federally-established minimum bene-
fit. States could supplement the Federal
benefit.

Short-term: The Federal government would
fay 90 percent of the costs attributable
o putting in place the new Federal mini-

mum benefit (67 percent of poverty) in
the States affected, phasing out over
several years to the standard matching
rate.

Recommends ensuring that families below or
just above the poverty line have no Fed-
eral or State tax liability, and amending
the earned income tax credit to increase
credits for larger families and to increase
the amount of the credit.

Retains present State/local administration.

Recommends increasing the earned income
tax credit, varying it with family size, and
coordinating the EITC phaseout with the
welfare phaseout. Also recommends index-
ing the tax code in such a way that the
tax threshold relative to median family
income is maintained.

Recommends modifying the impact of social
security taxes, e.g., by postponing sched-
uled rate increases or by exempting the
first $1,000 or $2,000 of earnings in
conjunction with an increase in the ceiling
on taxable earnings.
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A. COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF SELECTED WELFARE REFORM STUDY
PANELS-Continued

S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans I American Public Welfare Association

C. Child Support Enforcement and Paternity
Determination

No change from present law.

D. Minimum Wage

Recommends aggressive enforcement by
State agencies and encouraging and obli-
gating parents to assume the responsibil-
ity of pursuing child support. Child sup-
por efforts should be pursued even when
cost benefits are not immediately appar-
ent. Recommends a simple, automatic,
and mandatory child support enforcement
system for all parents and children.

Would like to see the minimum wage raised
but realizes that economic pressures may
prevent change in the near term.
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A. COMPARISON OR RECOMMENDATIONS OF SELECTED WELFARE REFORM STUDY
PANELS-Continued

New York State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare

Recommends the following:
Establish a minimum ch-ld support benefit.

The custodial parent *ould receive the
minimum payment or the payment from
the absent parent, whichever is greater.

Increase Federal and State resources spent
on locating absent parents and establish-
ing awards for both welfare and non-
welfare parents.

Require each State to have a child support
award formula, establishing awards as a
percentage of income.

Collect awards through immediate automatic
wage withholding whenever possible.

Recommends increasing minimum wage and
indexing it to return to its historic pat-
terns relative to average wages.

Project on the Welfare of Families (Babbitt/Flemming)

Recommends strengthening child support en-
forcement including "vigorous immediate
pursuit of paternity cases." Also recom-
mends "a tough, enforceable plan to ex-
tract from absent parents a significant
contribution to the support of their chil-
dren over a long-term period." (See also
section on teenage pregnancy.)
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A. COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF SELECTED WELFARE REFORM STUDY
PANELS-Continued

S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans

II. EMPLOYMENT TRAINING, AND RELATED
PROGRAMS

A. Description of Services
Requires States to assist applicants and re-

cipients of AFDC in finding employment
and in obtaining training and education
necessary to enable them to work, with
the objective of reducing the number of
individuals on the welfare rolls by enabling
them to become self-sufficient. Employ-
ment-related activities include registration
counseling assessment, job search and
other employment, training and education
activities. Services under this program
would be coordinated with those under
WIN, WIN demonstrations, community
work and training, community work expe-
rience, work supplementation, work dem-
onstrations and JTPA.

American Public Welfare Association

States must have a comprehensive welfare-
to-jobs program, and must have flexibility
to design activities to meet the needs of
clients, including activities currently per-
mitted under WIN, WIN demonstrations
and other work-related programs includ-
ing basic classroom schooling and literacy
training. This program will replace WIN
and the food stamp work program for
families. Recommends policies to support
families in transition from welfare to
work.

i
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A. COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF SELECTED WELFARE REFORM STUDY
PANELS-Continued

New York State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare

Long-term: Restructures AFDC to reflect the
assumption that almost all current recipi-
ents should be thought of as "in transi-
tion" to employment. Creates two new
programs:

(1) A transitional program to help those
who can work to enter the unsubsidized
labor market. The program will also serve
persons employed full time who need to
upgrade skills. Services will include coun-
seling, testing and assessment; intensive
education, training, placement and sup-
ported work; and support services. Serv-
ices and requirements would be time-
limited (with an outer limit of perhaps 3
years) and change as the client pro-
gressed to ensure that the program is
tmporary. . ,(2) Those who remain unemployed after

participating in the transitional program
will be placed in a n,.;aranteed work
program. Individuals will receive wages
instead of a benefit check. They wil be
assigned to "productive" jobs in public or
nonpFofit agencies or organizations. Per-
sons working at guaranteed jobs may
participate in education and training on a
voluntary basis scheduled around job
hours.

(In the short term, States should be allowed
to experiment with an approach that
targets services and guarantees the op-
portunity to work. Recommends that the
Federal government mandate, fund, and
evaluate flexible work programs designed
by the States.)

Project on the Welfare of Families (Babbitt/Flemming)

Recommends that Government continue to
experiment on a State-by-State basis with
work and training programs. These pro-
grams should blend work requirements
with other employment preparation activi-
ties, including remedial education, job
search assistance, and on-the-job training.

Recommends public and private investment in
basic skills programs for disadvantaged
youth. Recommends prevocational training
and remedial education for dropouts, pro-
grams for teenage mothers under JTPA
and WIN demonstration programs, and use
of Job Corps programs. Suggests that pri-
vate sector employers can play a signifi-
cant role in designing JTPA training pro-
grams through Private Industry Councils.
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PANELS-Continued

S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans

B. Client/Agency Contract

C. Participation Requirements
Continues present law requirement that AFDC

applicants and recipients must register for em-
ployment and training. Current WIN rules for
exempting certain individuals from the work
requirement are also continued, but States may
require individuals with children under age 6 to
participate in employment activities if child
care and transportation are available. Individ-
uals may refuse employment if it would result
in a net loss of income.

American Public Welfare Association

Requires States to use a client/agency contracthat sets forth specific obligations of both
client and agency. The contract will include an
employability and financial assistance plan
which will commit clients to a range of self-
help efforts, and will commit State and local
agencies to support those efforts by providing
necessary services. Obligations will be spelled
out in concrete terms through goals, timelines
and benchmarks. The contract is to be a
"discharge plan" aimed at independence from
the system. Contracts will be implemented
using a case management system.

Recommends performance standards against
which States will be measured.

All physically and mentally capable adults in
families receiving AFDC with no child under 3
must work or participate in a job-training or
education program leading to employment.

Single parents with a child-under 3 must com-
plete high school and then engage in some
form of part-time activity that improves em-
ployabiity or promotes strong families. In two-
parent families with a child under 3, one
parent must engage in intensive employment-
related activities, the other must meet the
same requirements as single parents with a
child under 3.

If no job is available, States may place individ-
uals in work experience positions.

i
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PANELS-Continued

New York State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare Project on the Welfare of Families (Babbitt/Flemming)

Activity of a participant in the transitional pro-
gram will be jointly determined by the individ-
ual and a counselor, and specified in a con-
tract. Contracts will vary to reflect the individ-
uals needs, job readiness, and family situation.

Transitional program: Recommends experimenta-
tion to determine the best arrangement of
time limits, requirements and services, and
suggests that States may ne different ar-

rangements. Gives the followir illustration of
how the program could work. single parents
with young children would be required to
participate on at least a half-time basis (with
some exceptions for parents of disabled chil-
dren and others); single parents with school-
age children would be expected to participate
on a two-thirds or full-time basis; in two-
arent families, at least one parent would
ave to be involved in program activities on a

full-time basis, and the other might be re-
quired to engage in education or training
activities, depending on the age of the chi[-
dren and the availability of child care. Teen
parents could be required to complete high
school or adult education, regardless of the
age of the child.

Guaranteed work program: No one would be
expected to work more than full capacity-for
example, 25 hours for single parents with
young children, and full time for others. In
two-parent families, if no young children are
present, both parents might be expected to
work-one full time, the other part time.
"Specific requirements are best worked out by
individual States."

Recommends that adult recipients be required to
work in appropriate circumstances. Mothers of
young children should be given the opportunity
to work and encouraged to participate in pro-
grams, but mothers of very young children
should not be required to work.
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A. COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF SELECTED WELFARE REFORM STUDY
PANELS-Continued

S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans

D. Priority in Participation
Gives States the authority to determine priori-

y for participation. Requires the Federal
government to develop State agency per-

formance standards that encourage States
to recognize the greater difficulties in
achieving self-sufficiency of individuals
with limited prior work experience.

E. Penalties for Non-Participation
Retains present law provisions that require a

reduction in family benefits if the parent
in a 1-parent family refuses to participate,
and a termination of family benefits if the
unemployed parent in a 2-parent family
refuses to participate.

American Public Welfare Association

States must give priority to hard-to-place,
long-term recipients. Programs must be
available to able-bodied adults regardless
of the severity of their "employability
deficit".

Families that fail to
obligations will be
such as mandatory
benefits, vouchers
ments and benefit

meet their contract
subject to penalties

work in exchange for
in lieu of cash pay-
reductions for adults.

i
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A. COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF SELECTED WELFARE REFORM STUDY
PANELS-Continued

New York State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare

The more immediate goal of the transitional
program would be to provide services to
single parents with children age 3 or
older, and to those already on the pro-
gram for 3 years or more.

In the transitional program poor perform-
ance in a training program could close
off that activity to a recipient. The recipi-
ent would know that at the end of the
transitional program, he would be in the
guaranteed work program which provides
ress flexibility. In the guaranteed work
program, individuals would be paid only
or hours worked. Suggests alsome

degree of sanction" for failure to partici-
pate.

Project on the Welfare of Families (Babbitt/Flemming)

Suggests that Federal and State governments
should place greater emphasis on more
intensive services and programs for wel-
fare recipients who have the least educa-
tion and are the least employable.
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S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans : American Public Welfare Association

F. Administration
The joint Department of Labor-HHS responsi-

bility for administering WIN at the Federal
level is terminated, and HHS is given full
responsibility for the WIN program. New
program activities authorized by the bill
would be under HHS.

Requires the governor of each State to desig-
nate a State agency which will have the
responsibility of consolidating the adminis-
tration of work-related programs for AFDC
applicants and recipients under various
programs in the State, including activities
newly funded under the bill, WIN, WIN
demonstrations, community work experi-
ence, work supplementation, work demon-
strations under Social Security Act demon-
stration authority, JTPA and others.

G. Funding Sources
Authorizes $500 million in Federal funding

for services in FY88, increasing by $100
million annually to a total of $1-billion for
fiscal years 1993 to 1995. The first year
base amount is allocated on the basis of
caseload, with 90% Federal matching. One
half of annual increments are allocated on
the basis of caseload with 70% Federal
matching. The other half are allocated on
the basis of caseload and matching at a
70% to 90% variable rate depending on
State performance. Performance standards
are to be coordinated with those used in
JTPA, and will be based on the degree of
success which may reasonably be expect-
ed of States in helping individuals achieve
self-sufficiency and reducing welfare
costs; and will take into account the
difficulties in achieving self-sufficiency
that face individuals with limited prior
work experience. Administrative costs are
matched at a 50-50 rate.

Administrative responsibility will be given to
the State human service agency.

Each State must develop an annual welfare-
to-jobs plan and make a year-end report
on its success in meeting the plan's
objectives. The appropriate Federal de-
partment must report periodically to Con-
gress on the results of State initiatives.

valuations must center on placement
rates, taking into account the greater
challen e posed by long-term recipients.
Each State must develop an Integrated
management and reporting system.

Recommends 75% Federal matching on an
open-ended entitlement basis.
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New York State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare Project on the Welfare of Families (Babbitt/Flemming)

State and local governments and private
agencies should have primary responsibil-
ity for operating employment and training
services programs. State and local gov-
ernments should have considerable flexi-
bility in designing programs to meet their
own needs.

Costs of employment, training, and services
programs should be shared by Federal,

tate, and local governments.

Indicates continued
grams by States.

administration of pro-

Federal and State governments should fund
experimental job search, training, place.
ment and work requirement programs at
fully adequate levels.

i
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PANELS-Continued

S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans I American Public Welfare Association

Ill. CHILD CARE SERVICES 6

Requires States to provide such child care
services as may be necessary or appropri-
ate to enable applicants andrecipients to
participate in employment, training or edu-
cation activities to which they are as-
signed. States may charge fees on a
sliding scale basis for these services. Pro-
vides 90 percent Federal matching for
child care services. (Authorizesespecified
amounts of funding for employmen. train-
ing, child care and related services. See
above.)

Allows States to provide child care services
(and other employment-related support
services) for up to 12 months to families
who lose AFDC eligibility because of in-
creased income from employment, and to
charge fees on a sliding scale basis.

States must provide adequate child care
assistance to persons participating in the
welfare-to-jobs program.

Recommends substantial public and private
investments to strengthen the educational
system and make quality child care serv-
ices available to many more at-risk chil-
dren and their families. The financial
commitment of the States must be aug-
mented by Federal resources and policies.
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PANELS-Continued

New York State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare [Project on the Welfare of Families (Babbitt/Flemming)

Recommends the following: Expand pre-
school enrollment to include all 3 and 4
year olds.

Subsidize child care to increase its afford-
ability, directing subsidies first at partici-
p ants in welfare and work programs and
then on a sliding fee basis to the working

poofr.Make subsidies in such a way that families
have considerable flexibility in choosing
arrangements.

Require. some degree of registration or li-
censing for facilities that receive subsi-
dies.

Expand the child care tax credit and make it
more available.

Assist parents in arranging care through
parental leave and flexible working hours.

The educational system must play a large
part in child care strategy. There could
be experiments with coordinating pre-
school pro rams with afterschool care,
extending Ile school day and moving to
full-day kindergarten and expanding ex-
perimental summer programs.

Recommends that employment, training and
placement programs include a child care
assistance component. There should be a"reasonable" deduction for child care for
purposes of determining the amount of the
AFDC benefit.
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S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans American Public Welfare Association

IV. TEENAGE PREGNANCY
Recommends:
Prevention strategies aimed at fostering positive

self-regard, educational achievements and
career planning.

Support activities, including comprehensive serv-
ices to help teens avoid repeat pregnancies
and to assure the health and safety of parent
and child. Completing high school at a mini-
mum and developing employment skills are

cities for both the teen mother and father.
Human services agencies must coordinate their
case management efforts with education,
health and employment agencies.

A Center for State Action on Adolescent Pregnan-
cy to help States and communities develop
specific prevention and remediation programs.
The center would compile information and
offer techncial assistance.

A Federal consortium (HHS, Labor, Education,
Treasury, Agriculture and Commerce) whose
agenda would include funding for prevention
and remediation programs and administrative
flexibility.

Private consortia, including private foundations
and universities, whose agenda would be fund-
ing evaluation and dissemination of findings;
and the broader community, whose agenda
would be public education.
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New York State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare Project on the Welfare of Families (Babbitt/Flemming)

Recommends:
Dramatic intervention to reduce teenage pregnan.

cy, including sex education and family plan.
ning services through the cooperation and
assistance of parents and community organi-
zations; and career guidance for young women
beginning in junior high school.

Recommends:
Policies to encourage postponement of premarital

sexual activity, including offering better educa-
tion and employment opportunities, reducing
discrimination, offering vocational education,
and providing realistic information about jobs,
limits of welfare support, costs of children, etc.

Policies to reduce pregnancy by providing informa-
tion and counseling that includes family plan-
ning education, parenting and family life education (promoting two-parent lifestyle), and infor-
mation on child support and laws on fathers'
responsibility; and by providing health care
services.

Policies to reduce single parenthood by acquainting
youth with options and appropriate referrals at
each stage of decision making, from decisions
about sexual activity through delivery and pos-
sible adoption; providing information on fathers'
legal and financial responsibilities; and advocat-
ing the child's right to father involvement.

Reducing long-term dependency by experimenting
with and evaluating work and welfare services
early in recipiency-promoting education and
training through: increasing the educational
status of young mothers; promoting the use of
child care; extending remedial eucation and
job training to fathers who live with or provide
support for children of teenage mothers; en-
couraging girls to remain living with their
parentS; providing parenting, family life educa-
tion; and encouraging family planning to reduce
subsequent births.

Promoting the involvement of fathers through:
Vigorous, immediate pursuit of paternity cases;
increasing the provision of AFDC-UP for families
when the father stays with the family; reducing
court orders for child support temporarily while
the absent father is enrolled in job training or
education; increasing the legal acknowledge-
ment of fatherhood early in the child's lIe;
increasing the long-term monitoring and track-
ing of child support cases to speed up payment-
and linking teen mothers with a variety of
counseling and special services to make sure
they are getting help from available programs.
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S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans

V. HEALTH
Requires States to provide Medicaid to all

children under age 5 in families with
income below poverty. Pregnant women in
these families must also be.eligible (in-
cluding the 60-day period following preg-
nancy). The age of automatic eligibility for
children is raised annually to cover all
those under age 12 by FY95. HHS will set
nationwide standards of service coverage.

Requires States to extend Medicaid to all
persons eligible for but not receiving SSI,
certain institutionalized persons not now
eligible, and others currently excluded in
States that have more restrictive eligibility
rules for SSI recipients.

Requires all States to have programs for the
medically needy.

Provides 90% Federal matching for services
to children and pregnant women in fami-
lies below poverty. Gradually increases
Federal matching for services to other
participants, reducing State matching re-
quirements by percentage points a year
to FY95. Federal matching is capped at
90%. Holds States harmless for any in-
creases in Medicaid costs atributabe to
the amendments in FY88 and FY89.

Creates a new block grant to provide long-
term care.

American Public Welfare Association

Recommends medical coverage for families
in transition from welfare to work.

i
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PANELS-Continued

New York State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare JProject on the Welfare of Families (Babbitt/Flemming)

Recommends that Government ensure
access to basic health care coverage and
make it available free of charge to the
poor and for a sliding fee based on
income to others. It could be provided
through capitated cost-controlled plans,
such as HMOs.

Ultimately seeks universal health coverage
through a combination of broadening pri-
vate coverage and making Government
programs more equitable. High priority
should be given to families with children
below poverty.

Recommends uncoupling Government health
care assistance from welfare eligibility
rules. Assistance should be based on finan-
cial need only.

Medicaid should encourage more appropriate
use of health services, e.g., raise per unit
fees and charges to encourage participa-
tion by providers, while also experimentingwith risk-sharing arrangements between
providers and Government to control costs.

Recommends placing greater emphasis on
primary and preventive care.

II ] ] ]] ]]0
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S. 2926 (99th Congress) Durenberger/Evans

VI. OTHER TOPICS THAT ARE ADDRESSED
Devolution: Terminates and reduces Federal

funding for a number of programs.
Fiscal Capacit Grants: Proposes general pur-

pose fiscal assistance grants for States
and localities with low tax capacity.

How to pay for proposals: Implement the
elements of the proposal gradually on a
fiscally neutral basis.

American Public Welfare Association

Education: The nation must begin to act on
studies and recommendations in recent
reports on the critical state of public
educaiton. (Discussion refers to programs
for at-risk preschool children, assuring
that children meet new educational stand-
ards throughout their school years, and
preparing students to make effective
transitions from home to school and from
school to work.)

How to pay for proposals: It may be possible
to provide part of funding through redis-
tribution of responsibilities among levels
of government, or devolution of programs
from Federal to State government.

i
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New YorK State Task Force on Poverty and Welfare Project on the Welfare of Families (Baboitt/Flemming)

Economic Policy and Education: Recom-
mends making self-sufficiency possible
by:

Building a strong, inclusive economy,
through employment-oriented macroeco-
nomic policies at the Federal level, anti-
discrimination efforts and investments in
poor neighborhoods.

Creating a first-class work force, through
reforms in education, investments in pre-
school education, support for training in
the private sector and compensatory
training for those who lack the skills and
abilities to compete in the labor market.

How to pay for proposals: Recommends
implementing proposals using an incre-
mental approach that balances new ini-
tiatives with fiscal constraints.

Education: Recommends raising the quality of
general education, makin appropriate in-
vestments in early childhood education,
and finding ways to expose high school
students to the demands of the world of
work.

Devolution: Recommends devolving to State
and local governments, and the private
sector more responsibility for programs
not filling vital human needs.

How to pay for proposals: Suggests that the
proposals may be paid for in a budget-
neutral way by using the following options:
scale back Federal outlays in such areas
as mass transit, economic development,
and Defense Department impact aid; recy-
cle, in a progressive way, some of the
funds paid out by social insurance by
taxing a greater proportion of benefits or
raising the ceiling on the amount of pay-
roll that is subject to tax. Financing should
be progressive.

I The Report of the Committee on Federalism and National Purpose (Evans/Robb) recommends a Federal
minimum benefit level and national eligibility standards for AFDC It recommends that the minimum benefit
should be set at a level that, coi-abined with food stamps, is between 75% and 90% of the poverty level. It
would be adjusted for geogrpahic cost of living differences. The Report recommends that the Federal Government
assume full policy respslit for AFDC.

2 1986 estimated poverty line, $8,738 for a family of 3, $11,200 for a family of 4.
3The Report of the Committee on Federalism and National Purpose (Evans/Robb) also specifically

recommends extension of AFDC--UP to all States.
4 The Report of the Committee on Federalism and National Purpose (Evans/Robb) recommends 90% Federal

funding of minimum benefit payments, with 10% State match.
6 The Report of the Committee on Federalism and National Purpose (Evans/Robb) recommends that all levels

of government should launch a major effort to make employment programs more effective in helping recipients
become self-supporting. "To the maximum extent possible, convert welfare systems into job systems."

6 The Report of the Committee on Federalism and National Purpose (Evans/Robb) does not directly address
this issue.

7 The Report of the Committee on Federalism and National Purpose (Evans/Robb) recommends a nationwide
benefit floor for Medicaid, uniform eligibility standards, nationwide coverage of the medically needy, and 90%
Federal funding of Medicaid costs.
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The work incentive (WIN) program is the primary current law
program of work-related activities for welfare recipients.

The Administration has recommended legislation to replace the
WIN program with a new program called Greater Opportunities
through Work (GROW). This proposal is included in the bill S. 636.

In the 99th Congress, Senator Moynihan and Representative
Levin introduced legislation proposing another alternative to
present-law work and welfare programs (S. 2513 and H.R. 4929).
Their proposal was called the Work Opportunities and Retraining
Compact (WORC). This comparison is based on a revised version of
WORC as introduced by Representative Levin in the 100th Con-
gress (H.R. 1696).
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B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS

PRESENT LAW

GREATER OPPORTUNITIES THROUGH WORK [GROW] ACT

WORK OPPORTUNITIES AND

Element

RETRAINING COMPACT [WORC]

Present Law
±

I. MAJOR ELEMENTS
Nature of work/training

ents of AFDC (Aid
Dependent Children).

program for recipi.
to Families with

Required participants.

Federal funding.

Major permanent program is the Work Incen-
tive (WIN) program which is jointly ad-
ministered bythe Department of Health
and Human Services and the Labor Depart-
ment (at the State level by the welfare
agency and the employment service).
States may instead operate a WIN demon-
stration program of their own design
through the welfare agency. States also
may operate job search, workfare, and
work supplementation programs. States are
required to certify employable recipients for
participation in WIN or other work.related
activities and to impose penalties on those
who refuse to accept employment or to
participate in other work activities.

Generally, recipients over age 16 except chil-
dren in school and persons caring for
children under age 6.

Supportive services (such as child care) and
education and training costs under the
WIN and WIN demonstration programs are
funded on a 90 percent Federal basis but
subject to an overall limit based on annual
appropriations. Supportive services and ad-
ministrative costs for job search, communi-
ty work experience, and work supplemen-
tation are funded on a 50 percent Federal
basis as an open-ended entitlement.
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PRESENT LAW

GREATER OPPORTUNITIES THROUGH WORK [GROW] ACT

WORK OPPORTUNITIES AND RETRAINING COMPACT [WORCI

Greater opportunities through work [GROW] Work opportunities and retraining compact [WORC]

The WIN program (including WIN demonstra-
tion authority) would be repealed. State
welfare agencies would be required to
have employable recipients participate in
activities such as basic education, employ-
ment search, community work experience,
work supplementation, or Job Training
Partnership Act activities. In place of
work activities, children and teenage par-
ents would be required to participate in
education. As under present law, States
would be required to penalize recipients
who refuse without good cause to partici-
pate. States would be required to achieve
specified levels of caseload participation
or face reductions in AFDC benefit funding

Generally,
mothers
Children
required

recipients over agewith infants under

and teenage parents
to attend high school

16 except
6 months.

would be

Supportive services and administrative costs
and the cost of operating job search and
work experience programs would be
funded as an open-ended entitlement at a
50 percent Federal rate. Costs of training
and education would not be Federally
matched.

State welfare agencies would be required to
assess the employability of all employable
AFDC applicants and recipients and to
arrange for assigning them to employ-
ment, training, or educational activities
which could include WIN or WIN demon-
stration programs, community work expe-
rience, work supplementation, Job Train-
ing Partnership Act programs, job search,
or any other appropriate program. The
proposal retains provisions under which
penalties are imposed on recipients who
refuse without good cause to participate,
but the State agency would have the
flexibility to determine the terms and con-
ditions of participation in employment,
training, anideducation activities.

Generally, recipients over age 16 except
children in school and rsons caring for
children under age 3. No more than half-
time participation would be required for
persons caring for children under age 6.

Training and education costs would be
funded at the higher of 70 percent or the
medicaid matching rate (plus 5 percent
for States meeting performance stand-
ards). Adminstrative and supportive serv-
ices costs would be funded at a 50
percent Federal rate. All funding wouild be
an open-ended entitlement basis.
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Element Present law

II. DETAILED DESCRIPTION
Activities which may be required. Accept offer of employment;

Participate in job search;
WIN activities including job search, work ex-

perience, on-the-job training, institutionaltraining, and public service employment
(or other activities including referral to
other programs such as JTPA);

Participate in WIN demonstration program ac-
tivities, (WIN demonstration authority ex-
pires in 1988);

Participate in community work experience
program (unpaid work on projects which
serve a useful public purpose). Hours of
participation may not exceed the family
AFDC payment divided by the minimum
wage.

(Work supplementation- in which welfare
funds are used to subsidize wages rather
than to pay benefits-may be used by
States as one of its work program activi-
ties, but participation in this element must
be voluntary).

I
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Greater opportunities through work [GROW] Work opportunities and retraining compact [WORC]
I-

Accept offer of employment;
Participate in job search;

Participate in State-designed, HHS-approved
program involving "practical work experi.
ence";

Participate in community work experience
program (unpaid work on projects which
serve a useful public purpose). Hours of
participation may not exceed the family
AFDC plus food stamps grant divided by
the minimum wage.

Participate in Job Training Partnership Act
activities;

Other time-limited training;
Participate in education leading to a high

school diploma (or the equivalent) or
providing more basic or remedial skills;

(Work supplementation-in which welfare
funds are used to subsidize wages rather
than to pay benefits-may be used by
States as one of its work program activi-
ties, but participation in this element
must be voluntary).

Accept offer of employment;
I Participate in job search or related services;

WIN activities including job search, on-the-
job training, institutional training, and
public service employment (or other ac-
tivities including referral to other pro-
grams such as JTPA);

Participate in WIN demonstration program
activities. (WIN demonstration authority
would be extended indefinely).

Participate in community work experience
program (unpaid work on projects which
serve a useful public purpose). Hours of
participation may not exceed the family
AFDC benefit divided by the minimum
wage payment.

Participate in Job Training Partnership Act
activities;

Participate in any other program which could
further the individual's employability.

(Work supplementation--in which welfare
funds are used to subsidize wages rather
than to pay benefits-may be used by
States as one of its work program activi-
ties, but participation in this element
must be voluntary).

, t
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B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS-Continued

Element

Special educational requirement.

Required participants.

I Present law

None. (States
education by

may require participation in
nonexempt recipients.)

All recipients except:
Children under 16 or in full-time school or

training
Those ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age;
Those too remote from a WIN site;
Those needed at home because of another

family member's illness or incapacity;
Caretaker of a child under age 6 (under age

3 for community work experience assign-
ments);

Parent or other caretaker if there is another
adult in the home who is not exempt;

Those working at least 30 hours per week-
Pregnant women during the last 3 to 4

months of pregnancy prior to the expected
birth date.

Applicants may, at State option, be required
to participate in job search. Limited to
applicants who would not be exempt from
WIN; duration of required job search is
limited, and transportation and other serv-
ices must be provided.

I
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B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS-Continued

Greater opportunities through work (GROW) Work opportunities and retraining wrnpact (WORC)

States must require full time school attend.
ance of children (and parents who are
under 19) until they obtain a high school
diploma (unless they refuse or fail to
participate in which case they would be
required to participate in one of the other
required activities.) For these recipients,
school attendance would fully satisfy the
requirement to participate in work activi-
ties.

States may require full or part time school
attendance or other recipients who have
not obtained a high school diploma. For
these recipients, school attendance would
fully or partially satisfy the requirement to
participate in work activities.

All recipients except:
Children under 16:

Those ill, incapacitated, or over age 60;

Those needed at home because of another
family member's illness or incapacity;

The mother of a new-born child until the
child is 6 months old (or, at State option,
a younger age);

Pregnant women during the last 3 to 4
months of pregnancy prior to the expect-
ed birth date;

Drug addicts or alcoholics who are in treat-
ment programs

Applicants may, at State option, be required
to participate in employment search.
Present law exemption provision and limit
on duration is repealed.

None. (States may require participation in
education by non-exempt recipients.)

All recipients except:
Children under 16 or in full-time school or

traiin cog;
Those ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age;
Those too remote from any available project;
Those needed at home because of another

family member's illness or incapacity;
Caretaker of a child under age 3 (but only

half-time participation, or less can be
required of an individual caring (or a child
under age 6);

Parent or other caretaker if there is another
adult in the home who is not exempt.

Those working at least 30 hours per week;
Pregnant women during the last 3 to 4

months of pregnancy prior to the expect-
ed birth date.

Retains present law as to applicants.

69-985 0 - 87 -
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B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS-Continued

Element I Present law

Penalties for nonparticipation.

Supportive services.

Aid is denied for a period determined by
regulations if an individual without good
cause refuses to accept employment or
participate in required activities. The aid
cutoff affects only the individual refusing
to participate except that in 2-percent
families, the entire family is denied aid if
the principal earner refuses to participate.
Aid is also denied to the entire family
where the refusal is made by the only child
in a family. (Where a caretaker relative is
involved, payment to the eligible children
must generally be made through a repre-
sentative payee.)

A general provision requires State to provide
supportive services necessary to participate
in WIN activities and other employment
related activities and, for an "appropriate"
period after employment, such services as
are necessary to retain employment. In
addition, there are requirements for sup-
portive services specific to the community
work experience and job search authorities.
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B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS-Continued

Greater opportunities through work (GROW)

Generally the same as present law, but
provision is rewritten in different lan-
guage. Adjustments would be allowed for
teenage participants.

State must furnish or reimburse child care,
transportation, and other services needed
for an individual to participate.

Work opportunities and retraining compact (WORCJ

Generally the same as present law. Specifies
that good cause for refusing employment
is met if accepting the employment would
decrease net income.

A general provision requires State to provide
supportive services necessary to partici-
pate in employment-related activities and,
for an "appropriate" period after employ-
ment or placement in training or educa-
tion, such services as are necessary to
continue in that activity. A specific provi-
sion requires the State agency, for a
period of 12 months after an individual
completes this program and ceases to be
eligible for AFDC, to furnish needed child
care and transportation services and to
assure adequate health care coverage. The
individuals involved would contribute to
the cost on a sliding scale.
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Extent of parti

Penalties for fa
ments.

B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS-Continued

Element Present law

icipation required in State. All non-exempt recipients must "register for man-
power services, training, employment, and other
employment related activities." Individuals
exempt by reason of caring for a child under
age 6 must be given the option to register.

States are required to have-a program to assess
the needs of registrants for supportive services,
to provide those services, and to certify those
who are ready for participation in work or
training under WIN. (In the case of the unem-
ployed parents' program, certification of the
unemployed parent must take place within 30
days after assistance begins.)

The WIN program is required to provide for testing
and counseling of individuals certified by the
State welfare agency. An employability plan is
to be developed for each person who is found
suitable to participate in job search, on-the-job
training, or institutional training.

allure of State to meet require- The statute provides for Federal AFDC matching to
be reduced by one percentage point for each
percentage point by which the State fails to
certify as ready for employment or training
under WIN at least 15 percent of those recipi-
ents who are required to register. This provision
is not enforced.
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B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS-Continued

Greater opportunities through work [CROW]

For all non-exempt recipients, participation in
activities which may be required must be at a
level which is the equivalent of 20 hours of
weekly participation by the following percent-
ages of the non-exempt caseload: 20 percent
in fiscal 1988; 30 percent in fiscal 1989; 40
percent in fiscal 1990; 50 percent in fiscal
1991; 60 percent thereafter.

Applicants may, at State option, be included in
the calculation of these percentages.

Starting with fiscal 1992. 90 percent of children
and 80 percent of teenage parents who have
not completed high school must be participat-
ing full time in education leading to a diploma
or equivalent. The required participation rate
for these categories prior to 1992 will be
phased in starting with the State's baseline
participation rate in 1988.

For each percentage point by which the State
falls short of meeting the overall required
percentage of participation in employment-re-
lated activities, AFD matching in the State
would be reduced by 1/10th of 1 percent. For
each percentage point by which the State falls
short of the school participation requirement
(for either the dependent children group or the
teenage parent group), AFDC matching would
be reduced by .025 percent. (Penalties im-
posed for not meeting the school participation
requirements would be adjusted when any
penalties are imposed for not meeting the
general participation requirements.)

Work opportunities and retraining compact [WORCJ

All non-exempt recipients must "register for
work-related counseling, assessment, and as-
signment to manpower services, education,
training, employment, and other employment
related activities." Individuals exempt from
mandatory participation must be given the
option to register.

States are required to have a program to assess
the needs of registrar. for supportive serv-
ices, to provide those services, and to certify
those who are ready for participation in work
or training. (In the case of the unemployed
parents' program, certification of the unem-
ployed patent must take place within 30 days
after assistance begins.)

In addition, for each registered applicant and
recipient, States must assess employment ca-
pabilities and the need for training or educa-
tion; provide each recipient and appflnant with
in-depth counselling; administer or arrange for
participation of recipients and applicants in
WIN, WIN demonstration projects; community
work experience; work supplementation; a
work demonstration program; a Job Training
Partnership Act program; a job search pro-
gram; or any other available program. An
employment plan would have to be developed
for each applicant and recipient; and the State
would be required to "provide all possible
assistance" to help individuals prepare for,
enroll in, and participate in any of the pro-
grams.

The bill provides for Federal AFDC matching to be
reduced by one percentage point for each
percentage point by which the State fails to
assign for employment, training, or education
at least 15 percent of those recipients who are
required to register.
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B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS,-Continued

Element Present law

Federal funding.

Administration and coordination with other
agencies.

The general AFDC administrative matching
rate of 50% applies to administration and
supportive services in connection with job
search, community work experience or
work supplementation programs. A 90%
rate (with the non-Federal-10% being in
cash or kind) applies to work incentive
(WIN) services. This includes both sup-
portive services such as child care and the
costs of employment-related services such
as education and training.

The AFDC statute treats all of the social and
supportive services (including those in
connection with the WIN program) as
open-ended entitlements. However, annual
appropriations acts have always treated
the entire WIN program, including those
WIN supportive services, as non-entitle-
ments.

In States operating under the regular WIN
authority, the work-related element of the

welfareystem is jointly administered by
the welfare agency and the employment
service. Individuals register with the em-
p loyment service for work-related activi-
ies, but the welfare agency is responsible

for providing the necessary supportive
services. In WIN demonstration States, the
welfare agency is responsible for adminis-
tering the program. In both regular WIN
and IN Demonstration States, the welfare
agency is responsible for administering all
non-WIN work options-CWEP, job search,
and work supplementation.
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B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS-Continued

Greater opportunities through work [GROW] Work opportunities and retraining compact IWORC]

Supportive services such as child care and
transportation, and the costs of employ-
ment search, community work experience,
other State programs of practical work
experience, and work supplemention
would be matched at a 50 percent rate.
No matching would be provided for activi-
ties under the Job Training Partnership
Act or for any training or employment
activities. The WIN program and WIN
matching provisions would be repealed.

Matching would be on an open-ended entitle-
ment basis.

Administration would be the responsibility of
the welfare agency.

I Federal matching at a 50 percent rate would
be provided for administrative costs and
for child care, transportation, and support-
ive services. For the costs of counseling,
assessing, and assigning individuals and
for the costs of providing education and

I training under work programs for recipi-
ents or applicants, the matching rate
would be70 percent or, if higher, the
medicaid rate. Starting with fiscal 1988,
this matching rate would be increased by
5 percentage points in those States meet-
ing performance standards related to the
success of the program in helping individ-
uals attain self-sufficiency and in reducing
welfare costs.

Matching would be on an open-ended entitle-
ment basis.

Administration would be the responsibility of
the welfare agency.

The State agency is directed to work closely
with the State job training coordinating
council under the Job Training Partnership
Act and with the private industry councils
under the Act. The JOB Training Partner-
ship Act would be amended to include
State welfare agency representation on
the State council and each private indus-
try council.

The activities under this authority are to be
coordinated with work and training re-
quirements under the Food Stamp pro-
gram. In case of conflict between this
program and another work-related pro-
gram to which a welfare recipient is
referred, the rules of this program would
govern.
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B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS-Continued

Element

Evaluation and performance standards.

Puerto Rico, Guam, Virgin Islands.

Present law

General authority is given to the Secretaries
of Labor and HHS to provide for the
continuing elvaluation of work incentive
(WIN) programs. The WIN demonstration
authority requires the Secretary of HHS to
conduct two evaluations of each State
project, one after 12 months and one after
3 years.

No difference from States except that match-
ing for supportive services (together with
matching for family planning services) is
subject to a specific maximum for each
jurisdiction.
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B. COMPARISON OF WORK AND WELFARE PROVISIONS-Continued

Greater opportunities through work [GROW] Work opportunities and retraining compact [WORC]

Authorizes $5 million per year for four years Requires performance standards to be estab-
for the Secretary of HHS to undertake /ished within 18 months of enactment.
research and evaluation on the effective- They would be "developed and pre-
ness of employment programs of States scribed" by the Office of Technology As-
under this bill. On the basis of this sessment in consultation with the Secre-
research and evaluation, the Secretary is taries of Labor and HHS, State officials
directed to issue regulations "specifying designated by Governors, and other appro-
outcome based performance standards. priate experts.

The performance standards would take into
account variations in States and popula-
tion characteristics and would be based
on placement rates, wages, job retention,
welfare cost and caseload changes, edu-
cational levels, and access to jobs provid-
ing health benefits.

Provides a separate, general requirement Present law funding. Program as modified
that each jurisdiction implement an em- otherwise applies in the same way as it
ployment program and authorizes (on a does in the States and D.C.
nonentitlement basis) $775,000 for
Puerto Rico, $,130,000 for the Virgin
Islands, and $95,000 for Guam.
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C. Description of the Administration's Welfare Reform Propos.
al-"Low Income Opportunity Improvement Act of 1987"-
S. 610
The Administration's "Low Income Opportunity Improvement

Act of' 1987" authorizes "demonstrations of innovative methods to
simplify existing programs of assistance for low-income families
and individuals and increase their economic self-sufficiency."

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS

The bill includes a finding by the Congress that (1) the current
system of programs providing assistance to low-income individuals
and families inefficiently assists those who cannot meet their own
needs; (2) the current system discourages work when it provides
more income than recipients can earn in the kinds of jobs in which
they start their working careers; and (3) reforms are impeded by
fragmented and overlapping programs. It declares as the sense of
Congress that (1) individuals should meet basic living requirements
first through their own efforts, then through family, neighborhood,
and community support, and finally through public assistance; (2)
an employable individual should seek and accept employment as a
condition of public assistance and should not be able to better his
financial condition by choosing public assistance as an alternative
to employment; and (3) State and local governments can most effec-
tively assess individual needs and should have flexibility to address
all aspects of the current system of providing low-income assist-
ance, including determination of appropriate assistance levels and
allocation of public resources, through experimentation with inno-
vative programs providing, in a restructured and simplified
manner, assistance to those for whom other resources are inad-
equate.

CREATION OF NEW INTERAGENCY LOW-INCOME OPPORTUNITY BOARD

Applications by States to conduct demonstrations must be re-
viewed by a new Interagency Low-Income Opportunity Board
whose Chairman is appointed by the President. The Chairman, in
consultation with the Board, has continuing responsiblity for the
certification and evaluation of each demonstration. Other members
of the Board are: the Secretaries of Agriculture, Health and
Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, Labor, and the
Interior, the Attorney General, and the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget (or their designees). In addition, the
Board would include the head of a department or agency (or desig-
nee) that has responsibility for the administration of a particular
program that is included in a demonstration.

Poucy GOALS TO BE CONSIDERED IN CERTIFYING DEMONSTRATIONS

The bill requires the Chairman and the Board, in certifying and
evaluating each demonstration, to consider the following goals:

1. to insure that public assistance is an adequate supplement
for other resources in meeting essential needs;

2. to focus public assistance resources on efforts to reduce
future dependency on public assistance;
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3. to individualize determinations of need for public assist-
ance, and to make such determinations, to the extent possible,
through local decisions;

4. to provide public assistance only to those in need and only
to the extent of that need;

5. to make work more rewarding than welfare;
6. to require that those who are able to work do so for their

public assistance benefits;
7. to encourage the formation and maintenance of economi-

cally self-reliant families;
8. to require public assistance recipients to take greater re-

sponsibility for managing their resources, and to encourage
community-based administration of public assistance;

9. to create opportunities for self-reliance through education
and enterprise; and

10. to reduce the future costs of public assistance by reducing
the need for it.

PROGRAMS THAT MAY BE INCLUDED IN A DEMONSTRATION

The bill gives a State broad latitude in deciding which programs
to include. Any program may be included that meets the following
criteria.

1. any Federal or federally assisted program a purpose of
which is to alleviate poverty or the effects of poverty and
under which (a) the amount of income or assets of the individ-
uals, families, or other groups of program beneficiaries is con-
sidered in determining their eligibility for or amount of bene-
fits or services under the program, or (b) the basis for allocat-
ing Federal funding among States or other eligible grantees in-
cludes consideration of the size of the low-income population
within the jurisdiction served by the grantee; and

2. any nonfederal public program operated within the State
which is designed to alleviate poverty.

REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE FILINGS

A filing by a State to conduct a demonstration must describe the
demonstration in detail and must include the following informa-
tion:

1. the programs to be included;'
2. the classes of individuals and families eligible to partici-

pate;
3. (a) the principles for determining eligibility for and maxi-

mum total benefits under the programs included in the demon-
stration, including income and asset limits to be applied, the
form or forms in which benefits are to be provided (such as
cash, in kind, vouchers, insurance, or services), and the dollar
value to be assigned to benefits provided in a form other than
cash; and (b) information sufficient to demonstrate that benefit
levels will be adequate to allow individuals and families to rea-
sonably meet the needs previously addressed by the programs
included in, but superseded by, the demonstrations, when such
benefits are used to supplement individual, family, and com-
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munity resources, and to reasonably assure that the demon-
stration will not adversely affect those in need;

4. the way in which the demonstration is expected (a) to im-
prove low-income individuals' and families' opportunities and
abilities to achieve economic independence through employ-
ment, (b) to improve the functioning of low-income communi-
ties in support of the efforts of such individuals and families to
attain independence, and (c) to improve the efficiency and ef-
fectiveness of programs included in the demonstration.

The State must specify the employment-related activities, such as
job search, and work and training activities designed to directly im-
prove employability, that will be required of individuals receiving
assistance under the demonstration, and the circumstances in
which such individuals will be exempt from participation require-
ments.

The State must also:
(1) specify the geographic area or political subdivisions cov-

ered by the demonstration, and designate the agency responsi-
ble for conducting the demonstration;

(2) describe the steps to be taken to give the public certain
basic information relating to the demonstration;

(3) specify the time period of the demonstration and the rea-
sons that period was selected;

(4) specify the laws for which waiver is requested;
(5) set forth a budget that describes the amounts and sources

of funding for the demonstration, including Federal funds that
would have been made available under the programs included
in the demonstration, and nonfederal funds that would have
been required in order to obtain such Federal funding, as well
as any other sources;

(6) provide for the conduct of audits;
(7) include an agreement to submit an annual report and to

cooperate in the Board's review and evaluation of the demon-
stration; and

(8) describe the procedures for determining eligibility and
benefits under the demonstration, and the administrative and
fiscal procedures to be used.

PROVISION FOR EVALUATION

When a State files to conduct a demonstration, it must provide
in that filing, a description of its plan to evaluate the results of the
demonstration. This must include (1) the way in which the State
will use control or comparison groups to assess the extent to which
dependency on welfare has been reduced in excess of the reduction
that would have occurred without the demonstration, or, if the use
of such groups is not feasible, the alternative ways that will be
used to obtain measurable results during and after the demonstra-
tion; and (2) the measures that the State proposes for use in assess-
ing the extent to which dependency on welfare and other programs
serving low-income populations has been reduced.
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How DEMONSTRATIONS WILL BE FUNDED

The head of each Federal agency with responsibility for a pro-
gram to be included in the demonstration will estimate the amount
of Federal funds that would, but for the demonstration, be provided
to the State or entity-within the State to operate the program (or
part of a program) for each fiscal year the demonstration will be in
effect. The agency head will also estimate the amount of nonfeder-
al funds that the State would be required to contribute under the
program. The Chairman of the Interagency Board will determine
whether the funding determined by the Federal agency head, and
the budget submitted by the State, are consistent and adequate to
carry out the demonstration. If so, the funding for the demonstra-
tion will be approved.

The budget of the demonstration will be reviewed at least annu-
ally, and adjustments will be made to take account of changes in
Federal laws or regulations. The Chairman will have authority to
establish a single nonfederal share requirement for each year of
the demonstration.

To the extent that, because of the effectiveness of the demonstra-
tion in achieving the objectives of the Act, less Federal funding is
needed than is provided in the budget for the demonstration, the
State may keep the excess funds and use them to improve the dem-
onstration or to otherwise benefit individuals and families included
in the demonstration.

AUTHORITY OF CHAIRMAN To WAIVE FEDERAL LAW AND
REGULATIONS

The Chairman of the Interagency Board will have the authority
to waive any law or part thereof, or regulation or part thereof, ap-
plicable to a program to be included in a demonstration which is
requested by a State and which he finds necessary or appropriate
to the demonstration.

CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH THE CHAIRMAN SHALL APPROVE
DEMONSTRATIONS

The Chairman of the Board shall approve a demonstration if-
1. it is structured to permit sound evaluation of its effective-

ness in meeting the objectives of the Act;
2. the rights of individuals and families under title VI of the

Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Age Discrimination Act of 1973,
title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, title VIII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1968, and all other applicable law prohibit-
ing discrimination, will be protected; and

3. all requirements of the Act are otherwise met.

BENEFIT ELIGIBILITY RIGHTS UNDER A DEMONSTRATION

If an individual or family is eligible to participate in the demon-
stration, then the individual or family will only be eligible for ben-
efits under any program included in the demonstration under the
terms and as part of the demonstration.
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CHANGES IN DEMONSTRATIONS

If a State determines that an amendment to the demonstration
would improve the likelihood of its accomplishing the objectives of
the Act, and the amendment otherwise meets all requirements for
certification, the Chairman of the Board must certify the State's
amendment.

TERMINATION OF DEMONSTRATIONS

The bill gives the Governor of a State authority to terminate a
demonstration, upon the provision of three months' notice to the
Chairman of the Board, if the Governor finds that the demonstra-
tion is not achieving or is not likely to achieve the purposes of the
Act, and that the interests of the Federal government, the State, or
the participating individuals would be better served by returning
to the separate conduct of the programs.

The Chairman of the Board may also terminate a demonstration,
upon at least three months' notice, if he determines that the dem-
onstration is not meeting the conditions of the Act or the applica-
ble laws and regulations not waived in the certified filing.

REQUIRED REPORTS

A State that is conducting a demonstration must submit an
annual report to the Board on the progress of the demonstration,
and, at the completion, must submit a final report that includes
findings and such recommendations as the Governor finds appro-
priate to assist in restructuring the Federal programs involved.

The Chairman of the Board is required to submit an annual
report to the Congress describing the demonstrations being con-
ducted during the relevant year.

EFFECTIVE DATE

The Act is effective upon enactment.

D. Statement of National Governors' Association-Policy on
Welfare Reform, February 24, 1987

JOB-ORIENTED WELFARE REFORM

We believe that public assistance programs must foster the cre-
ation, strengthening and preservation of a solid family structure in
which parents can do productive work and raise healthy children.
They must provide incentives and opportunities for individuals to
get the training they need and to seek jobs. It is our aim to create
a system where it is always better to work than be on public assist-
ance.

The Governors are convinced that the provision of genuine em-rloyment opportunities represents the surest route out of povertyor our nation's poor families and children. For this reason, the
current system must \be refocused to place primary emphasis on
the placement of recipients into jobs and the removal of existing
barriers to economic self-sufficiency.

Our approach to welfare reform is grounded in the notion that
we can and must prevent dependency on welfare by strengthening
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the family and by aggressively providing opportunities for work.
This preventive approach reflects our belief that investment in
human, development is a critical part of any agenda for economic
growth. The initial costs of this investment may be somewhat
higher than current expenditure levels, but we believe that public
expenditures will eventually be lowered if we can target resources
on programs that will reduce the need of children and their fami-
lies to resort to the welfare system.

The federal government and the states must be prepared to
invest in programs that address the many recognized needs which
are factors in welfare dependency. A major NGA effort, entitled
"Bringing Down the Barriers", is currently identifying strategies to
help us address these problems at the critical stages of childhood
andadolescence. Initialsteps have been taken with public and pri-
vate sector funds, but we must strengthen and further develop ini-
tiatives to reduce the incidence and consequences of teen pregnan-
cy; increase the rate of high school completion and adult literacy;
increase access to prenatal and primary health care for children
and their families; increase the collection of child support from
absent parents; improve parenting skills; and reduce alcohol and
drug abuse. Sound preventive initiatives in these areas will pay off,
we are convinced, in a reduced need for welfare assistance in the
future.

The Governors' aim in proposing a welfare reform plan is to turn
what is now primarily a payments system with a minor work com-
ponent into a system that is first and foremost a jobs system, backed
up by an income assistance component. This must be the first step
in any serious attempt to reform the welfare system. In addition to
this immediate reform goal, our plan envisions an income assist-
ance system which provides more adequate financial support for
those unable to work, as well as for those taking the necessary
steps to increase their employability.

To achieve these goals, the Governors strongly believe that public
assistance must be formulated in terms of a contract between gov-
ernment and the individual. Responsibility must flow in two direc-
tions in this relationship. The individual must be committed to un-
dertaking a number of specific actions to prepare for and seek a
job, with the objective of achieving self-sufficiency. In return, gov-
ernment must commit itself to investing in the employability of the
individual and to providing adequate income assistance.

This notion of a social contract recognizes that the welfare
system serves individuals with a wide range and variety of needs.

e cannot expect that uniform treatment of "caseloads" will meet
individuals' circumstances with satisfactory results. The Governors
believe that there is substantial gain in the notion of services and
contracts tailored to individual families.

The major obligation of the individual in the public assistance
contracts we propose is to prepare for and seek, accept, and retain a
job. The Governors recommend that all employable welfare recipi-
ents must participate in an education, job training, or replacement
program and accept a suitable job when it is offered. Employable
recipients include those with children age 3 or older.

In this way, we hope to prevent long-term welfare dependence by
bringing into the employment stream parents who have been wel-
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fare recipients for relatively short periods of time. We also believe
that this recommendation reflects current social and economic re-
alities. As affordable, quality child care for younger children be-
comes available, we believe that recipients with children age 1 or
older can successfully participate in an education or jobs program.

The Governors believe it is critical to give high priority to young,
first-time mothers. Studies show that over 60 percent of AFDC
mothers under age 30 had their first child as teenagers. In many
cases it is easier to train and find jobs for those individuals than
for long-term recipients. For a relatively modest investment, there
is the potential for substantial savings if these individuals can be
diverted from the welfare system into the job stream. This would
also tend to reduce the incidence of a second or third birth.

At the same time, the Governors believe that the employment
needs of long-term welfare recipients must be addressed. As indi-
cated by successful state employment and training initiatives, long-
term welfare recipients can achieve self-sufficiency if given the nec-
essary training and support services. Therefore, in designing our
employment and training programs, we are likewise committed to
helping these individuals reduce their dependence on welfare.

The principal responsibility of government in the welfare contract
is to provide education, job training, and/or job placement services
to all employable recipients. These services must be carefully struc-
tured so that they suit the employment needs of individual partici-
pants.

Government also has the obligation to provide adequate support
services to individuals participating in the program, particularly
the critical supports of child care and health care coverage. Par-
ents cannot be expected to give up welfare if the loss of Medicaid
jeopardizes access to health care Tor their families. Once a partici-
pant has found a job, support services should be provided for a
transition period. The Governors support the development of initia-
tives through which people who are not covered by Medicaid and
whose jobs do not provide health coverage can be provided health
services, and we are ready to work with the Administration and
Congress on this issue. For example, in our policy on "Health Care
for Uninsured Individuals" we recommend an expansion of pooling
arrangements, tax exemptions for health care premiums paid by
unemployed workers for continuation coverages, and changes in
tax policy such as equitable treatment for health care coverage of
unincorporated businesses.

The Governors also recognize that unpaid child support repre-
sents a sizable resource for low income families and we will contin-
ue to strengthen current enforcement efforts. Toward that end, we
are committed to full implementation of the 1984 Federal child
support amendments. Moreover, the Governors will continue to ex-
plore other proposals, such as increased interstate cooperation and
enforcement; extension of employment and training to non-custodi-
al parents; and implementation of equitable support guidelines, to
help ensure that individuals fulfill their basic parental responsibil-
ity of income support for their children.

The contract, in addition to expressing a key conceptual tenent of
our approach to welfare reform, must be a central mechanism for
implementing our recommendations. The contract implies a level of
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specificity generally not found in public assistance programs.
Indeed, the Governors believe that job-oriented welfare reform
cannot succeed unless it is "customized" to take into account the
circumstances and needs of individuals and their families.

The most promising approach for implementing the contract is
case management, in which the responsible government agency
and caseworker broker and coordinate the multiple social, health,
education, and employment services necessary to promote self-suffi-
ciency and to strengthen family life. Several states have shown
that we can personalize the bureaucracy through this approach,
and that the one-to-one relationship provides enormously impor-
tant incentives for both parties to succeed.

Finally, the contract must be enforceable. If the recipient does
not meet his or her obligations under the contract, then the adult's
portion of the assistance payment should be eliminated until he or
she meets the terms of the contract. Support for the child would be
preserved. Similarly, if government does not fulfill its obligations,
then the contract would not be enforceable and full assistance to
the entire family would continue.

The Governors believe that it is the proper role of the federal gov-
ernment to structure funding so that the governmental obligations
of the welfare contract can be met. Funding for the education, job
training and placement programs for welfare recipients should be
primarily federal, but retain a significant state contribution.

Under the current system, federal spending devoted specifically
to the training and placement of welfare recipients represents sub-
stantially less then one percent of the amount spent for AFDC ben-
efits. Nothing could indicate more dramatically the lack of jobs
focus in our current program.

In implementing our welfare reform plan, it is critical that feder-
al matching funds be made available for all services which are ex-
tended to recipients who are required to participate in the jobs pro-
gram. Further, the emphasis on jobs should be reflected in the fed-
eral matching rate. Ultimately, we believe that there should be a
higher matching rate for the jobs program than for the income as-
sistance program.

We are willing to be judged on our performance in spending fed-
eral and state funds on job training and placement programs. We
are willing to work with the federal government to devise stand-
ards which reflect real measures of outcome-e.g., how many cli-
ents are getting into lasting jobs, and to what extent is welfare de-
E endency reduced? But we oppose federal requirements that tell us

ow to implement job-related services. There is no one solution to
the challenge of employability and job placement. The leading in-
novations have come from the states in this area, and the states
must have maximum flexibility in designing their education, train-
ing and employment programs for welfare recipients.

REFORM OF INCOME ASSISTANCE

The immediate goal of the Governors is to put into place the pre-
ventive initiatives and the jobs programs recommended above. As
these begin to take effect, reducing dependency on welfare and re-
straining public spending on public assistance, we believe that
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reform of the basic cash assistance program, Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), must be undertaken. It is our intent
that the reforms in the income assistance program will be funded
with savings realized through our preventive initiative and
through our jobs program.

It is our equally important-if longer-range-goal to provide ade-
quate income support for families in which no individual can work.
In some areas of the country and for some recipients, benefit levels
are not adequate to meet minimal requirements. There is no sys-
tematic or uniform way of setting benefits, and levels are deter-
mined with little regard for the cost of meeting the basic require-
ments of supporting a family.

The Governors recommend that income support should be based
on a measure of family need, or family living standard. This stand-
ard would represent the cost of purchasing family essentials-food,
housing, clothing, health care, etc. It would be determined on a
state-by-state basis, using a nationally-consistent methodology. Sup-
port should be provided for current AFDC recipients plus two-
parent families where that option is not available. Coverage should
be increased gradually to all families living below the family living
standard.

Given limited federal and state resources, this new income sup-
port payment must be phased in gradually. Initial payments should
be set at a national minimum percentage of each state's family
living standard This percentage should be increased over time, as
resources allow with the goal being the payment of the full family
living standard. Funding of the national minimum percentage
should be primarily federal, but retain a significant state match. If
a state supplements payments above the national minimum, the
federal match should start at current AFDC matching rates and in-
crease as the supplement increases.

It is critical that benefits in this system be structured so that it
is always financially better for the recipient to work than to re-
ceive cash assistance. The system must be designed carefully so
that there are no disincentives for employers to provide wages
above the mimimum or to reduce or eliminate health care cover-
age.

We recognize that changes of the magnitude we have recom-
mended may not be accomplished overnight. We also realize that
our goals can be achieved in numerous ways. We are prepared to
work with all of our partners in government and in the private
sector to develop sound plans which will prevent and reduce the
dependence of families on the welfare system.



PART VIII

SELECTED INCOME, WAGE AND POPULATION DATA

TABLE G-1.-PERSONS, FAMILIES, AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS BELOW THE POVERTY
LEVEL IN 1985 AND 1984

(Numbers in thousands Persons, families, and unrelated individuals as of March of the following year]

Below poverty level

Difference
1985 1984 (1985minus

1984)

Poverty rate

Difference
1985 1984 (1)J85

minus
1984)

All persons .. ................
W hite ........... ............. . . ..........
Black ................................. .
Spanish origin I ..... ..................
Under 15 years..................
15 to 24 years.................
25 to 44 years .......................
45 to 54 years.................
55 to 59 years.................
60 to 64 years ...................
65 years and over ......................
Northeast.....................
Midwest.....................
South .....................
W est ..............................................

33,064
22,860

8,926
5,236

11,110
6,363
7,899
1,911
1,103
1,222
3,456
5,751
8,191

12,921
6,201

All related children under
18 years.........12,814

W hite ............................................. 8,082
Black ................ 4,136
Spanish origin I....................... 2,558
In families..............12,483
In unrelated subfamilies ............ 331

All families..........7,223
W hite ............................................. 4,983
Black .............................................. 1,983
Spanish origin I'............................ 1,074

arried-couple families........3,438
Male householder, no wife

present ..................................... 311
Female householder, no husband

present ...................................... 3,474

33,700
22,955
9,490
4,806

11,455
6,581
7,938
2,100
1,131
1,167
3,330
6,531
8,303

12,792
6,074

13,274
8,348
4,392
2,351

12,929
345

7,277
4,925
2,094

991
3,488

292

3,498
(299)

-636
-95

*- 564
*430

-345
-218
-39

*-189
-28

55
126

*-780
-112

129
127

-460
-266
-256
**207
-446
-14
-54

58-111
**83
-50

14.0
11.5
31.3
290
21.5
16.6
10.6
8.4
98

11.3
12.6
11.6
13.9
16.0
13.0

20.5
15.9
43.4
39.9
20.1
54.1
11.4
9.1

28.7
25.5
6.7

14.4
11.5
33.8
28.4
22.2
17.0
11.0
9.4
9.9

10.9
12.4
13.2
14.1
16.2
13.1

21.3
16.5
46.5
39.0
21.0
60.8
11.6
9.1

30.9 -
25.2
6.9

19 12.9 13.1

-24 34.0 34.5

Charasteristic

**-0.4
-0.1*-2.5

0.6
-0.7
-0.4

**-0.4
*-1.0
-0.1

0.4
0.2

*-1.6
-0.2
-0.2
-0.1

-0.8
-0.6
-3.1

0.9
-0.9
-6.7
-0.2

**-2.2
0.3

-0.2

-0.2

-0.5
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TABLE G-1.-PERSONS, FAMILIES, AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS BELOW THE POVERTY
LEVEL IN 1985 AND 1984-Continued

[Numbers in thousands Persons, families, and unrelated individuals as of

Below poverty level

Difference
1985 1984 (1985

m14us1984)

March of the following year]

Poverty rate

Difference
1985 1984 (1985

minus
1984)

All unrelated individuals .... 6,725 6,609 116 21.5 21.8 -0.3
Male ............................ 2,499 2,575 -76 17.4 18.7 -1.3
Female.................4,226 4,035 191 24.8 24.4 0.4

- Rounds to zero*Significant at the 95.percent confidence level
*Significant at the 90-percent confidence level

Persons of Spanish origin may be of any race
Source Money Income and Poverty status of families and persons in the United States 1985, Bureau of the

Census, Series P-60, No 154

TABLE G-2.-ESTIMATED POVERTY THRESHOLDS IN 1986

Size of family unit Estimated
threshold

I person (Unrelated individual) ...................................................................... $5,574
U nder 65 years .......................................................................................... 5,70 1
65 years and over... . ................................................... ............................ 5,255

2 persons ......................................... .......................................... . ............ 7,1 33
Householder under 65 years ........................... ............................................. 7,370
Householder 65 years and over ...................................................................... 6,628

3 pe rsons .......................................................................................................... 8,738
4 persons.........................................11,200
5 persons .... .............. .......................................................................... 13,25 7
6 pe rsons ....................................................................................... ...... 14,979
7 persons.......... ............................... 16,976
8 persons ..... .......... ......... .............. . ............................................ 18,868
9 persons or m ore... ................ ....................................... ................. 22,508

Source Bureau of the Census. Department of Commerce

TABLE G-3 -NUMBER AND MEDIAN INCOME (IN 1986 DOLLARS) OF FAMILIES AND PERSONS, AND POVERTY
STATUS, BY RACE, SELECTED YEARS. 1960-85

Year Nunm
ber
I mu

lions 1

All races
1960 455
1961 464

F series '

Below poverty levei

Total Female
Meatan houSehoer
come Num r

(Mil Rate NumtoRr
lins(mil Rate

$20415 82 181
20623 8 4 18 1

Persons NO* Memtln trion' of persons 14 years olld
poverty level ano over *sth inc" 2

Males Femajs

Number, Year Year
ý mil Rate A3 round Ali round

persons full tirne persons full time
wokers *ockets

20 424 399 222 $1482?? 319140 $4582 $11911
20 421 396 219 15,064 20363 4600 12,015

Charastenistic
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TABLE G-3.-NUMBER AND MEDIAN INCOME (IN 1986 DOLLARS) OF FAMILIES AND PERSONS, AND POVERTY
STATUS, BY RACE, SELECTED YEARS, 1960-85-Continued

'amles' iPersons below Medan income of persons 14 years old
poverwylevel and overwith incom eI

Males Females
Year Num Total Female

-Med ian -- h sehoklJef Num befYear- Year

(mr, income Number --- (mtl Rate All round All round
lions) ml Rte Number lions) persons full time pesons full time

Ions) (mil Rate workers workerslionls)

1962 411 21181 8 1 l ?12 20 429 386 210 15.548 20,121 4 113 12296
1963 4715 21951 76 159 20 404 A64 19 5 15849 21329 4821 12494
1964 480 22 183 72 150 18 364 36 1 190 16,111 21193 5,025 12,868
1965 485 23120 67 139 19 384 332 113 17126 22,196 5.185 13012
1966 492 24961 58 118 1 1 33 1 285 1417 11588 23,055 5431 13.345
1967 501 25560 57 114 18 333 218 142 11892 23485 5803 13.526
1968 508 26691 50 100 1 8 J23 254 128 18,491 24 162 6243 14 125
1969 516 21680 5s0 91 17 8 32 1 24 1 12 1 18865 25.436 6,256 14,898
1910 522 21336 53 101 20 325 254 126 18419 25444 6197 15,071
1971 533 21319 53 100 21 339 256 125 18,836 25.582 6396 15.143
1912 544 28584 51 93 22 321 245 119 19151 21.098 6,683 15,565
1973 551 29112 48 88 22 322 230 111 19502 27761 6168 15706
1974 557 28,145 49 88 23 321 234 112 18438 26531 6123 15,650
1915 562 27421 55 97 24 325 259 123 17695 25852 6.166 15428
1916 561 28261 53 94 25 330 250 118 11813 26190 6158 15,708
1917 572 28419 53 93 26 311 241 116 11910 26,152 6996 15,641
1918 578 29087 53 91 27 314 245 114 18031 26485 6108 15891
1919' 596 29029 55 92 26 304 261 I1 11,451 25905 6450 15,608
1900 603 27446 62 103 30 321 293 130 16358 25031 6423 15,132
19Hi 610 26481 69 112 33 346 318 140 15936 24415 6456 14734
1982 614 26116 75 122 34 363 344 150 15,541 24134 6561 15227
1983 62 0 26642 76 12 3 3 6 360 35 3 15 2 15830 24 301 6916 15,644
1984 621 27316 13 116 35 345 331 144 16151 24,861 1113 15.912
1385 636 27 735 72 11 4 35 340 33 1 140 16311 24999 1217 16252

While
1970 465 28358 3) 80 1• I 250 175 99 19423 26172 6218 15337
1911 476 28347 38 79 12 265 178 99 19223 26302 6502 15318
1972 485 29691 34 7 1 1 1 243 162 90 20093 28015 6121 15811
1973 489 30389 3 2 66 1i2 24 5 15 1 84 20463 28,565 6834 15912
1974' 494 29 249 3 4 68 1 3 24 8 1517 86 19315 27.048 6800 15783
1975 499 28518 38 77 14 259 118 91 18.589 26450 6836 15464
1976 501 29361 36 71 14 252 167 91 18778 26910 6814 15.828
1911 505 29117 35 10 14 240 164 89 18823 21299 1103 15,746
1918 509 30281 3 5 69 1 4 23 5 16 3 8 7 18885 ib 976 6,789 16041
1979' 522 30292 36 69 14 223 112 90 18231 26.653 6511 15144
1980 527 28596 42 80 16 257 197 102 11400 25145 6458 15,218
1981 533 27816 41 88 18 274 216 111 16910 25050 6528 14.980
1982 53 4 27 420 5 1 96 18 219 23 5 120 16 437 24 /1) 6650 15,432
1983" 539 27898 52 17 19 283 240 121 16654 24950 1031 15853
1984 544 28674 49 91 19 271 230 115 17055 25112 7191 16131
1985 )50 29152 50 91 20 274 229 114 17111 25693 7,351 16.482

Blk
1970 49 11395 1 5 295 8 543 75 335 11472 17828 5115 12,561
1971 52 11106 1 288 9 535 74 325 11353 17985 5698 13525
1972 5 3 17 650 1 5 29 0 10 53 3 717 33 3 12 101 18959 6 285 13,511
1973 54 17596 15 281 10 527 74 314 12371 19252 6168 135.44
1974 55 17465 !5 269 10 522 72 303 11967 19318 6139 14566
1975 5 b 17541 15 211 10 $ 1 75 313 11113 19684 6210 1477115
1976 58 17465 16 179 11 522 76 311 11306 19317 6421 14199
1971 58 16976 16 282 12 510 17 313 11170 18821 6133 14116
1918 59 !'939 16 275 1? 506 76 306 11313 20661 6113 14873
19794 62 17513 17 278 12 494 81 310 11289 19209 5921 14426
1980 6 3 16 5A6 1 8 28 9 13 494 8 6 32 5 10456 18 114 5979 14 250
1981 64 15691 20 308 14 )29 92 342 10055 17123 5199 13529
1982 65 15155 22 330 15 -62 97 356 9850 17 98 5866 13193
19833 67 15722 22 j23 15 53) 1 9 357 9739 17789 6013 14072
1984 68 15982 20 309 1 5 51 7 95 338 9785 17,548 6384 14,537
1985 69 16 786 20 28 ? 1 5 50 5 89 31 3 10 768 17911 6271 14590

I The term family' refers to a group of two or more persons related ty blood marriage or action and testing together all such persons are
considered members of the same family Be•inning 1979 based on hlousehold concept and restriced to pfriary family$

2 Beginning 1919 data are for persons IS years and ovew
3 B•sed on revised method comparable with succeeding years
' Based on 1980 census controls comparable with succeeding years
Note -The poverty level is based on the poverty index adopted by a Federal interagency committee in 1969 That .ndex reflected different

consumption requirements for families based on size and composton sex and age of family "iuusehtoder and taira nonfarm residcnce Minor revsions
implemented in 1981 eliminated variations in the powrty thresholds based on two of these variables farm nonfarm resideice and sex of householder
The poverty thresholds are updated every year to reflect changes in the consumTier price ridex For further details see 'Crrent Populatin Repots.
Series P-60, No 152

Source Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census Eco1MIC Report of the Nesident January 1987
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TABLE G-4.-MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Current dollars

1966 1915 1985

A ll fam ilies ...........................................................................
Family type:

Tw o-parent fam ilies .....................................................
Male head, no wife present .........................................
Female head, no husband present ...............................

Family size:
2 ...................... ........... ,.........................................
3 ......................................................
4 ......................................................
5 ......................................................
6 ......................................................
7 or more .............................................

A ll fam ilies ...........................................................................
Family type:

Tw o-parent fam ilies .....................................................
Male head, no wife present ..................................
Female head, no husband present ...............................

Family size:
2,.......... .........................
3 ........ ......... .,........
4 .... ........... ..... .........
5 ..................,,... . .. o,....... .......
6....6 ..........................................................- •.......................
7 or more ................................

$7,436 $13,719 $27,735

7,838
6,432
4,010

5,802
7,740
8,341
8,567
8,369
7,584

14,867
12,995
6,844

11,040
14,025
15,848
16,466
16,134

31,100
22,622
13,660

23,132
29,265
32,777
31,794
30,819

14,529 27,473

Constant 1985 dollars

24,625 27,422 27,735

25,956
21,300
13,279

19,214
25,632
27,622
28,370
27,715
25,115

29,717
25,975
13,680

22,068
28,034
31,678
32,913
32,250
29,042

31,100
22,622
13,660

23,132
29,265
32,777
31,794
30,819
27,473

Sources Prepared by CRS 1966 U S Bureau of the Census, Current Poulation R Series P-60, No 53 Dec
28, 1967 Tables 2 and 4 1975- U S Bureau of the Census, Current Population R Series P-60, No 107
September 1977 Table 1 1985 U S Bureau of the Census, Current Population Series P-60, No 154 August,
1986 Table 1

TABLE G-5.-TOTAL AND PER CAPITA DISPOSABLE PERSONAL INCOME IN CURRENT AND
1982 DOLLARS, 1929-86

Year

Disposable personal income

Total (billions of dollars) Per capita (dollars)

Current 1982 dollars Current 1982 dollars
dollars dollars

1929 ..........................................................
1933 ..........................................................
1939 ...........................
1940 ..........................................................
1941 ...........................

81.7
44.9
69.7
75.0
91.9

498.6
370.8
499.5
530.7
604.1

671
357
532
568
689

4,091
2,950
3,812
4,017
4,528
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TABLE G-5.-TOTAL AND PER CAPITA DISPOSABLE PERSONAL INCOME IN CURRENT AND
1982 DOLLARS, 1929-86-Continued

Disposable personal income

Year Total_(billions of dollars) Per capita (dollars)

Current 1982 dollars Current 1982 dollars
dollars dollars

1942 ..........................................................
1943 ..........................................................
1944 ..........................................................
1945 ..........................................................
1946 ..........................................................
1947 ..........................................................
1948 ..........................................................
1949 ..........................................................
1950 .........................................................
1951 ........................... . . . . . . ..........
1952 .........................................................
1953 ..........................................................
1954 ..........................
1955 ..........................................................
1956 ..........................................................
1957 ..........................................................
1958 .........................................................
1959 ..........................
1960 .........................................................
1961 .................................................
1962 ..........................................................
1963 ..........................................................
1964 ..........................................................
1965 .........................................................
1966 ..........................
1967 ..........................................................
1968 ........................................................
1969 ..........................
1970 ..........................
1971 ..........................................................
1972 .................... . . . . . . . . ..........
1973 ..........................
1974 .........................................................
1975 ..........................
1976 .........................................................
1977 ..........................................................
1978 .........................................................
1979 .........................................................
1980 .........................................................
1981 ..........................................................
1982 .........................................................
1983 ..........................................................

116.4
132.9
145.6
149.2
158.9
168.8
188.1
187.9
207.5
227.6
239.8
255.1
260.5
278.8
297.5
313.9
324.9
344.6
358.9
373.8
396.2
415.8
451.4
486.8
525.9
562.1
609.6
656.7
715.6
776.8
839.6
949.8

1,038.4
1,142.8
1,252.6
1,379.3
1,551.2
1,729.3
1,918.0
2,127.6
2,261.4

693.0
721.4
749.3
739.5
723.3
694.8
733.1
733.2
791.8
819.0
844.3
880.0
894.0
944.5
989.5

1,012.1
1,028.8
1,067.2
1,091.1
1,123.2
1,170.2
1,207.3
1,291.0
1,365.7
1,431.3
1,493.2
1,551.3
1,599.8
1,668.1
1,728.4
1,797.4
1,916.3
1,896.6
1,931.7
2,001.0
2,066.6
2,167.4
2,212.6
2,214.3
2,248.6
2,261.5

2,428.1 2,331.9

863
972

1,052
1,066
1,124
1,171
1,283
1,260
1,368
1,475
1,528
1,599
1,604
1,687
1,769
1,833
1,865
1,946
1,986
2,034
2,123
2,197
2,352
2,505
2,675
2,828
3,037
3,239
3,489
3,740
4,000
4,481
4,855
5,291
5,744
6,262
6,968
7,682
8,421
9,243
9,724

10,340

5,138
5,276
5,414
5,285
5,115
4,820
5,000
4,915
5,220
5,308
5,379
5,515
5,505
5,714
5,881
5,909
5,908
6,027
6,036
6,113
6,271
6,378
6,727
7,027
7,280
7,513
7,728
7,891
8,134
8,322
8,562
9,042
8,867
8,944
9,175
9,381
9,735
9,829
9,722
9,769
9,725
9,930
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TABLE G-5.-TOTAL AND PER CAPITA DISPOSABLE PERSONAL INCOME IN CURRENT AND
1982 DOLLARS, 1929-86-Continued

Disposable personal income

Year Total (billions of dollars) Per capita (dollars)

Current 1982 dollars Current 1982 dollars
dollars dollars

1984 .......................................................... 2,670.6 2,470.6 11,265 10,421
1985 ......................................................... 2,828.0 2,528.0 11,817 10,563
1986 P ....................................................... 2,973.7 2,603.7 12,312 10,780

Source. Department of Commerce (Bureau of Economic Analysis and Bureau of the Census). Economic Report
of the President, January 1987

TABLE G-6.-AVERAGE WEEKLY EARNINGS IN SELECTED PRIVATE NONAGRICULTURAL

INDUSTRIES, 1947-86

(For production or nonsupervisory workers)

Average gross weekly earnings

Total private
Year nonagricultural ' Manufactur- Construction Retail trade

ing (current (current (current
Current 1977 dollars) dollars) dollars)
dollars dollars 2

1947 ...................................... $45.58 $123.52 $49.13 $58.83 $33.77
1948 ...................................... 49.00 123.43 53.08 65.23 36.22
1949 ...................................... 50.24 127.84 53.80 67.56 38.42
1950 ...................................... 53.13 133.83 58.28 69.68 39.71
1951 ...................................... 57.86 134.87 63.34 76.96 42.82
1952 ...................................... 60.65 138.47 66.75 82.86 43.38
1953 ...................................... 63.76 144.58 70.47 86.11 45.36
1954 ...................................... 64.52 145.32 70.49 88.54 47.04
1955 ...................................... 67.72 153.21 75.30 90.90 48.75
1956 ...................................... 70.74 157.90 78.78 96.38 50.18
1957 ...................................... 73.33 158.04 81.19 100.27 52.20
1958 ...................................... 75.08 157.40 82.32 103.78 54.10
1959 ...................................... 78.78 163.78 88.26 108.41 56.15
1960 ...................... ........ 80.67 164.97 89.72 112.67 57.76
1961 ...................................... 82.60 167.21 92.34 118.08 58.66
1962 ...................................... 8591 172.16 96.56 122.47 60.96
1963 ...................................... 88.46 175.17 99.23 127.19 62.66
1964 ...................................... 91.33 178.38 102.97 132.06 64.75
1965 ...................................... 95.45 183.21 107.53 138.38 66.61
1966 ...................................... 98.82 184.37 112.19 146.26 68.57
1967 ...................................... 101.84 184.83 114.49 154.95 70.95
1968 ...................................... 107.73 187.68 122.51 164.49 74.95
1969 ...................................... 114.61 189.44 129.51 181.54 78.66
1970 ...................................... 119.83 186.94 133.33 195.45 82.47
1971 ...................................... 127.31 190.58 142.44 211.67 87.62
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TABLE G-6.--AVERAGE WEEKLY EARNINGS IN SELECTED PRIVATE NONAGRICULTURAL
INDUSTRIES, 1947-86-Continued
[For production or nonsupervisory workers]

Average gross weekly earnings

Total private
Year nonagricultural Manufactur- Construction Retail trade

ing (current (current (current
Current 1977 dollars) dollars) dollars)
dollars dollars 2

1972.................136.90 198.41 154.71 221.19 91.85
1973.................145.39 198.35 166.46 235.89 96.32
1974.................154.76 190.12 176.80 249.25 102.68
1975.................163.53 184.16 190.79 266.08 108.86
1976.................175.45 186.85 209.32 283.73 114.60
1977.................189.00 189.00 228.90 295.65 121.66
1978.................203.70 189.31 249.27 318.69 130.20
1979.................219.91 183.41 269.34 342.99 138.62
1980.................235.10 172.74 288.62 367.78 147.38
1981.................255.20 170.13 318.00 399.26 158.03
1982 ...................................... 267.26 168.09 330.26 426.82 163.85
1983.................280.70 171.26 354.08 442.97 171.05
1984..............- 292.86 172.78 374.03 458.51 174.33
1985 ...................................... 299.09 170.42 385.97 464.09 174.64
1986P .................................... 304.85 171.07 396.01 465.75 175.78

'Also includes other private industry groups shown in Table B-40.
2 Earnings in current dollars divided by the consumer price index on a 1977 = 100 base.
Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. Economic Report of the Prelident, January 1987.
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TABLE G-8.-POPULATION BY AGE GROUPS, 1929-86
[Thousands of persons)

Age (years)

July 1 Total Under 5 5-15 16-19 20-24 25-44 45-64 65 andover

1929 ........................ 121,767
1933 ........................ 125,579
1939 ........................ 130,880
1940 ........................ 132,122
1941 ........................ 133,402
1942 ........................ 134,860
1943 ........................ 136,739
1944 ........................ 138,397
1945 ........................ 139,928
1946 ........................ 141,389
1947 ........................ 144,126
1948 ........................ 146,631
1949 ........................ 149,188
1950 ........................ 152,271
1951 ........................ 154,878
1952 ........................ 157,553
1953 ........................ 160,184
1954 ........................ 163,026
1955 ........................ 165,931
1956 ........................ 168,903
1957 ......... 171,984
1958 ........................ 174,882
1959 ........................ 177,830
1960 ........................ 180,671
1961 ........................ 183,691
1962 ........................ 186,538
1963 ........................ 189,242
1964 ........................ 191,889
1965 ........................ 194,303
1966 ........................ 196,560
1967 ........................ 198,712
1968 ........................ 200,706
1969 ....................... 202,677
1970 ........................ 205,052
1971 ........................ 207,661
1972 ........................ 209,896
1973 ................... 211,909
1974 ........................ 213,854
1975 ........................ 215,973
1976 ........................ 218,035
1977 ........................ 220,239
1978 ........................ 222,585
1979 ........................ 225,055
1980 ......... 227,757 1
1981 ......... 230,138 1

11,734
10,612
10,418
10,579
10,850
11,301
12,016
12,524
12,979
13,244
14,406
14,919
15,607
16,410
17,333
17,312
17,638
18,057
18,566
19,003
19,494
19,887
20,175
20,341
20,522
20,469
20,342
20,165
19,824
19,208
18,563
17,913
17,376
17,166
17,244
17,101
16,851
16,487
16,121
15,617
15,564
15,735
16,063
16,458

4 26,800
2 26,897
3 25,179
) 24,811
) 24,516
i 24,231

24,093
1 23,949
1 23,907
1 24,103

24,468
25,209
25,852
26, 121
27,279
28,894
30,227
31,480
32,682
33,994
35,272
36,445
37,368
38,494
39,765
41,205
41,626
42,297
42,938
43,702
44,244
44,622
44,840
44,816
44,591
44,203
43,582
42,989
42,508 1
42,099 1
41,298 I
40,428 1
39,552 1
38,844 1

[6,931 38,190 1

9,12'
9,301
9,821
9,89%
9,84(
9,73(
9,607
9,561
9,361
9,119
9,097
8,952
8,788
8,542
8,446
8,414
8,460
8,637
8,744
8,916
9,195
9,543

10,215
10,683
11,025
11,180
12,007
12,736
13,516
14,311
14,200
14,452
14,800
15,289
15,688
16,039
16,446
[6,769
17,017
17,194
17,276
17,288
17,242
l7,160
16,770

7 10,694 35,862
2 11,152 37,319
2 11,519 39,354
5 11,690 39,868
0 11,807 40,383
D 11,955 40,861
7 12,064 41,420
1 12,062 42,016
1 12,036 42,521

) 12,004 43,027
F11,814 43,657
? 1,794 44,288

11,700 44,916
11,680 45,672
11,552 46,103
11,350 46,495

1 11,062 46,786
10,832 47,001
10,714 47,194
10,616 47,379
10,603 47,440
10,756 47,337
10,969 47,192
11,134 47,140
11,483 47,084
11,959 47,013
12,714 46,994
13,269 46,958
13,746 46,912
14,050 47,001
15,248 47,194
15,786 47,721
16,480 48,064
17,202 48,473
18,159 48,936
18,153 50,482 4
18,521 51,749 4
18,975 53,051
19,527 54,302 4
19,986 55,852 4
20,499 57,561 4
20,946 59,400 4
21,297 61,379 4
21,584 63,494 4,
21,821 65,619 4

21,076
22,933
25,823
26,249
26,718
27,196
27,671
28,138
28,630
29,064
29,498
29,931
30,405
30,849
31,362
31,884
32,394
32,942
33,506
34,057
34,591
35,109
35,663
36,203
36,722
37,255
37,782
38,338
38,916
39,534
40,193
40,846
41,437
41,999
42,482
42,898
43,235
43,522
43,801
44,008
14,150
14,286
14,390
44,515
44,569

6 6,474
3 7,363
3 8,764
3 9,031
3 9,288

9,584
9,867

10,147
10,494

110,828
1 1,185

11,538
11,921
12,397
12,803
13,203
13,617
14,076
14,525
14,938
15,388
15,806
16,248
16,675
17,089
17,457
17,778
18,127
18,451
18,755
19,071
19,365
19,680
20,107
20,561
21,020
21,525
22,061
22,696
23,278
23,892
24,502
25,134
25,704
26,236
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TABLE G-8.-POPULATION BY AGE GROUPS, 1929-86-Continued
[Thousands of persons]

Age (years)

July I Total Under 5 5-15 16-19 20-24 25-44 45-64 65 and
over

1982 ........................ 232,520 17,298 37,876 16,255 21,807 67,856 44,601 26,827
1983 ........................ 234,799 17,650 37,668 15,704 21,700 69,970 44,678 27,428
1984 ........................ 237,019 17,859 37,657 15,141 21,535 72,046 44,815 27,967
1985 ........................ 239,283 18,037 37,694 14,818 21,207 74,066 44,931 28,530
1986 ........................ 241,489 ...................................................................................... . .

Note -Includes Armed Forces overseas beginning 1940 Includes Alaska and Hawaii beginning 1950.
Source Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. Economic Report of the President, January 1987.

TABLE G-9.-BIRTHS TO UNMARRIED MOTHERS IN 1984, BY STATE

State Number As a percent of
(thousands) all births

U.S. Total .......................... 770 21
Alabama .................................................................................... 15 25
Alaska ........................................................................................ 2 18
Arizona ...................................................................................... 13 23
Arkansas .................................................................................... 8 22
California .................................................................................... 107 24
Colorado ..................................................................................... 8 15
Connecticut ................................................................................ 9 21
Delaware .................................................................................... 2 25
District of Columbia .................................................................... 5 57
Florida ....................................................................................... 39 26
Georgia ....................................................................................... 23 25
Hawaii ........................................................................................ 4 19
Idaho .......................................................................................... 2 9
Illinois ....................................................................................... 45 25
Indiana ....................................................................................... 15 19
Iowa .................................................................. : ........................ 5 13
Kans2s ...................................................................................... 6 14
Kentucky .................................................................................... 9 18
Louisiana .................................................................................... 22 27
Maine ........................................................................................ 3 16
Maryland ................................ 19 28
Massachusetts ............................................................................ 14 18
Michigan .................................................................................... 24 18
Minnesota ................................................................................... 9 14
Mississippi ................................................................................. 14 32
Missouri ..................................................................................... 15 20
Montana ..................................................................................... 2 15
Nebraska .................................................................................... 4 14
Nevada ......... ........ ... ... 2 14
New Hampshire .......................................................................... 2 13
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TABLE G-9.-BIRTHS TO UNMARRIED MOTHERS IN 1984, BY STATE-Continued
Number As a percent of

State (thousands) all births

New Jersey ................................................................................. 22 22
New Mexico.... ....................................................................... 7 25
New York ................................................................................... 68 27
North Carolina ............................................................................ 18 21
North Dakota .............................................................................. 1 11
Ohio ........................................................................................... 32 20
Oklahoma ................................................................................... 9 16
Oregon ....................................................................................... 7 17
Pennsylvania .............................................................................. 33 21
Rhode Island ............................................................................... 2 18
South Carolina ............................................................................ 13 26
South Dakota ............................................................................. 2 16
Tennessee ................................................................................... 15 23
Texas .......................................................................................... 46 15
Utah ........................................................................................... 3 8
Vermont ..................................................................................... 1 16
Virginia ....................................................................................... 17 21
Washington ................................................................................ 12 17
W est Virginia .............................................................................. 4 16
W isconsin ................................................................................... 12 17
W yoming .................................................................................... 1 11

Source National Center for Health Statistics, Department of Health and Human Services.

TABLE G-10.-UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY STATE AND SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS
[In percent]

December January
State and area1985191 1985 19R6 1986 1987 "

Alabama ....................................................
Birmingham ......................................
Huntsville .........................................
Mobile ...............................................
Montgomery ......................................
Tuscaloosa ................. . . . ...........

Alaska ........................................................
Arizona ....... ..........

Phoenix ............................................
Tucson ..............................................

Arkansas ...................................................
Fayetteville-Springdale .......................
Fort Smith .....................................
Little Rock-North Little Rock .............
Pine Bluff....................

8.5(1)
(1)
(1)
(I)
(1)
9.9
6.3
(8)(,)
8.8

(1)

9.6
8.2
7.2

10.6
7.4
7.5

11.2
6.7
5.6
5.8
9.1
4.9
7.1
7.4

10.2

9.7
7.7
6.3

10.4
7.3
7.3

11.7
6.7
5.5
5.5
9.9
5.5
8.2
6.8
9.0

10.0
8.7
6.9

11.2
7.6
7.6

11.6
7.8
6.6
6.6
9.4
5.1
6.8
7.3

10.4
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TABLE G-1O.-UNEMPLO%'MENT RATES BY STATE AND SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS-
Continued
[In percent]

December JanuaryState and area-
1985 1986 1986 1987 P

California ................................................. 6.3 6.3 6.6 6.9
Anaheim-Santa Ana ........................... (1) 3.7 3.7 4.1
Bakersfield ........................................ (1) 12.3 10.6 13.3
Fresno ............................................... (1) 12.4 12.7 13.9
Los Angeles-Long Beach 3 5.4 6.0 6.6 5.6
Modesto ............................................ (1) 13.9 13.9 15.7
Oakland ............................................. (1) 5.4 5.6 6.3
Oxnard-Ventura .............. 1 ) 6.7 6.3 7.2
Riverside-San Bernardino ................... (1) 6.0 5.9 6.6
Sacramento ....................................... ( ) 6.2 6.3 7.2
Salinas-Seaside-Monterey ................... () 11.8 13.1 14.6
San Diego .......................................... ( ) 4.8 4.4 5.5
San Francisco .................................... ( ) 4.1 4.3 4.8
San Jose ........................................... ( ) 5.2 5.6 6.0
Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Lompoc (.) 5.4 4.8 6.1
Santa Rosa-Petaluma ......................... () 5.1 6.2 6.3
Stockton ............................................ ( ) 12.1 12.3 13.4
Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa ........................ () 6.3 6.4 7.8

Colorado ..................................................... 6.6 7.7 7.4 9.3
Boulder-Longmont ............................. (1) 5.8 6.3 7.1
Denver .............................................. (') 7.1 6.3 8.4

Connecticut ................................................ 4.3 3.4 4.8 3.9
Bridgeport-Milford ............. (1) 4.3 5.8 4.9
Hartford ............................................ ( ) 3.2 4.3 3.5
New Britain ....................................... ( ) 4.1 5.8 4.7
New Haven-Meriden .......................... () 3.1 4.8 3.6
Stam ford ........................................... ( ) 2.4 3.6 2.6
W aterbury ......................................... (1) 4.8 6.8 5.6

Delaw are .................................................... 4.2 3.7 4.9 3.7
W ilmington 2 .................................... . (1) 4.1 5.4 4.4

District of Columbia .................................... 8.1 7.3 8.2 8.0
W ashington 2 .................................... (1) 3.2 3.8 3.8

Florida -..................................................... 5.6 4.6 5.6 5.8
Daytona Beach .................................. (1) 4.6 5.2 5.5
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood-Pompano

Beach ........................................... ) 3.5 4.6 4.5
Fort Myers-Cape Coral ..... ...... 1) 3.1 4.4 4.0
Gainesville ......................................... 2.9 3.3 3.8
Jacksonville ....................................... ) 4.3 5.2 5.6
Lakeland-Winter Haven ...................... 7.4 9.5 8.8
Melbourne-Titusville-Palm Bay ........... 5.7 4.9 7.0
Miami-Hialeah ................................... 5.2 6.7 6.2
Orlando ............................................. 3.7 4.8 5.1
Pensacola ....................................... (..) 7.0 6.5 7.6
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TABLE G-10. -UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY STATE AND SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS-
Continued
[In percent)

December JanuaryState and area- - -_____

1985 1986 1986 1987 P

Sarasota...................(1) 3.3 4.2 3.8
Tallahassee ........................................- (1) 3.1 3.9 4.2
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater ....... () 4.4 5.1 5.6
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton-

Delray Beach ................................ (1) 4.1 5.1 4.9
Georgia ....................................................... 6.1 5.7 6.3 5.7

Albany ..... .............. (1) 10.7 9.4 10.2
Athens .............................................. ( ) 5.1 5.6 4.4
Atlanta .............................................. ( ) 4.4 4.8 4.5
Augusta 2 ......................................... (1) 6.1 5.8 6.2
Columbus 2 ....................................... (1) 7.2 8.6 7.3
Macon-Warner Robins ..... ....... (1) 5.6 6.7 5.5
Savannah .......................................... (1) 6.1 7.0 5.9

Hawaii ........................................................ 5.1 4.2 5.3 4.4
Honolulu ............................................ (1) 3.8 4.7 4.1

Idaho .......................................................... 8.3 8.6 10.3 10.7
Boise City .......................................... (1) 5.9 7.1 7.2

Illinois 3 ..................................................... 8.3 7.0 8.6 8.2
Aurora-Elgin ...................................... (1) 5.6 7.9 7.2
Bloomington.Normal .......................... (1) 4.7 6.2 5.7
Champaign-Urbana-Rantoul ................ 6 4.1 5.2 5.3Chicago ............................................. * 1 6.2 7.6 7.2Davenport-Rock Island-Moline 2 ........ 7.9 11.5 8.9

Decatur ............................................. 1 ) 8.6 10.6 10.6
Joliet................. . . 7.0 7.9 8.2
Lake County............ .) 4.5 5.8 5.3
Kankakee............ (.) 8.3 11.7 10.0
Peoria ..... ............. (1) 7.8 9.9 9.4
Rockford .. ...... ......... (1) 7.6 9.2 8.9
Springfield ......................................... ( 4.9 6.5 6.3

Indiana ....................................................... 7.7 6.4 8.4 7.5
Anderson ........................................... (1) 6.4 7.7 8.3
Bloomington ...................................... (1 3.5 5.6 4.7
Elkhart-Goshen .................................. (1 4.9 6.9 5.0
Evansville(2) ................................... 1 6.5 7.7 7.6
Fort W ayne ........................................ 1 5.1 6.9 5.7
Gay-Hammond ................ 1 12.1 12.3 13.2
Indianapolis ....................................... 1 4.8 6.3 5.6
Kokomo ............................................. 1 7.2 8.7 8.8
Lafayette ........................................... 1 3.6 5.1 4.2
M uncie .............................................. 1 7.0 9.1 8.1
South Bend-Mishawaka ..................... 1 5.2 7.1 5.8
Terre Haute ....................................... 1 6.7 9.6 7.8
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TABLE G-10.--UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY STATE AND SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS-
Continued
[In percent)

December JanuaryState and area
1985 1986 1986 1987w

Iow a ........................................................... 8.1 6.4 9.3 6.9
Cedar Rapids ..................................... 1 5.2 8.0 5.9
Des Moines ....................................... 4.9 7.3 5.2
Dubuque ............................................ 7.5 11.2 7.6
Iow a City ........................................... 2.2 3.7 2.5
Sioux City (2) ................................... (1) 7.0 9.6 7.8
Waterloo-Cedar Falls .......................... ( 10.2 14.4 10.2

Kansas ..................... 5.3 5.4 5.8 6.4
Law rence ........................................... 1i 3.5 4.2 4.4
Topeka .............................................. 4.8 5.7 5.6
Wichita LMA ................ . . 5.8 6.1 6.7

Kentucky .................................................... 9. 8.5 11.0 10.85.1 6.0 6.6Lexington-Fayette .............................. 84 8.
Louisville (2) .................................... 6.4 8.4 8.1
Owensboro ........................................ 9.7 11.7 12.1

Louisiana .................................................. 11. 13.4 12.0 14.7
Alexandria ................ (1) 10.4 10.1 11.8
Baton Rouge .................................... ( 10.7 11.1 11.9
Houma-Thibodaux .............................. ( 18.7 12.4 20.5
Lafayette ........................................... ( 15.3 9.6 16.6
Lake Charles ...................................... ( ) 14.4 13.3 15.2
Monroe .............................................. (1) 10.5 10.6 12.1
New Orleans ...................................... ( ) 10.9 10.1 11.6
Shreveport ......................................... (1 12.8 11.9 13.8

M aine ........................................................ . 4. 4.3 7.1 6.8
Lewiston-Auburn ................................ (1) 5.5 8.3 7.7
Portland ............................................ (1) 2.0 3.4 3.4

Maryland .................................................. 4.4 4.2 5.2 5.2
Baltimore .......................................... (1) 4.8 6.0 5.7

Massachusetts (3) ..................................... 3.9 3.1 4.1 4.1
Boston ............................................... 1 2.6 3.3 3.3
Brockton ........................................... 3.4 4.2 4.5
Fall River (2) .................................... 1) 5.4 6.9 7.7
Fitchburg-Leominster ............ 1........... ' 4.4 4.4 5.5
Lawrence-Haverhill (2) ..................... 1 4.1 5.0 4.6
Lowell (2) ....................................... . 1 3.5 3.8 4.2
New Bedford ..................................... 5.1 7.5 7.3
Pittsfield ............................................ 3.6 4.3 4.7
Springfield ......................................... 1 3.4 4.4 4.3
W orcester .......................................... 1 2.9 4.0 3.8

M ichigan (3) ............................................. 7.6 9.4 8.1Ann Arbor ................ U) (1 (1) 4.0
Battle Creek ...................................... 1 8.7.7
Benton Harbor ................................... 8.1
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TABLE G-10.--UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY STATE AND SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS-
Continued
[In percent)

December JanuaryState and area
1985 1986 1986 1987 P

Detroit ............................................... ( 1) 7.4
Flint .................................................. 12.1
Grand Rapids ..................................... 6.7
Jackson ............................................. 8.0
Kalamazoo..................1 1 1 5.0
Lansing-East Lansing.............. 1 1 6.0
Muskegon ............................... ......... (1) (1) (1) 10.9
Saginaw-Bay City-Midland ................. (1 (1) ( 9.7

Minnesota.................... 6.65.5 7.16.4
Duluth (2) ....................................... (1) (1 11.0
Minneapolis-St. Paul (2).................. (1) (1 (4.7
Rochester .......................................... ) 4.1 5.4.5
St. Cloud ........................................... ) 6.4 7.7 7.0

Mississippi.................................................. 9.6 11.7 11.1 12.7
Jackson ............................................. ( ) 8.1 7.2 8.8

Missouri.................... 6.5 6.1 6.9 6.9
Kansas City (2) ............................... . ( 4.5 5.1 5.7
St Joseph ......................................... ( 7.5 8.7 8.7
St. Louis 2........................................ ( 6.6 7.3 7.5
Springfield ......................................... (1) 5.0 5.6 5.4

Montana .................... 8.5 8.0 9.7 10.1
Nebraska .................................................... 6.2 5.2 6.4 5.7

Lincoln ............................................. (1) 3.3 3.8 3.6
Omaha 2........................................... (1) 5.3 6.4 5.6

Nevada ....................................................... 7.8 6.0 7.8 6.5Las Vegas................. (1). (1) (1).(1
Reno .................................. (1() 1

New Hampshire .................... 2.8 2.5
Nashua .............................................. ( ) 2.3 4.0 2.9
Portsmouth-Dover-Rochester .............. () 2.4 3.7 3.1

New Jersey =3............................................. 5.4 3.9 6.9 4.6
Atlantic City ...................................... 6.7 11.3 7.6
Bergen-Passaic .................................. 3.6 6.1 4.1
Jersey City ......................................... 6.3 10.6 7.2
Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon .......... 2.8 5.3 3.2
Monmouth-Ocean ............... 3.3 6.1 4.0
Newark..................(1) 4.1 7.1 4.5
Trenton ................................... ).......... 3.2 5.8 3.8
Vineland-Millville-Bridgeton ................ 7.8 13.4 9.0

New Mexico ................................................. 6 9.3 9.3 9.8
Albuquerque ...................................... 1) 6.5 6.6 6.6
Las Cruces ........................................ 6.6 7.9 7.0
Santa Fe ............................................ 5.7 5.9 6.1

69-985 0 - 87 - 11
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TABLE G-1O.-UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY STATE AND SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS-
Continued
(In percent]

[Intpercent]December JanuaryState and area - _ _ - ___ ______

1985 1986 1986 1987 P

New York 3 ................................................ 5.9 5.4 6.7 6.2
Albany-Schenectady-Troy ................... (1) 4.7 6.0 5.5
Binghamton ....................................... ( 4.9 7.4 5.6
Buffalo ............................................. 6.2 8.1 6.8
Elm ira ............................................... 5.6 8.6 6.1
Glens Falls ....................... 6.7 8.5 7.6
Nassau-Suffolk .................................. 3.6 4.5 3.6
New York ......................................... 5.7 6.7 6.7
New York City 3............................o....7.1 6.2 7.3 7.4
Orange County ..... ........... (1) 4.2 5.9 5.2
Poughkeepsie .................................... 3.1 4.1 3.7Rochester . .................. o .................... z 5.2 5.9 5.5
Syracuse ...... ........... (1) 6.9 7.6 7.2
Utica-Rome................(1) 6.6 9.2 7.6

North Carolina 3 ........... .......................... 4.2 4.8 5.9 5.2
Asheville ............................................ 5.0 5.6 5.6
Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill 2 .......... 4.0 5.0 4.1
Greensboro-Winston Salem-High

Point...................(1) 3.9 5.4 4.0
Raleigh-Durham............... (1) 3.1 3.3 3.4

North Dakota .............................................. 6.6 6.6 7.9 6.9
Bismarck .......................................... (1) 6.9 9.6 7.3
Fargo-Moorhead 2......................... (1 4.0 5.6 4.5
Grand Forks ....... ........ (1) 3.6 4.5 4.3

Ohio 3 ....................... I................................ 8.5 7.9 9.3 8.7
Akron... .......................................... (1 7.8 9.2 8.8
Canton...... .............. (1 9.9 11.8 10.7
Cincinnati 2 ....................................... (1 6.2 7.2 7.7
Cleveland.................. (1) 7.0 8.3 7.5
Columbus .............................. (1)............1 5.8 7.0 6.4
Daton-Springfield ............................. 6.4 7.4 6.7
Toledo ............................................... 17.8 8.5 8.7
Youngstown-Warren .......................... 11.0 11.7 11.5

Oklahoma.................. .. ... 7.9 7.3 8.4
Enid.................... (1) 8.0 6.2 8.7
Lawton ............................................. (1) 5.3 4.8 5.1
Oklahoma City ................... 6.3 5.9 6.5
Tulsa ..................................... 8.3 7.7 8.8

Oregon ........ ....................................... .9. 8.2 10.2 8.3
Eugene-Springfield ............................. (1 8.0 10.4 7.4
Portland............................................(1 7.0 7.8 6.7
Salem ............................ (................... 1 8.8 10.8 8.6
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TABLE G-10.--UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY STATE AND SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS-
Continued
[In percent)

December January
State and areaDeenr--Jua

1985 1986 1986 1987 P

Pennsylvania3........................................... 7.3 4.7 8.1 6.5
Allentown-Bethlehem 2 ...................... (1) 4.2 8.8 5.6
Altoona .............................................. (1 6.6 12.1 9.3
Beaver County ................................... () 8.9 16.0 11.5
Erie ................................................... (1) 6.3 9.1 8.6
Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle ............... (1 2.7 5.7 4.0
Johnstown ......................................... (1 7.4 14.6 10.4
Lancaster .......................................... ( ) 2.1 4.3 3.0
Philadelphia 2....................................)1 3.6 5.9 4.8
Pittsburgh ......................................... i 5.9 9.4 8.3
Reading ............................................. (1 3.5 7.6 5.2
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre ....................... (1) 6.1 9.7 8.5
Sharon ............................................... (1) 6.6 10.1 9.3
State College ..................................... (1) 4.5 7.3 6.0
W illiamsport ...................................... (,) 5.3 9.5 7.2
York ......................................... .(3.3 6.3 4.3

Rhode Island ..................................... 4.4 3.7 5.1 4.5
Pawtucket-Woonsocket-Attleboro 2 (1) 4.3 5.8 5.4
Providence ......................................... (1) 3.6 4.9 4.3

South Carolina ............................................ 6.4 5.9 7.0 6.1
Charleston ......................................... (1) 4.6 4.6 4.9
Columbia ........................................... (1) 3.6 4.0 4.0
Greenville-Spartanburg ....................... (61) 4.8 6.0 4.8

South Dakota ............................................. 0 5.0 6.2 5.5
Rapid City... ........... (1) 5.0 6.6 5.8
Sioux Falls... ........... (1) 4.3 5.9 4.6

Tennessee ................................................... 7.9 7.6 9.2 8.1
Chattanooga .................................. (1) 6.7 7.9 6.7
Johnson City-Kingsport-Bristol 2-. (..... 1) 6.6 8.4 7.5
Knoxville...................................( ) 7.9 9.0 8.5
Memphis LMA ............................... (1) 6.5 7.8 6.6
Nashville ........................................... (1) 4.5 5.6 5.0

Texas 3 ...................................................... 6.3 8.7 6.9 9.8
Abilene...... ............. 1.) 8.9 5.7 10.2
Amarillo ............................................. (1) 6.2 6.0 7.1
Austin ............................................... (1) 5.9 4.4 6.8
Beaumont-Port Arthur ..... ....... 1) 12.3 12.6 14.6
Brazoria ............................................ ( ) 10.4 8.9 11.7
Brownsville-Harlingen ........................ (1 14.7 13.5 16.6
Bryan-College Station ........................ 1 6.2 4.8 6.9Corpus Christi................ 1 12.2 9.6 13.4
Dallas ................................................ 1 5.7 4.6 6.7
El Paso .............................................. 110.7 9.1 11.7
Fort Worth-Arlington .......................... 1 6.4 4.9 7.8

a wI
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TABLE G-10. -UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY STATE AND SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS-
Continued
[In percent)

December JanuaryState and area
1985 1986 1986 1987 P

Galveston-Texas City.............1 10.6 9.8 11.8
Houston ............................................. 1 9.9 7.6 11.0
Killeen-Temple ................................... 1 7.6 6.7 8.5
Laredo ............................................... 1 16.9 12.3 19.1
Longview-Marshall ............................. 1 11.5 9.6 12.7
Lubbock ............................................ 1 6.0 5.9 6.9
McAIlen-Edinburg-Mission .................. 1 19.8 18.3 21.4
M idland ............................................. 1 10.6 5.4 11.4
Odessa .............................................. 1 15.2 6.3 15.9
San Angelo ........................................ 1 6.7 4.5 7.5
San Antonio ....................................... 1 7.5 5.9 8.7
Sherman-Denison ............................... (1 7.8 5.7 8.8
Texarkana 2 ...................................... (1) 8.4 8.5 9.3
Tyler .................................................. (1) 9.4 7.0 9.9
Victoria .............................................. (1) 9.7 6.8 10.9
W aco ................................................. (1) 8.1 6.2 8.8
Wichita Falls ..................................... (1) 7.9 6.0 9.3

Utah ........................................................... 5.9 6.0 6.8 7.4
Provo-Orem ....................................... (1) 7.2 7.2 9.1
Salt Lake City-Ogden ......................... (1) 5.2 6.2 6.4

Vermont ..................................................... 4.9 4.5 5.6 5.2
Burlington ......................................... (1) 3.0 3.9 3.8

Virginia ...................................................... 5.2 4.7 5.6 5.2
Charlottesville .................................... (1) 4.0 4.7 3.8
Danville ............................................. (1) 8.1 11.1 8.2
Lynchbur ......................................... (,) 5.1 6.0 5.5
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport

News ............................................ ( ) 4.7 5.3 5.3
Richmond-Petersburg ......................... () 4.0 4.6 4.4
Roanoke ............................................ ( ) 4.7 4.8 4.8

Washington ................................................ 8.6 8.3 9.4 9.3
Seattle ............................................... (1) 6.2 6.9 6.8

West Virginia .............................................. 12.2 11.6 14.3 13.0
Charleston ......................................... (1) 8.6 11.1 9.9
Huntington-Ashland 2........................ (1) 10.2 13.1 12.8
Parkersburg-Marietta 2 ..................... (1) 11.1 12.5 11.7
Wheeling 2 ....................................... (1) 11.0 13.9 11.5



317

TABLE G-10.--UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY STATE AND SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS-
Continued
(In percent

December January
State and area

1985 1986 1986 1987 P

W isconsin ................................................... 7.7 7.1 8.6 7.9
Appleton-Oshkosh-Neenah .................. (1) (1) (1) 7.9
Eau Claire .......................................... (1) (1) (1) 8.0
Green Bay ......................................... (1) (1) (1) 7.7
Janesville-Beloit ................................. (1) (1) (1) 8.6
Kenosha ............................................ (1) (1) (1) 9.7
La Crosse .......................................... ( ) ( ) ( ) 6.6
Madison ................ .(.) (.) (1) 4.9
M ilwaukee ................................... ( ) ( ) ( ) 6.3
Racine ................... (.) (.) (.) 8.4
Sheboygan ......................................... (1) (,) (1) 6.0
W ausau ............................................. (1) (1) (1) 9.6

W yom ing .................................................... 7.9 9.7 9.3 10.6
Data not available.

2 Includes interstate portion of area located in adjacent State
3 Data are obtained directly from the Current Population Survey (See "Explanatory Notes" for State and

Area Labor.Force Data in Employment and Earnings, Monthly)
P = preliminary
Note. Data refer to place of residence. Estimates for 1986 have been benchmarked to 1986 Current

Population Survey annual averages Except in the 11 States and 2 areas designated by footnote 3, estimates for
1987 are provisional and will be revised when new benchmark information becomes available.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor.
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PART IX *

DATA SOURCES FOR RESEARCH ABOUT AFDC RECIPIENTS

Current welfare reform initiatives have generated interest in in-
formation about recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDC) and their behavior. This brief paper discusses two dis-
tinct kinds of research that might be conducted, and describes and
briefly evaluates the available data that could be used for each.

Research can focus on the characteristics of AFDC recipients or
on their behavior. Characteristics studies describe persons and fam-
ilies receiving AFDC-either as of a given date or over a period of
time-to show how program participants compare with the general
population, to examine how recipients as a group have changed
over time, or to provide other descriptive information. The annual
reports on recipient characteristics published by the Office of
Family Assistance in the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices provide examples of this kind of work.' For such analyses, de-
scriptive data covering large samples are most useful, especially if
the data are comparable over time; such data sources are called
cross-sectional below.

Behavioral studies, on the other hand, ask questions about the
activities of AFDC families; for example, they might investigate
patterns of entry into and exit from the program, along with relat-
ed events that could have influenced recipients' behavior. The work
of Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood looking at welfare spells and
careers falls into this category.2 This kind of study requires repeat-
ed observations of the same AFDC families to see how they behave
under changing circumstances; data of this sort are called longitu-
dinal. 3

CROSS-SECTIONAL DATA SOURCES

Two sources provide cross-sectional data on AFDC recipients: the
National Integrated Quality Control System (NIQCS, or QC, for
short) and the Current Population Survey (CPS).

QC Data: Beginning with 1983, the QC annually provides data
obtained from a sample of AFDC case files for all states and the

* This paper was prepared by Roberton Williams of the Human Resources and Community
Development Division of the Congressional Budget Office.

I See, for example, Office of Policy and Evaluation, Office of Family Assistance, Family Sup-
port Administration, U S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1983 Recipient Character.
istics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC Recipients, 198fl

2 See, for example, Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood, The Dynamics of Dependence: The
Routes to Self.Sufficiency (Cambridge, MA: Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc.,
June 1983), and David Ellwood, Targeting Would-be Long-Term Recipient of AFDC (Princeton,
NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, January 1986).

3 Note that longitudinal data can be used as cross-sectional data, simply by considering only
infor-mation for a single time period. In general, however, the sample size is smaller and the
available variables are fewer than in strictly cross-sectional sources.

(3191
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District of Columbia. This data source is the successor to the AFDC
recipient characteristics studies conducted biennially from 1967
through 1979; in combination with those earlier data, the QC data
provide information about AFDC beneficiaries over a period of
nearly 20 years.4 The most recent data now available are for fiscal
year 1984.5

The QC provides data on roughly 75,000 AFDC cases. 6 Informa-
tion for each household member includes age, race, sex, employ-
ment status, income (if any), and relationship to the household
head. For each AFDC unit, the date on which the unit last began
to receive AFDC benefits is given-providing information on the
length of incomplete welfare spells. Progam eligibility and benefit
levels can be calculated on the basis of income, assets, and work-
related and child care expenses.

These data are probably the best source of information about the
characteristics of AFDC families, both because the sample is large
and because information relating to program rules is reported. At
the same time, because only households getting AFDC are includ-
ed, this file cannot be used to compare recipients with non-recipi-
ents or to answer questions about program participation rates
among eligible families.

CPS Data: The CPS is primarily intended to be the source of gov-
ernment statistics on employment and unemployment, but each
year in March, supplementary questions obtain information about
incomes and program participation during the previous calendar
year. Data relevant to AFDC issues are available for each year
since 1968, although changes over the years have generated some
inconsistencies for analysis across time. Data on income and AFDC
recipiency during 1985 are the most current now available.

Overall, the CPS interviews nearly 60,000 households with rough-
ly 150,000 members. About 2,500 sample families report having re-
ceived AFDC during the previous year. Unfortunately, there is sig-
nificant underreporting of AFDC income: aggregate AFDC income
estimated from the CPS is only three-fourths of the total obtained
from administrative records. 7 It is not clear how this underreport-
ing affects analyses using the CPS.

In addition, the CPS gathers income and program information
for one year and associates that information with personal and
family characteristics in March of the subsequent year. This cre-
ates two problems. First, because data on AFDC receipt and data
on recipients' characteristics refer to different times, linking the
two to describe AFDC families undoubtedly leads to errors. Consid-
er, for example, a single-mother family that received AFDC in one

4 It is not known whether the QC data are fully consistent with the earlier data about recipi-
ents, although roughly similar methods were used to select sample cases for both sources. They
differ in terms of time period covered, however. QC data are taken from every month during the
fiscal year-and thus represent an average over the fiscal year-while the data on recipients
were collected in a single month of the relevant year.

5 In addition, two interim studies-in May 1981 and May 1982-serve to bridge the gap be-
tween the last study of recipients in 1979 and the first QC data in 1983.

6 The earlier recipient characteristics files were substantially smaller: the 1979 file contained
about 13,000 cases, for example. In addition, the earlier files included data for Hawaii, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands (a total of about 500 sample cases).

' This result holds only after the Bureau of the Census has imputed AFDC income for families
that report receiving AFDC but do not report the specific amount. Only about two-thirds of
AFDC income is recorded in the CP'S before imputation.
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year and in which the mother married and moved off the welfare
rolls before the following March. This family would appear in the
data as a married-couple family getting AFDC, even though bene-
fits were received only before the marriage. The second problem is
similar: because income and program participation data are for the
full year, they may give misleading impressions about recipients'
behavior. For example, a single mother who received AFDC for
part of the year, but then got a job and left the program, would
appear to be an AFDC mother with earnings, even though she did
not receive earnings and AFDC payments simultaneously.

All of these problems render the CPS inferior to the QC for ob-
taining descriptive data for AFDC recipients. On the other hand,
because it contains non-AFDC families, the CPS allows compari-
sons of recipients and non-recipients.

LONGITUDINAL DATA SOURCES

Three longitudinal data files are useful for analyzing AFDC re-
cipients' behavior: the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), the
Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), and the Na-
tional Longitudinal Surveys (NLS).

PSID Data: Since 1968, the PSID has obtained annual informa-
tion on the characteristics and incomes of over 5,000 families. Data
are primarily for families, their heads, or the heads' spouses; little
information is available about other family members except for de-
mographic characteristics. Attrition over the first 16 years of thePSID has meant that the sample now contains only about half the
families it would have had if there had been no losses. While a
major study found that the remaining sample was representative of
the population as a whole, it is unclear whether that is also true
for subgroups such as AFDC recipients.

The PSID is easily the best source of longitudinal data available,
both in terms of duration and population covered. Nevertheless, it
has a number of shortcomings that might affect analyses of AFDC
recipients. First, only about 200 sample families receive AFDC in
any given year, and only about 500 families report having gotten
welfare at any time during the entire 16-year period covered by the
survey. The relatively small sample size limits what analysis can
be done. Second, subfamilies-families that live with relatives-
cannot be identified in the PSID. More specifically, we cannot tell
whether single mothers who live with their parents receive AFDC;
a potentially important part of the AFDC population is thus "miss-
in g from the data.

Third, the data are annual, which leads to the same limits on
analysis as are confronted with the CPS. For example, the data
may indicate that a single mother received AFDC, got married, and
increased her earnings in one year, and was off the AFDC program
the next year. Do we conclude that her exit from the program was
due to her marriage or her earnings? Finally, because the data
span nearly two decades, it is uncertain whether the behavior rep-
resented accurately indicates how people act today. This may be
particularly important in the case of AFDC which was changedsig-
nificantly by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) in
1981.
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SIPP Data: The SIPP is a relatively new data source, with sur-

veys beginning in 1983. It is unique among surveys in that it re-
ports incomes, program participation, and demographic characteris-
tics on a monthly basis. Each sample person is followed for two and
one-half years. Fewer people are interviewed -than in the CPS, but
more than in the PSID: the first panel consisted of roughly 50,000
people in nearly 20,000 households. 8 Sample cuts and attrition de-
creased the panel to about 15.000 households by the end of its 2V2/
year lifespan. Before this drop in sample size, there were about 600
AFDC units in the sample in any given month.

Like the PSID, the SIPP has suffered from attrition, although to
a lesser degree because of its shorter length. While the drop in
sample size may have affected the representativeness of the data,
the SIPP does not suffer from the other shortcomings of the PSID.
Subfamilies and AFDC recipiency units are generally identified,
and monthly data make it possible to identify the sequence of
events more accurately. Because the data are relatively recent,
they are probably more relevant for predicting the behavior of cur-
rent AFDC recipients.

At the ri.me time, the SIPP is inferior to the PSID in other ways.
Because it covers only 21/2 years, it cannot observe behavior over
long periods. In particular, it cannot be used to identify long-term
welfare recipients. Further, because it is so new, little is known
about the quality of the data: its complicated construction-neces-
sary to obtain its richness-may introduce significant errors. Final-
ly, the SIPP is extremely large and difficult to use. For example,
the Congressional Budget Office's (CBO's) merged file of the first 20
months of SIPP data occupies 11 computer tapes.

NLS Data: The NLS consists of a series of surveys, two of which
are most useful for AFDC analyses. The first began in 1968 with a
sample of roughly 5,000 women between the ages of 14 and 24, and
consisted of annual interviews in all but four years through 1983.9
The second survey questioned nearly 13,000 men and women who
were between 14 and 21 in 1979, and has been conducted annually
since that year; the most recent data currently available was col-
lected in 1985. In addition to basic demographic and income infor-
mation, the NLS surveys provide data on a wide range of other
characteristics, such as education, fertility, and employment.

Because they focus on younger women-who are susceptible to
family changes that lead to AFDC receipt-the NLS surveys offer
larger samples of AFDC recipients than would data sources of
equal size covering the entire population.10 At the same time, the
age limitations mean that only restricted analyses are possible.

Unlike the PSID, the NLS identifies single mothers who live
with other relatives, and therefore allows analysis of their AFDC
receipt.1 II The data show the importance of this group: more than

a A "panel" is a sample of households interviewed over roughly the same time period. A new
panel is started at the beginning of each calendar year.

No interviews were conducted in 1974, 1976, 1979, or 1981. In 1975, 1977, 1980 and 1982, the
survey was conducted by telephone. Interview surveys were used in all other years.

'0'Neill, Bassi, and Hannan found 1044 welfare spells that began during the period covered
by the earlier survey. See June ,. ONeil, LaUtrie J. Bassi, and Michael T. Hannan, An Analysis
of Time on Welfare(Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, June 1984), p. 26.

"11 For example, a forthcoming CBO study ues the NLS to look at the welfare experience of
teenage mothers.
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one-fifth of women in the earlier survey who started welfare spells
lived with their parents. In addition, the NLS reports-much of its
data on a monthly basis; this provides more detailed information
that can be used to examine the sequence of events associated with
welfare receipt.

The NLS has two significant drawbacks, relative to the PSID,
however. First, the two surveys cover fewer years. The earlier
survey omitted four years over its 16-year life, making it impossible
to be certain about the durations of welfare spells. While it has not
skipped years, the newer survey has only been conducted for seven
years, far less than the 16 years of PSID data. Second, the earlier
survey did not specifically ask about AFDC receipt, but rather com-
bined all "welfare or public assistance." This combined variable
makes it impossible to identify AFDC recipients with certainty, and
thus limits confidence in any analytical results.12 The newer
survey corrected this problem by asking separate questions about
receipt of AFDC and receipt of other public assistance.

Because it encompasses more welfare spells and covers a longer
time period, the NLS may be superior to the SIPP for analyzing
the behavior of AFDC recipients. Both the NLS and the SIPP have
information on a monthly basis, but the fact that the NLS data are
collected only once each year may lead to greater recall errors on
the part of respondents. In addition, the NLS can be used only to
look at young mothers, while the SIPP includes the entire popula-
tion.

12 O'Neill, Bassi, and Hannan tried to overcome this difficulty by limiting their "AFDC recipi-
ents" to those who reported getting welfare or public assistance and who satisfied categorical
requirements for AFDC. This approach still leaves some uncertainty about the accuracy of their
sample, however.
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PART X

RESEARCH ON WELFARE RECIPIENCY*

Recent concern about the long-term dependency of welfare recifpi-
ents has generated questions about the duration of welfare spells
and the events that cause families to enter into or exit from the
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program. This
paper discusses the primary data source for answering such ques-
tions, and summarizes and evaluates the research of Mary Jo Bane
and David Ellwood based on those data.

The Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) is the primary
source of data for examining the duration of welfare recipiency.
The PSID began in 1968 with a national sample of roughly 5,000
families, and has interviewed the original families-and any new
families they have spawned-annually since that year. Although
many families have been lost due to deaths, moves to unknown ad-
dresses, or refusals to be reinterviewed, the addition of split-off
families had increased the total sample to nearly 7,000 families by
1984. Available information includes a wide range of demographic
characteristics and income sources and amounts. Sixteen years of
data can be used now, covering income and welfare receipt during
the years from 1967 through 1982, and three more are in process.

Researchers have used the PSID to investigate how long families
receive welfare, in terms of both uninterrupted spells and total du-
ration of all spells, and to determine the characteristics of long-
term recipients. In addition, the data have been used to identify
events, such as changes in income, marital status, or family compo-
sition, that are associated with beginning or ending welfare spells.

Primary among these studies are the works of David Ellwood
and Mary Jo Bane, which analyze PSID data using accepted meth-
odologies developed in other fields.' (See the bibliography for a list
of the major works of these and other authors.) Despite many dif-
ferences in definitions and periods covered, the various analyses
reach consistent conclusions about welfare spells and the charac-
teristics of long-term recipients; this is not surprising in that they
all use the same source of data. At the same time, some concerns
about the PSID data mean that detailed findings should be viewed
with caution.

Four issues are of particular concern. First, because of sample
losses over its history, the PSID may not accurately represent
AFDC recipients and their behavior. Second, data constraints limit
the analysis to unmarried mothers who head their own households;

*This paper was prepared by Roberton Williams of the Human Resources and Community De-
velopment Division of the Congressional Budget Office.

'Bane and ElIwood worked together on their initial analyses of AFDC recipients, but the
more recent research is the work of Ellwood alone. This paper discusses their combined work
without differentiating between the two periods.
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this leaves out young mothers living with others. Third, the small
number of AFDC cases in the PSID means that conclusions about
subgroups of recipients may be inaccurate. Finally, the PSID data
used cover the period 1967-1981; observations about the behavior of
AFDC families in the past may not be relevant for current policy
discussion. These and other issues are discussed at further length
below.

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

The Bane and Ellwood work on welfare receipt consists of two
basic strands. The first examines durations of welfare receipt-
both the lengths of individual AFDC spells and the total time spent
on welfare-as well as the characteristics of recipients with long
durations. The second attempts to identify events that are associat-
ed with entry into or exit from the AFDC program. The work fo-
cuses only on unmarried mothers-that is, mothers who have
never been married or who are widowed, separated, or divorced.

SPELL AND LIFETIME DURATIONS

Analyses distinguish between welfare spells-continuous periods
of welfare receipt-and welfare careers-the total time spent on
welfare over one's lifetime.2 The PSID data indicate that spells are
relatively short: roughly half last two years or less, and only 10
percent last as long as 10 years (see Table 1). On the other hand,
because about 40 percent of unmarried mothers who complete wel-
fare spells subsequently return to the AFDC program, total time on
welfare is significantly longer. In the PSID, only 30 percent of un-
married mothers who go onto AFDC get assistance for less than
two years. Half will be on AFDC for more than four years, and
about one in four will receive benefits for a total of at least ten
years.

TABLE 1.-DISTRIBUTION OF SPELL LENGTHS AND OF EXPECTED TOTAL TIME ON AFDC FOR
FIRST-TIME UNMARRIED FEMALE AFDC RECIPIENTS

[in percent]

Spells Expected total timeDuration
By year Cumulative By year Cumulative

1 Year ........................................................ 27 27 16 16
2 Years ...................................................... 20 47 14 30
3 Years ...................................................... 10 57 9 39
4 Years ...................................................... 12 70 11 50
5 Years ...................... 2 72 5- 55
6 Years ...................................................... 9 81 8 64

2 The analyses of both spell lengths and total time on welfare used PSID data-both for com-
pleted spells and for those that had not yet ended-to estimate probabilities of going onto
AFDC, of leaving the program, and of returning. Spell lengths were calculated directly from
these probabilities. Estimating total time on welfare, on the other hand, required a simulation
model to predict how recipients would beha.'e over 25-year periods. This model assumed that
behavior would be the same in the future as it had been during the period reflected in the data.

N
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TABLE 1.-DISTRIBUTION OF SPELL LENGTHS AND OF EXPECTED TOTAL TIME ON AFDC FOR
FIRST-TIME UNMARRIED FEMALE AFDC RECIPIENTS--Continued

[In percent]

Spells Expected total timeDuration
By year Cumulative By year Cumulative

7 Years ..................................................... 5 86 6 69
8 Years ...................................................... 2 88 4 73
9 Years ..................................................... 2 90 3 77
10 Years or more ....................................... 10 100 24 100

Average length (years) .............................. 4.4 1 6.6

'The average expected total time on AFDC reported in this table-6 6 years-is not consistent with the data
shown in table 2, where the average duration is 6.9 years The difference is due to the fact that the values in
this table are based on aggregate exit and recidivism probabilities, while those in table 2 are derived from
individual probabilities estimate4for each individual in the PSID data used by Ellwood.

Note. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding
Source. David T. Ellwood, "Targeting 'Would-Be' Long-term Recipients of AFDC" (Princeton, N.J.: Mathematica

Policy Research, Inc., January 1986), pp. 5 and 16.

Of the two measures, career lengths: may be better indicators of
welfare costs and dependency, since they show total time spent on
AFDC. At the same time, spell lengths and recidivism rates may
provide information about recipients trying to become self-suffi-
cient; short spells and frequent "recidivism" may indicate that re-
cipients want to get off AFDC but are having difficulty doing so.

Some AFDC recipients are more likely than others to have long
welfare careers. In particular, mothers who, at the time they first
receive AFDC benefits,

are young,
have young children,
have never been married, or
have not worked recently,

are more likely than other mothers to receive welfare for many
years (see Table 2). In addition, it is quite likely that many long-
term recipients have more than one of these characteristics. To the
extent that they identify potential long-term AFDC recipients,
these characteristics might be used to target programs to promote
self-sufficiency among welfare mothers.3

See pages 335-337, below, for further discussion of this issue.
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TABLE 2.-DISTRIBUTION OF FIRST-TIME AFDC RECIPIENTS, AVERAGE TOTAL DURATION OF
AFDC RECEIPT, AND PROPORTION RECEIVING BENEFITS FOR 10 OR MORE YEARS, BY
VARIOUS CHARACTERISTICS

Ave rage Reciving AFDC
Recipient characteristics at beginning of first spell Recipients (in duration (in efor 10 or more

percent) years) percent)

Age: Under 22 ................................................... 30 8.2 33

22 to 30 ................................................... 41 7.1 26
31 to 40 ................................................... 12 5.2 15
Over 40 .... . ......................................... 18 5.2 16

Race/ethnicity:
W hite ........................................................ 55 6.0 20
Black ......................................................... 40 8.1 32
Other ......................................................... 5 6.9 26

Years of education:
Under 9 ..................................................... 10 6.8 25
9 to 11 ..................................................... 38 7.7 29
Over 11 ..................................................... 53 6.3 22

Marital status:
Never married ........................................... 30 9.3 39
Divorced .................................................... 28 4.9 14
Separated .................................................. 32 6.8 24
W idowed ................................................... 8 4.4 10

Number of children:
0 to I I .................................................... 43 7.7 30
2 to 3 ....................................................... 43 6.0 20
Over 3 ....................................................... 14 6.8 25

Age of youngest child:
Under 3 ..................................................... 51 8.1 32
3 to 5 ....................................................... 23 6.8 24
6 to 10 ..................................................... 20 4.5 11
Over 10 ..................................................... 7 4.7 12

Work experience:
Worked in the last 2 years ....................... 66 6.5 23
Did not work in the last 2 years ............... 34 8.0 31

'In some states, pregnant women with no other children are eligible for AFDC if they meet the income and
asset restrictions

Source: David T. ElIwood, "Targeting 'Would.Be' Long.term Recipients of AFDC" (Princeton, N.J.: Mathematica
Policy Research, Inc., January 1986), p. 42.

ENTRY AND EXIT EVENTS

Most AFDC spells in the PSID began with a family change: in 45
percent of the cases, a husband left the family and the mother
became the family head, while unmarried women giving birth to
children and thus becoming single family heads accounted for an-
other 30 percent of spell beginnings (see the upper half of Table 3).
It should be noted that these statistics refer to all AFDC spells of
unmarried mothers, both first-time and repeat ones. Because some
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events are less likely to be the cause of repeat spells-such as be-
coming a household head as a result of having a baby-the prob-
abilities of given events leading to welfare receipt may differ for
the two types of spells.4 Existing analyses do not address this ques-
tion, however.
TABLE 3.-DISTRIBUTION OF EVENTS ASSOCIATED WITH ENTRY INTO OR EXIT FROM AFDC

BY UNMARRIED MOTHERS
[In percent]

Events Associated with Entry into AFDC 1

Change in family structure:
W ife became female household head ................................................................ 45
Unmarried woman without child became female head with child .......... 30

Change in income:
Female head's earnings decreased .................................................................... . 12
Decrease in earnings of others ......................................................................... 3
Decrease in other income ............................ 1

Other:
Increase in fam ily size ...................................................................................... 3
Fam ily m oved .................................................................................................... (2
Unidentified ....................................................................................................... . 5

Events Associated with Exit from AFDC
Change in family structure:

Female household head became a wife ............................................................. 35
Fam ily no longer had eligible child ................................................................... 11

Change in income:
Female head's earnings increased .................................................................... . 21
Increase in transfer income other than AFDC ................... 14
Increase in earnings of others ........................................................................... 5

Other:
Decrease in fam ily size....................................................................................... 2Family moved.................................................................... 2
Unidentified ...................................................................................................... 9

1 Events were considered in the order listed. Lower ranked events occurring at same time as higher ranked
events were not recorded.

2 Less than 0.5 percent.

Note: Details may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Source: Mary Jo Bane and David T. Ellwood, "The Dynamics of Dependence: The Routes to Self-Sufficiency"

(cambridge, MA: Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc., June 1983), p. 18; and David T. Eliwood,
"Working Off of Welfare: Prospects and Policies for Self-Sufficiency of Women Heading Families," Institute for
Research on Poverty Discussion Paper 803-86, March 1986, p. 14.

Nearly half of all AFDC exits in the PSID also coincided with
family changes. In 35 percent of all cases, the mother got married,
while 11 percent of spells ended because the family no longer had
an eligible child (see the lower half of Table 3).

Changes in the mother's earnings appear to be much less impor-
tant causes of AFDC entries or exits. Bane and Ellwood report that

4 For example, while nearly one-third of all spells begin when an unmarried woman gives
birth to a child and therefore becomes eligible for AFDC, it is much less likely that this would
be the cause of a second or subsequent welfare spell.
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only one-eighth of all cases began with a drop in the mother's earn-
ings, and only about one-fifth of mothers leaving welfare had in-
creases in their earnings. These results, however, are due in part to
the analytic approach of Bane and Ellwood. They used a hierarchi-
cal scheme which looked first for a change in family structure,
second for a change in the mother's earnings, third for a change in
other income, and finally for any other change. Because they al-
lowed only one classification for each entry or exit, lower ranked
events appear to have been less frequent than they, in fact, were.
In particular, earnings may play a more important role in ending
welfare spells than that indicated in Table 3.

To examine earnings more closely, Ellwood cross-tabulated
events associated with exits and the mother's earnings during the
first year off of AFDC (see Table 4). Over 40 percent of all mothers
leaving AFDC after a spell of three or more years had earnings of
at least $6,000 in 1981 dollars-which, adjusted for inflation, would
represent about $7,500 in 1987 dollars-during their first year off
the programs; that level of earnings is roughly equal to the poverty
threshold for a mother with one child. This group included about
one-fourth of cases in which the mother got married and nearly
one-fifth of families in which there was no longer a child eligible
for AFDC. It is impossible to determine what this means in terms
of causality; for example, do mothers have higher earnings after
marriage because it is easier to work, or do they first get a job and
then get married to someone they met through their work? Despite
the lack of answers to such questions, these findings suggest a
larger role for earnings than shown in Bane and Ellwood's earlier
results.

TABLE 4.-DISTRIBUTION OF EXITS FROM AFDC BY MOTHER'S EARNINGS DURING THE
FIRST YEAR AFTER EXIT AND BY EVENTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE EXIT

[In percent of all exits]

Mother's earnings in first year after exit from
AFDC

Event associated with exit from AFDC" Some earnings, More than
None but not more

than $6,000 3 $6,000 3

Female household head became a wife ................... 16 11 8
Family no longer had an eligible child .................... 6 4 3
Female head's income increased ............................. 0 4 17
O ther ...................................................................... 10 7 14

Total ...................... 32 26 42

'The values in this table differ slightly from those in Table 3 because cases with missing earnings were
excluded

2 Events were considered in the order listed. Lower ranked events that occurred at the same time as higher
ranked events were not recorded.

3 Income measured in 1981 dollars Inflated by the Consumer Price Index, the corresponding cutoff would be
roughly $7.500 in 1987 dollars

Notes Table entries read, for example, that 16 percent of all exits from welfare were cases in which a
female household head became a wife and had no earnings during her first year off AFDC.

Details may not sum to totals due to rounding
Source. Derived from David T. Ellwood. "Working Off of Welfare: Proslects an, Policies for Self-Sufficiency of

Women Heading Families," Institute for Research on Poverty Discussion Paper 803-86, March 1986, p. 15.
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The Bane-Ellwood analysis provides no direct information about
whether families left AFDC because they received larger child sup-
port payments, since that event was not specifically identified-in-
stead, an increase in child support would appear in "Unidentified"
events. We can conclude, however, that few, if any, welfare spells
ended for that reason: at most, 9 percent of exits-that is, all un-
identified exists shown in Table 3-would be associated with.great-
er child support, and the number is likely to be much smaller than
that.5 On the other hand, since the PSID data used in these analy-
ses covered the period from 1967 through 1981, they could not re-
flect any changes in child support payments brought about by the
1984 legislation that strengthened child support enforcement ef-
forts. Subsequent analyses may show a greater role for increased
child support payments in ending welfare spells. At the same time,
these and future data can speak only to the issue of actual exits
from AFDC; they cannot say how many families would move off
the welfare rolls if child support payments were increased.

Finally, for those women whose earnings were above $6,000
during their first year off of AFDC, the PSID data show that their
high earnings did not jump suddenly, but rather built up over time.
In particular, it appears that, on average, these women increased
both their work hours and their wage rates substantially during
their last year on, and their first year off, welfare (see Table 5).6

TABLE 5.-EARNINGS, HOURS WORKED, AND WAGES OF UNMARRIED MOTHERS WHO
EXITED AFDC WITH EARNINGS ABOVE $6,000

Employment measure Next-to-last Last year of First year after
year of spell spell spell

Average annual earnings (1981 dollars) ............ $4,039 $6,181 $10,008
Average annual work hours .............. 831 1,269 1,844
Average hourly wage (1981 dollars) ................. $5.03 $5.65 -$6.40

Source: David T. Ellwood, "Working Off of Welfare: Prospects and Policies for Self-Sufficiencj of Women
Heading Families," Institute for Research on Poverty Discussion Paper 803-86, March 1986, p. 23.

5 The 9 percent value actually indicates the number of exits that were not associated with any
of Bane and Ellwood's selected events. It therefore might understate the fraction of exits that
occurred concurrently with a particular-btut unspecified-other event.

6 Most of the rise in earnings was attributable to increased hours worked. Ellwood found that
those mothers who exited AFDC with earnings above $6,000 increased their work hours by an
average of 122 percent between the next-to-the-last year of a welfare spell and the first year
after getting off welfare. By contrast, average wage rates for these mothers grew by only 27
percent over the same three-year period.
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EVALUATION

The Ellwood and Bane work is based on a generally accepted
methodology developed in other applications, and appears to be
well done within the limitations of the data.7 The basic conclusions
are consistent with those of other researchers and with the obser-
vations of program administrators, which adds to their credibility.
At the same time, the following concerns about the PSID data
mean that specific results should be used with caution.

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA

Because of attrition throughout its history, the PSID now has
only about half of the families it would have had if all initial fami-
lies and all their split-offs had been kept. A National Science Foun-
dation study found that, in 1981, the survey was a reasonably accu-
rate representation of the population as a whole.8 That study did
not address the question of whether subgroups such as AFDC re-
cipients were correctly represented, however.

To assess how well AFDC recipients were represented in the
PSID, Bane and Ellwood compared the characteristics of AFDC
families in the PSID sample in 1977 with data from the 1977 AFDC
Recipient Characteristics Study (see Table 6). While the two data
sources matched reasonably well in terms of race and age of young-
est child, they were quite different for education and employment
status of the family head and number of children.

TABLE 6.--CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AFDC POPULATION: AFDC RECIPIENT
CHARACTERISTICS STUDY VERSUS PSID, 1977

[In percent of families] I

PSID families with children
Characteristics AFDC recipient Families with

study All families AFDC payments
with payments to female head

Race of family:
W hite ........................................................ 52.6 50.3 47.8
Black ......................................................... 43.0 42.3 45.1
Other ......................................................... 4.3 7.3 7.1

Education of head (in years):
Less than 9 ............................................... 19.1 30.2 13.9
9 to 12 ..................................................... 75.2 67.2 81.2
Some college ............................................. 5.6 2.6 4.9

Number of children in family:
One ........................................................... 40.2 29.4 29.4
Tw o ........................................................... 27.2 36.2 35.0
Three ............................ 16.2 18.3 20.0
Four to six ................................................ 14.7 14.2 14.6
Seven or more ........................................... 1.4 2.0 1.0

T See footnote 2, above, for a brief note on methodology.
S Sean Becketti and others, Attrition from the PSID (Santa Monica, CA: Unicon Research Cor-

poration, November 1983)
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TABLE 6.-CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AFDC POPULATION: AFDC RECIPIENT
CHARACTERISTICS STUDY VERSUS PSID, 1977-Continued

[In percent of families] I

PSID families with children

Characteristics AFDC recipient Families withstd All families k D a retAFCpayments
with payments to female head

Age of youngest child (in years)
0 to 2 ....................................................... 33.9 33.2 37.4
3 to 5 ....................................................... 23.8 25.2 24.2
6 to 11 ..................................................... 27.3 27.7 26.6
12 to 14 ................................................... 8.6 '8.3 7.3
15 to 18 ................................................... 6.4 5.6 4.5

Current employment status of head:
Employed ................................................... 14.2 28.9 24.1
Looking or laid off ..................................... 11.5 17.6 14.6
Out of labor force ...................................... 74.3 53.4 61.3

' Data from the AFDC Recipent Characteristics Study in this table are essentially the same as those for
March 1977 in Table 7, in spite of apparent differences. For example, while Table 7 shows 11.6 percent of
recipien!- had less than 9 years of education, compared with 19.1 percent in this table, the former also shows
nearly 40 percent as "unknown." If only those with known education were included, Table 7 would show 19.1
percent. Other apparent inconsistencies derive from the use of slightly different definitions.

Source: May Jo Bane and David T. Ellwood, "The Dynamics of Dependence: The Routes to Self-Sufficiency"
(Cambridge, MA: Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc.), June 1983, p. 99.

The differences in education, employment status, and number of
children are probably due to the fact that AFDC recipiency units
are not identified in the PSID. In particular, when unmarried
mothers live with relatives, it is likely that the mothers are not
family heads, and therefore the characteristics of the family heads
will be different from those of the AFDC recipients. The apparent
discrepancy between the two data sources in terms of education of
family heads probably results from the PSID's reporting the educa-
tion of an older relative rather than that of the AFDC mother. Be-
cause grandparents are more likely to be household heads than to
be heads of recipient units, and are also more likely not to have
attended high school, the PSID sample would be expected to show
lower educational attainment. Furthermore, AFDC recipients who
do not head their own households are likely both to be younger and
to have fewer years of schooling than those recipients who are
household heads. These assertions are supported by the fact that
when only families with AFDC payments to the female head are
included, the two data sources are more consistent in terms of edu-
cational attainment. At the same time, however, restricting the
sample to such families makes the sample look less like the recipi-
ent characteristics data when other characteristics-such as the
age of the youngest child-are considered. 9

9 Bane and Ellwood included only female-headed families with AFDC payments to the head in
the PSID sample they used.
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The different numbers of children in AFDC units can be ex-
plained similarly. Because children who live with but are not part
of an AFDC unit would be counted in the PSID but not in the
AFDC Recipient Characteristics Study, the PSID would be expected
to show fewer families with one child and more families with two
or more children.

The discrepancy between the two data sources in terms of em-
ployment status probably stems in part from this same factor and
in part from the fact that two different time frames are used in the
PSID. A family is recorded as receiving AFDC if it got benefits at
any time during the previous calendar year, while employment
status is measured at the time of the survey. Consequently, the
PSID shows cases in which a mother received AFDC in one year,
but was off the program and had a job at the time of the PSID
survey, as AFDC families whose heads are employed. To the extent
that there are such families, the PSID overstates the fraction of
AFDC recipients who are working. By contrast, the recipient char-
acteristics data refer only to families at the time they are getting
AFDC, so reported employment rates should be more accurate.

LACK OF INFORMATION ON SUBFAMILIES

At least some of the differences between PSID data on AFDC re-
cipients and program data may be due to the fact that families
living with relatives-especially unmarried mothers living with
their parents-cannot be indentified on the PSID. While the PSID
obtains a wide range of data about the demographic and economic
characteristics and the behavior of families, it contains only limit-
ed information about particular members of those families. In gen-
eral, personal information is gotten only for family heads and their
spouses; data for all other family members are often combined. For
example, the amount of AFDC income received by the head and
spouse is reported, but for all other family members, only the total
amount of AFDC received by all members is available. Moreover,
information about relationships is always given with respect to the
family head. This means that it is impossible to identify subfami-
lies-parents and their children living with other relatives-with
certainty.

In particular, this means that young AFDC mothers who live
with their parents cannot be identified accurately on the PSID.' 0

As a result, Bane and Ellwood's analyses of the PSID omitted such
cases. Only when these mothers moved out of their parental house-
holds were they counted as beginning AFDC spells. To the extent
that they got welfare while living with their parents, both their
AFDC spells and their total years on welfare are understated. On
the other hand, if many mothers got AFDC only for brief periods
and only while living with their parents, omitting their short -wel-
fare spells overestimates the average time spent on welfare. Unfor-

1WIt is possible to determine that a mother living with others got AFDC in some cases, but
two conditions must be met. First, the data must indicate that someone other than the house-
hold head and the head's spouse received AFDC, and second, the mother must be the only other
adult in the household who could have gotten benefits. Bane and Ellwood did not isolate such
cases; they elected to consider only those cases in which AFDC went to unmarried women who
headed their own households.
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tunately, there is no basis for deciding which of these situations is
dominant.

SMALL SAMPLE SIZE

The PSID contains roughly 500 cases of unmarried-mother fami-
lies getting AFDC at some time between 1970 and 1982. This
sample is large enough to obtain statistically meaningful results
for the AFDC population as a whole, but is too small for analysts
to be confident of conclusions about smaller subgroups of recipi-
ents. For example, the PSID data should not be used to examine
characteristics of AFDC recipients in individual states; no more
than 15 percent of AFDC families live in even the largest states.
Similarly, the data are likely to be unreliable for relatively small
groups such as very young mothers living on their own. Again, this
means that general trends are probably portrayed accurately, but
details should be viewed with skepticism.

CURRENT RELEVANCE

A final concern is whether any research findings based on the
PSID are relevant for current policy discussions. The answer de-
pends on whether today's welfare recipients are similar to, and
behave the same as, their counterparts over the period covered by
the PSID data-1970 through 1982. While it is impossible to know
with certainty, three factors may mean that the two groups behave
differently.

First, the AFDC program today is not the same as it was during
the 1970s. The changes enacted through the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act (OBRA) in 1981 sharply increased the rate at which
benefits are reduced as earnings rise. Not surprisingly, this has re-
sulted in many fewer AFDC families having earnings (see Table 7).
In addition, benefit levels have declined in real terms, altering the
effective eligibility criteria for the program. At the same time,
American society has changed, with a larger proportion of families
being headed by women, more women working, and generally
higher unemployment and poverty rates. All of these factors make
it unlikely that welfare recipients in 1987 would act just like those
in the 1970s.

TABLE 7.-CHARACTERISTICS OF AFDC RECIPIENTS, 1969-1984

Janu- Aver- Aver.May a ac ac age'
1969 1973 1977 1979 198 1984

S1973 March Maca 184 ae

Average family size (number of persons) ...... 4.0 3.6 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.9
Number of child recipients (percent of AFDC

cases):
One .................................................................. 26.6 NA 37.9 40.3 42.3 43.4 44.1
Two ................................................................... 23.0 NA 26.0 27.3 28.1 29.8 29.6
Three ................................................................ 17.7 NA 16.1 16.1 15.6 15.2 15.5
Four or more ..................................................... 32.5 NA 20.0 16.3 13.9 10.1 10.0
Unknown ...................................................................... . NA............. 1.5 0.8

Race/ethnicity (percent of caretakers):
W hite ................................................................ NA 38.0 39.9 41.4 40.4 41.8 41.3
Black ................................................................ 45.2 45.8 44.3 43.0 43.1 43.8 41.9
Hispanic ............................................................ NA 13.4 12.2 12.2 13.6 12.0 12.8
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TABLE 7. -CHARACTERISTICS OF AFDC RECIPIENTS, 1969-1984-Continued

May Jan1- Ma March March Aver- Aver.
1969 13 195 1917 1979 a983' a98

Native American ................................................
Asian .................................................................
Other and unknown ...........................................

Education of mother (percent of mothers):
Less than 8th Grade .........................................
8th Grade ..........................................................
1-3 years of HS ...............................................
High school degree ...........................................
Some college .....................................................
College graduate ...............................................
Unknown ...........................................................

Basis for eligibility (percent of children):
Both parents present:

Incapacitated ................................................
Unemployed ..............................

One or both parents absent:
Death ...........................................................
Divorce or separation ....................................
No marital tie ...............................................
Other reason .................................................

Unknown ........... ...........................
Mother's employment status (percent of moth-

ers):
Full-time job ......................................................
Part-time job .....................................................
Actively seeking work; in school or training ......

Age of mother (percent of mothers):
Under 20 ..........................................................
20-24 ..............................................................
25-29 ..............................................................
30-39 ..............................................................
40 or over ........................................................
Unknown ...................................

Age of youngest child (percentage of AFDC
families):

Under 3 ............................................................
3-5 ..................................................................
6-11 ................................................................
12 and over ...................................................... I
Unknown ...........................................................

Median number of months on AFDC during
current spell .....................................................

1.3
NA
4.8

19.0
10.4
30.7
16.0
2.0
0.2

21.6

11.7
4.6

5.5
43.3
27.9
3.5
3.5

8.2
6.3

10.0

6.6
16.7
17.6
30.4
25.0
3.6

35.4
?2.6
?5.4
t6.6
NA

23

1.1 1.1
NA 0.5
1.7 2.0

NA 10.3
NA 6.4
NA 31.7
NA 23.7
NA 3.9
NA 0.7
NA 23.3

10.2 7.7
4.1 3.7

5.0
46.5
31.5
2.7

,.....,....,

3.7
48.3
31.0
4.0
1.6

1.1
0.4
1.9

6.8
4.8

25.1
20.5
3.0
0.4

39.4

59
5.0

2.6
46.9
33.8
5.7

1.4
1.0
0.4

5.1
4.4

20.8
18.8
2.7
0.4

47.8

5.3
4.1

2.2
44.7
37.8
5.9

1.0
1.5

...... ,,,...

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

3.4
9.2

1.9
38.6
45.5
1.4

1.1
2.3
0.6

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

3.6
8.6

1.9
36.2
46.4
1.2
2.1

9.8 10.4 8.4 8.7 1.5 1.2
6.3 5.7 5.3 5.4 3.4 3.6

11.5 12.2 13.8 12.8 19.7 22.2

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

8.3 8.1 24.1
. ......... 28.0
4 43.1 - 42.8 ' 21.4

27.9 24.2 5 27.2
17.6 17.7 5 15.4
3.0 7.2 54.0

2 3.6
3 28.6
5 23.8
1 27.9
5 15.7
5 0.3

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

37.6 33.5 33.3 33.9 37.9 37.7
22.5 25.2 23.3 21.6 21.7 22.6
25.7 26.4 26.8 27.7 24.1 23.9
14.3 14.9 14.7 15.0 14.5 14.9

NA NA 1.9 1.7 1.8 0.9

27 31 26 29 26 26

I Average monthly figures for the fiscal year.
2 Under age 19. Includes other caretaker adults if the mother is absent.
3 Ages 19-24. Includes other caretaker adults if the mother is absent.4 Ages 20-29.
5 Includes other caretaker adults if the mother is absent.
Sources: Congressional Budget Office tabulations of data from the following sources: tabulations from the

Office of Family Assistance, HHS. National Center for Social Statistics, AFDC; Selected Statistical Data on Families
Aided and Program Operations, ,,CSS Report H-4(71). 1971; Office of Research and Statistics, Social Security
Administration, AFDC: A Chartbook, 1978 & 1979; ORS, SSA, 1979 Recipient Characterstics Study. Part 1, 1982;
ORS, SSA, 1983 Recipient Characteristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC Recipients, 1986; Committee on Ways
and Means, Background Material and Data on Programs within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means,
1986; and unpublished statistics from the 1984 AFDC quality control data.
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Second, other legislative changes may have affected who goes
onto AFDC. Child support enforcement laws have been strength-
ened; increased payments may have enabled more unmarried
mothers to stay off welfare. Similarly, equal opportunity legislation
and the growth of labor force participation among women may
have increased the chances of female-headed families self-suffi-
cient.

Last, a comparison of the recipient characteristics shown in
Table 7 indicates that, as a group, the AFDC population has
changed over the last two decades. Between 1969 and 1984, their
average family size dropped from 4.0 persons to 2.9 persons, and
the proportion of one-child families rose from 27 percent to 44 per-
cent. Significantly more AFDC mothers had never been married
(46 percent in 1984, up from 28 percent 15 years earlier). Mothers
were younger, on average, with 32 percent under age 25 in 1983,
compared with 23 percent in 1969. Finally, employment was much
less common among AFDC mothers: 15 percent had jobs in 1969,
but bnly 5 percent worked in 1984.

In spite of this evidence, it is not completely clear that AFDC
families behave that much differently than their earlier counter-
parts. Because of major demographic changes, it is possible that
much of what is shown in the characteristics data reflects a change
in the composition of the AFDC population and not a change in the
behavior of any particular type of recipient. The population bulge
due to the baby boom may have caused the increase in the fraction
of AFDC mothers who are young, for example. To the extent that
young mothers have always behaved differently from their older
counterparts, this shift in the age composition of the AFDC popula-
tion would show up as apparent changes in behavior of welfare re-
cipients as a whole, even if individual age groups acted the same in
1984 as they did in 1969. Furthermore, even if current recipients do
act differently, the general patterns of behavior shown in the PSID
may still be relevant, although the specific details may not be.

USEFULNESS OF FINDINGS FOR TARGETING PROGRAMS

To the extent that this research identifies characteristics that in-
dicate which AFDC recipients are most likely to get benefits for ex-
tended periods (see Table 2 above), it might be possible to use those
characteristics to target programs to promote self-sufficiency
among welfare mothers. For example, since unmarried mothers
under age 22 are more likely than their older counterparts to be
long-term recipients, training programs might be provided primari-
ly for the younger group. At the same time, it must be recognized
that the categories used in Table 2 were chosen arbitrarily and
may not be the best way to identify potentially long-term recipi-
ents. Even though those under age 22 are more likely than others as
a group to get AFDC for 10 years or more, for example, they may
not be significantly more likely to do so than recipients who are age
23 or age 24. These characteristics should be thought of as gener-
al-not specific-indicators of who will be long-term recipients.
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The potential problems with using the specific categories given
in Table 2 to identify those most likely to be long-term AFDC re-
cipients are demonstrated in Table 8, which compares the differ-
ences in the average lengths of welfare careers between alternative
divisions of welfare families. The Ellwood categories for age of
mother, for example, indicate that unmarried mothers under age
22 are most likely to have AFDC careers lasting at least 10 years
and to have the longest average spell lengths; about one-third of
these youngest mothers will have long spells, compared with just
over one-fifth of all other AFDC mothers, and their average spells
will last just under 2 years longer (see Table 8). If age 30 is used to
divide young from old mothers, however, the differences between
the two groups are greater: young mothers are almost twice as
likely as older mothers to have long spells, and their spells will av-
erage nearly 2.5 years longer. Using alternative aggregations can
thus generate greater differences between recipient subgroups.
This example does not imply that the alternative division is prefer-
able; it is still the case that the youngest mothers, as a group, are
most likely to be long-term recipients, more likely than any of the
aggregated groups. At the same time, it does demonstrate the possi-
ble pitfalls of using the arbitrarily chosen divisions of any particu-
lar research work.

TABLE 8.-EFFECTS OF USING ALTERNATIVE GROUPINGS ON LIKELIHOOD OF LONG-TERM
AFDC CAREERS AND ON AVERAGE SPELL LENGTH

Long-term Average career
Characteristic careers (in length (in

percent) years)

Age of mother (in years):
Under 22 ........................................................................... 32.8 8.2
22 and over ...................................................................... . 21.5 6.3

Difference .................................................................... . 1 .3 1.9

Under 3 1 ........................................................................... 28.8 7.6
31 and over ................................................................. ..... 15.5 5.2

Difference ................................................................... 13.3 2.4

Marital status:
Never m arried ................................................................... 39.3 9.3
Separated: Divorced or widowed ................ _ 18.3 __ 5.7

Difference ..................................................................... 21.0 3.6

Separated or never married ............................................... 31.5 8.0
Divorced or widowed .................................................... ..... 12.9 4.8

Difference ..................................................................... 18.6 3.2

Age of youngest child (in years):
Under 3 ............................................................................. 31.9 8.1
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TABLE 8.-EFFECTS OF USING ALTERNATIVE GROUPINGS ON LIKELIHOOD OF LONG-TERM
AFDC CAREERS AND ON AVERAGE SPELL LENGTH-Continued

Long.term Average career
Characteristic careers ' (in length (in

percent) years)

3 and over ........................................................................ 17.4 5.6
Difference ..................................................................... 14.5 2.5

U nder 6 ............................................................................. 29.6 7.7
6 and over ........................................................................ 11.6 4.6

Difference ..................................................................... 1 8.0 3.1

1Welfare spells lasting at least 10 years.
Source: Congressional Budget Office calculations based on data in David T. Ellwood, Targeting "Would-Be"

Long-Term Recipients of AFDC (Princeton, N.J: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., January 1986), p. 42.

WHAT CONCLUSIONS CAN BE DRAWN?

Despite the limitations of the PSID data, the consistency of re-
sults across different analyses and their agreement with other in-
formation about welfare recipients lend confidence to a few general
conclusions:

Welfare spells are most likely to begin with marital disrup-
tion or the birth of a child to an unmarried mother, rather
than with a loss of income or the death or disability of a
parent.

Unmarried mothers are more likely to receive welfare for
long periods if, when they first go onto welfare, they are young,
have never been married, have no recent work experience, or
have very young children.

Welfare spells are most likely to end when the mother mar-
ries or no longer has eligible children living with her. In-
creased earnings may also be important; they often accompany
family changes, and it is difficult to determine which is the
cause. In addition, when earnings seem to matter, they appear
generally to have risen gradually over a period of years rather
than to have increased suddenly.

WHAT Is NOT KNOWN

Shortcomings of the PSID for examining welfare receipt and con-
straints of analytical methodologies limit what can be known about
AFDC recipients. Two particular gaps stand out:

Specific characteristics that best predict long-term recipiency
are uncertain. For example, while the analysis shows that
younger mothers are more likely than older mothers to get
welfare for long periods, we do not know what age best differ-
entiates "younger" from "older." As a result, the use of these
results to target programs for long-term recipients should be
undertaken with caution.
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While the results may provide good general indicators of
how particular groups of AFDC recipients will behave, we
know only about the average behavior of group members; we
do not know how much variability there is among individuals
in each group. Because there could be significant differences
among recipients, it may be important to allow flexibility in
program rules.
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