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On August 6 Senator Russell B. Long, chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance, made an address on the Senate floor dealing with
the subject of our present welfare system and proposals to modify it;
that statement is reproduced here. Persons interested in additional
background informsation supporting Senator Long’s statement will
find it beginning on page 13.
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WELFARE REFORM—OR IS IT?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the present
welfare program has been universally:
described as a mess, It is fair to say, how-
ever, that no one really contends that
this is true of the old age assistance pro-~
gram, the aid to the blind, and the aid
to disabled persons categories. These
adult programs were soundly conceived
and, while they could undoubtedly be
improved by closer supervision or by
merging some of them with parallel so-
cial insurance programs having the same
general in view, no one contends
in any serious way that they are a mess.
They make sense, they meet needs of
people, they assure social and economic
Justice.

It 1s in the program to assist families
with dependent children that the welfare
program has gone astray so badly that
the children are described as its victims
rather than its beneficiaries. It is this
program that has mushroomed without
planning, grown like Topsy until it has
caused the entire program, including
those soundly-conceived, well-adminis-
texed adult categories, to take on the ap-
pellation of the “Welfare Mess.”

As one who has labored for 24 years to
help construct the programs for the aged
and disabled, I am determined to do what
I can to bring about the resurrection of
the program.to aid little children, I am
frank to say, after a 3-year study of the
President’s Family Assistance plan, that
it does not constitute welfare reform aé
all. It has every prospect of being just
the opposite.

First, let us look at the way in which
the program for AFDC has burgeoned in
comparison with other welfare oate-

gories.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have piinted in the Racoan a
table showing the number of recipients
and the dollar cost in selected years.

WELFARE RECIPIENTS, DECEMBER OF SELECTED YEARS
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Mr. LONG. Mr, President, in the late
1960’s, the burgeoning welfare rolls re-
flect the work of weifare activists, in-
cluding the Government-paid corps of
attorneys for the Office of Economic Op-
portunity. The poverty lawyers scored
their greatest victories in loading down
the welfare rolls with millions of persons
who were never intended to be there.

The two greatest victories of these
OEO lawyers to misconstrue the intent
of Congrees involved the so-calledt man-
in-the-house rule and the residency re-
quirement, which the Supreme Cowrt

a .
The most obvious threat of the so-
called welfare reform is that it would

proceed upon the theory that every fam-
ily of four should be assured of at least
$2,400 per year incomes if they do
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across this Nation, is demanding $6,600
for & family of four, with benefits for sin-
gle persons and childless couples as well
as families. Such & program, which could
place 112 million persons on welfare,
would {nevitably follow the one which
would place 35 million people on weifare.
It is dimcult enough for a person to resist
the political appesl of higher and higher
welfare beneflts when the number of
beneficiaries totals 13 million, with most
of them being children ineligible to vote.
When those rolls total 26 million, it will
be much more diffcult. Welfare bene-
ficiaries at the next election will be ask-
ing but a single question: “How did this
S8enator or that Congressman vote when
our w?elfare increass was before the Con-
m ”

The best evidence of the irresistible
nature of the downhili drift into a wel-
fare state can be illustrated by the fact
that at this very moment we have a Re-
publican President fighting for such a
prograin—although probably less than
10 percent of the people involved voted
for him at the last election—in the ho
tbathecanpenqadesomeofthosepegf
ple to join the ranks of his supporters at
the next election. All he has achieved is
the guaranteed assurance that every
Democratic challenger is likely to advo-
cate an even higher figure than the Re-
publican President is now offering. Even
before the bill has passed, it has already
developed into & political version of the
once popular radio program, “Can You
Top This?"

One of my Republican friends de-
scribed it this way: He said it will be
Hke a poker game where the contenders
{or office will “’5{3’" call huhdred

one saying, “I call that bet and raise you
a hundred.”
Once we launch our Naetional Govern-

Number of

eerreenioneanasoasanes g
----- yesbmeavernccsesvan
..... aveeceseaneseniene 12

1 Includes single persons and childless couples.

THE REFORM FIASCO

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, any good
welfare reform measure should remove
from the rolls millions of recipients who
have no business being there in the first
instancs. That is what comes tq the
‘minds of most people who have never en-
joyed any benefits from the program,
either directly or indirectly, but who
must pay taxes to support it.

Let me give but two {llustrations of the
welfare mess which would not be Im-
proved but which would become worse if
H.R. 1 were to he enacted as it passed
the House.

Let us assume a situation in which a
father is unmarried to the mother of
his children and is making $7,000 a year.

Theoretically, he is unavailable tc heip
support the mother of his three chil-
dren—although as a practical matter he
is. The benefits to which she would be
entitled vary according to the State. In
New York'City or Chicago, she would be
entitled to cash benefits of $3,800, plus
medicaid with & value of $900. The total
family income for these five people is,
therefore, $11,700, and the bonus not to
marry is $4,700.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Rxcomp a table entitled
“Family income and marital status un-
der HR. 1in Chicago, IIL.”

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Rxcoro,
as follows:

Family tnoome and mattial status under
H.R. 1 in Ohioago, 1U.

PFather not married to mother:
Father's earnings...----- #7, 000
Weifare paymént to mother and
8 children. ... rocanence o—— 5
Value of medicald benefits....... 900
Total .... ——- 11,700
Father married to mother:
Father's earnings. . ccveevcvcvnnen 7, 000
Welfare payment to mother and
thres childpen 1]
Value of medicald benefits... .-... 0
Total ...-- cmmacanamm——nenee 9, 000
b ———
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first $720 of annual earnings is not taken
into soccount in determining either the as-
sistance paymens or the medioald deductible.
Each additional 61,000 of earnings, however,
results in costs to the family which average
maee than §1 in added cost for each 81 of
added earnings. For example, a family in-
creasing its annus! earnings from $3,000 to
43,000 would have to pay out $!.07 for every
dollar of additional If the family
lived in public housing, the total added cost
for each dollar of earnings would be §1.13,
In other words, it would cost the family §1,-
130 to increase its earnings from $3,000 to
Os,oogb'rhuwould be & net loss to the family
of $1380.

The data in this chart with respect to the
reduction in assistance, income taxes, and
public housing rent are based on computa-

tions by the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare which assume that Dela-
ware will supplement the basic Federal as-
sistance payment of $3,400 per year by $316
which would maintain Delaware's existing
payment level with an increase to compen.
sate for the fact that food stamps or surplus
commodities would no longer be available.
The medicald deductible would affect fam-
illes to the extent that they have medical
Yxpenses. It is computed on the assumption
that Delaware will set the medical assistance
standard at the $2,616 payment level although
HR. 1 would permit it to set that standard
somewhat higher or lower. Bocial security
tax costs are based on the employee taxes
provided for in present law for 1978 and later
years. The chart also assumes that the ad-
ministration's public housing proposals will
be enacted.

CHART B—H.R. 1: WHAT EACH DOLLAR EARNED WILL COST A FAMILY OF 4 IN CHICAGO (MOTHER WITH 3 CHILDREN)

Renge of earnings
. Oto $1,000to $2.000 to to to 000 to
w0 Mg TEw P oo S
019 0.6 .67 $0.67 87 81
.08 .08 ”.oo .08 ”.os &g
e ——————— Il % B T & Ig 3
Sublobal.. ......o oo, .25 W 1.0 1.06 1.2 L2
Inerease in puble housing rent. .........._.._....__....._. 15 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08
Total cost to family for each doiler earned............. 0 100 L12 L12 L2 1.3

WHAT EACR DoOLLAR EaaNmp WL
A Fauny or Four 1IN CHICACO,
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on the dollar from earnings in the $1,000 to
$2,000 nntga.otAbovo that, the costs incurred
as a resul increased earnings would ex-
oceed the amount of the earnings.

The data in this chart with respect to the
reduction in assistance, income taxes, and

public are based on computations
by the Depw of Health, Education,
and Weifars which assume that Ilinois will

maintairnt its cash assistance levels with an
increase to offset the loss of food stamps.
The figures also assume that the adminis-
tration's public housing proposals will be
omohd.&oommumymoaambmd
on the employee taxes providéd for in pres-
ent law for 1973 and Iater years.

;

&8
:
:

1l

E%
5‘;
i

I

-

g
i1

|
%

gs
25

i
5
-
¢

i

2
8
1

2
L

;
f



7

CHARY Cl—H.R. 1: WHAT EACH DOLLAR EARNED WILL COST A FAMILY OF 4 IN NEW YORK CITY (MOTHER WITH 3 CHILOREN)

Raage of sarnings
0 000f 32,000t $3.000to $4,000to 3500010 $6,000 %
sl.w% “h. $000 34000 5,00 $6,00  $,000
W OGUCHON. - oo ccemeeeeemenanes 019  $0.67 $0.67 0.6 067 NG W
so'.m&n [ AR BN .06 .08 .08 .08 % .08
State, Federal Income (X - o il i eeeenanas .ot .03 R . .2
Modicaid deductible InCresss. ... ... coi i iiiiecciirecireretccnteaare s cearaaaen 7 .33
................................ .13 JE L .90 1.2 L2
Increase In public housing rent__......_......... 15 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08
Total cost to family for sach dollar edrned. .. .40 .19 .80 N /] .98 1.31 1.33

-

HR. 1: WHAT BACE DorraR EarNxDp WILL
go;rArmrormmmMYmOur.
This chart is similar to chart No. A, but

it shows the cost of each additional doilar

of earnings at various earnings levels for a

family composed of a mother and three ohil~

dren in New York rather than in Wilmington,

Del. The effects in both cities are comparable

excert that in New York thers would be 10

medicald deductible at earrings levels

under $8,000 on the essumption” that New

sistance payment level in the same ratlo
a8 its ourrent medical assistance standard
bears to its payment level. The chart also
assumes that, in reducing the State sup-
plemental assistante, New York will follow
the Federal practios of reducing benefits by
only 67 percent of earnings above $T720.
HR. 1 would, however, permit the State to
increase the reduction rate to as much as 100
percent in earnings ranges above $4,320.

Mr. LONG. Ndw again, Mr, President,
this is how ¢the program would work if
the beneficiaries conducted themselves
as the proponents of the plan would

y hope; namely, contrary to the economios

of the situatlon. As a practical mmiter, it
would pay the family if the ather would
simply remain outside the family unit in
every legal and technical sense, while the
mother pretended a degree of depend-
ency on welfare that does not, In fact

THS HUPRRME COURTY’S ROLE
A sigpificant part of today's welfare
mess exists because of the conduct of
the Supreme Court's outlawing the man-
fri-the-house rule and the resitency

intended that, all elements g

1
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i
i
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dime employment opportunities.

Once we are able to agree, and I be-
lieve that the Committee on Finance is
wiiling to agree, that our objective js
provide everyone with an opportunity
sufficient to provide
for essential needs, we should have little

come of $2,400 a year while they do it.

It is easy enough to make welfare more
attractive than work. This Nation prob-
ably has the resources accumulated over
centuries of dedicated, honest, diligent
endeavor to afford and sustain tax-

corruption in
the sifort run. No nation, not even this
one, has enough fat to sustain such an
erroneous course indefinitely.

‘A nursery story tells us of the grass-
hopper who fiddled all summer oniy to

. die with the first frost. Why should this

be the inspiration of the free world while
the major cities of America are clogged
with trash and pollution and tax-paid
welfare loafers wallow jn litter and
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TABLE 1.—PROPORTION OF POPULATION RECEIVING WELFARE UNDER CURRENT LAW AND PROPORTION
OF POPULATION ELIGIBLE FOR BENEFITS UNDER H.R. 1 BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1973

[Persons in thousands)

Federally aided welfare Persons eligible for welfare
Civilian recipients, current law, benefits under H.R. 1,
resident rlml year 1973 fiscal year 1973
population,

1973 Number Percent Number Percent
Alabama ...................cciiiii, 3,449.5 408.2 11.8 761.9 22.1
Alaska ..o 353.7 16.4 4.6 25.3 7.1
Arizona........ ......ooiiiiiis i, 2,151.3 97.7 4.5 163.2 1.9
Arkansas.... .. . ........ ..o ceeel, 1,958.6 149.0 7.6 404.5 20.7
California .. ...........covvvviiiiinnnn 23,052.0 2,335.6 10.1 2,444.4 10.6
Colorado.. .. ....... ...ciiiiiiiin, 2,529.9 146.2 58 190.6 7.5
Connecticut.. . ..............ooveel 3,353.4 1415 4.2 200.2 6.0
Delaware ...... e rereerereiiiies 621.9 36.1 5.8 58.5 9.4
District of Columbia....................... 7343 101.7 13.8 144.9 19.7
Florida .. . ... .......coiviiiiiies ooins 8,195.3 4499 5.0 917.6 11.2
Georgia . ....... .iiiiiiii, 4,914.6 485.1 9.9 961.0 19.6
Hawaii .... . ........ .. .. ........... 840.7 43.8 5.2 63.0 7.5
Idaho . . ... ... ... 720.8 30.6 4.2 52.4 7.3
Iinois . ..... .. ... e 11,643.9 639.5 5.5 959.4 8.2
Indichna ... 5,503.8 168.1 3.1 355.4 6.5

el



TABLE 1.—PROPORT'ON OF POPULATION RECEIVING WELFARE UNGER CURRENT LAW AND PROPORTION
OF POPULATION ELIGIBLE FOR BENEFITS UNDER H.R. 1 BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1973—Continued

{Persons in thousands)

Federally aided welfare Persons eligible for we'fare
Civillan recipients, current law, benefits under H.R. 1,
resident 1?:4::! year 1973 fiscal year 1973
population,
1973 Number Percent Number Percent
lowa. .. . 2,813.0 116.2 4.1 241.7 8.6
Kansas. .. ....... ... cieiier el 2,252.8 104.0 4.6 234.1 10.4
Kentucky ... . ...............o 3,247.4 259.8 8.0 621.0 19.1
Louisiana. . . . ... ......... ... 3,792 5 473.3 125 823.7 21.7
Maine .. ... e 982.7 919 9.4 131.0 13.3
Maryland ............ ..... ..ccoeeee 4,520.4 217.5 4.8 3882.5 8.6
Massachusetts.......... ..... ............ 5,990.7 417.5 7.0 536.3 9.0
Michigan... .. .. .. ... ... 9,504.7 517.5 5.4 841.7 8.9
Minnesota.... . .. ... ... ...l 4,034.5 159.5 4.0 346.1 8.6
Mississippi. .. ..... ... .... ..o 2,145.4 269.4 12.6 626.3 29.2
Missouri . ... 48514 332.3 6.8 555.5 11.5
Montana...............ooovvivviniieennnns 687.3 26.0 38 51.8 7.5
Nebraska ................ ..cooiivinnnnn. 1,508.4 57.5 2.8 124.3 8.2
Nevada. ...... ....oovviiiiiiiiiiiine, 692.1 23.1 3.3 378 5.5
815.5 309 38 49.1 6.0

New Hampshire.... .......................

¥1



New lersey..............covv vvviiiinnnnn, 7,900.4 517.6 6.6 603.3 7.6
New MeXiCo ....... .. ..ovvvvnr eernnns 1,032.5 100.1 9.7 144.1 14.0
NewYork. .. ..cooovvvviiiiiiiiiinnnnn, 18,929.5 1,550.0 8.0 2,067.2 10.9
North Carolina.. ... .............oeeennn 5,273.2 248.2 4.7 821.6 15.6
North Dakota....... .......cocvvvveiinns 597.6 20.4 34 58.4 9.8
Ohio. . .. ... .o i 11,160.3 523.7 4.7 928.7 8.3
Oklahoma..... .......coovvvvvns vivvvinnns 2,623.0 218.6 8.3 400.7 15.3
Oregon. .........co viiiiii 2,282.2 138.1 6.1 203.5 9.0
Pennsylvania ...... .......... .... ...... 11,918.3 880.2 7.4 1,267.5 10.6
Rhodelsland ........ . ...l oL 968.5 68.2 7.0 103.4 10.7
South Carolina ..... ..... e e 2,624.8 142.3 5.4 466.8 17.8
South Dakota........... ...... ........... 641.1 324 5.1 76.8 12.0
Tennessee .. ... .. . ...... e 4,038.0 358.1 8.9 830.4 20.6
Texas. . e e e e 12,0981 771.6 6.4 1,571.3 13.0
Utah 1,179.9 57.6 49 95.3 8.1
Vermont ........ ... ............ ... 474.3 25.1 5.3 44.8 9.4
Virginia ..... e e e 4,988.7 185.4 3.7 566.5 11.4
Washington . .... ........ . 3,748.0 217.2 5.8 276.8 7.4
West Virginia............... .. ...... . 1,600.6 128.1 8.0 326.8 20.4
Wisconsin........ ................. .. e 4,678.6 138.2 3.0 311.7 €.7
Wyoming....... ........... ool 327.5 13.7 4.2 23.3 7.1
GUam . .. e e 104.0 2.8 2.7 3.5 34
PuertoRico ................coevvinee. .. 2,953.7 339.1 11.5 995.8 3.7
Virgin Islands... .. 100.9 2.6 2.6 39 39

Total......... ....ociivvien i, 220,106.1  15,025.1 6.8 25,503.3 11.6

Sout ce: Department of Health, Education, and Waelfare.

St



TABLE 2.—CHILDREN RECEIVING AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENCENT CHILDREN AS A PROPORTION OF
CHILD POPULATION AND BY STATUS OF FATHER, 1940 TO 1970

[Number of children in thousands]

Total children receiving AFDC

Nulmo%oor Number of children receiving AFDC by status of father !
rl,
pg;ulatlon Absent from

June of Number  under age 18 D2ad the home Incapacitated  Unemployed Other ?
1940 . .. . 835 20 347 253 227 . ... ... 8
1941 .. .. 946 23 373 304 259 .. ... .. 10
1942. ... 952 23 354 325 262 . ... ... 11
1943 ... . 746 18 260 269 207 .... .. 10
1944....... 651 16 213 247 181 .. .. 10
1945. ..... 647 15 197 257 182 . .. ... 11
1946.. ..... 799 19 225 334 225 ...... e 15
1947 . ... . . 1,009 23 262 441 286 ...... Coee 20
1948 .. 1,146 25 272 522 327 . .. . 25
1949. ... 1,366 29 306 648 382 ..... 30
1950. . 1,660 34 350 818 455 . . oo 37
1951. . . 1,617 32 320 826 435 .. . . 36
1952. ... 1,527 30 283 808 402 ... . ... 34
1953 .. 1,493 28 255 819 386 .. . .. 33
1954 ... 1,566 29 245 884 404 . . 33
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1955 1,691 30 234
1956 1,707 29 210
1957 1,831 30 211
1958 2,090 34 222
1959 2,239 35 217
1960 2,322 35 202
1961 2,600 39 193
1962 2,819 41 198
1963 2,893 41 198
1964 3,097 43 203
1965 3,241 45 208
1966 3,382 47 212
1967 3,744 52 224
1968 4,207 58 246
1969 4,893 68 274
1970 6,092 85 340

1,015 451 31
1,103 482 35
1,278 546 44
1,399 571 52
1,493 569 58
1,658 590 89 71
1,774 594 179 74
1,856 584 179 76
1,990 583 238 83
2,130 584 232 87
2,282 583 213 92
2,558 608 250 105
2,956 652 234 119
3,563 684 242 130
4,414 847 329 162

! Based on information obtained from State agencies in October
1942, June 1948, November 1953, Februa arch 1956, October-
December 1953, November-December 1961 and May 1969. Data
based on 1942-56 studies adjusted to agree with later classification
with respect to coverage of ‘‘absent from the home" and “‘other."”

Source* Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

fIncludes children with father in home as caretaker because of
death, absence, or incapacity of mother.
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Chart A

NUMBER OF CHILDREN RECEIVING AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT
CHILOREN MONEY PAYMENTS BY STATUS OF FATHER,

JUNE OF SELECTED YEARS, 1940 TO DATE
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THOUSANDS OF ACCIPDNTS
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400
200
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Chart B

NUMBER OF PUBLIG ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS OF MONEY PAYMENTS BY PROGRAM,
JUNE ANO DECEMBER OF EACH YEAR, 1938 TO DATE
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TABLE 3.—AFDC FAMILIES BY'-PARENTAGE OF CHILDREN, 1969

Parentage Number Percent
Total. ...l 1,630,400 100.0
Same mother and same father.......... 1,101,300 67.5
Same mother, but two or more different
fathers................................ 468,300 28.7
Same father, but two or more different
mothers............................... 4,500 3
Two or more different mothers and two
or more different fathers.............. 39,600 24
Unknown..... b e 16,700 1.0

Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

TABLE 4.—AFDC FAMILIES WITH SPECIFIED NUMBER OF
ILLEGITIMATE RECIPIENT CHILDREN, 1969

Number of children Number Percent
Total...........o 1,630,400 100.0
Nome..........oooviii e 906,900 55.6
...................................... 346,600 21.3
2 e 174,800 10.7
K 89,500 5.5
L 50,500 3.1
L5 27,100 1.7
B 15,200 9
Y 10,200 6
B 4,200 2
. 2,200 A
10ormore........cccoovvvvviiniinnnnn.. 1,300 Jd
Notreported............................ 1,900 A

Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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TABLE 5.—AFDC FAMILIES BY STATUS OF FATHER, 1969

Status Number Percent
Total. ..., 1,630,400 100.0
Dead...............co i 89,700 5.5
Incapacitated. . ......................... 187,900 115
Unergployed, or employed part time,
and— .
Enrolled in work or training pro-
Gram. ... ..., 36,000 2.2
Awaiting enroliment after referral
oWIN. ... 14,800 9
Neither enrolled nor awaiting en-
rollment........................... 28,200 1.7
Subtotal............... ......... 79,000 4.8
Absent from the home:
Divorced..............covvvvivin... 223,600 13.7
Legally separated................... 45,200 2.8
Separated without court decree.. ... 177,500 10.9
Deserted............................ 258,900 15.9
Not married to mother........... .. 454,800 279
Inprison. ............ocoiiiiiia. 42,100 2.6
Absent for another reason. ......... 26,700 1.6
Subtotal........................... 1,228,800 75.4
Other status:
Stepfathercase..................... 30,400 19
Children not deprived of support or
care of father, but of mother...... 14,400 9
Notreported............................ 200 ®

1 Less than 0.05.
Source: Department of Health, Education, and Weifare.
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TABLE 6.—AFDC FAMILIES IN WHICH FATHER IS ABSENT
BECAUSE OF DIVORCE, SEPARATION, OR DESERTION, BY
TIME FATHER LAST LEFT HOME, 1969

Time Number Percent
Total. .................oce L. 1,630,400 . .
Absent because of divorce, separation,
ordesertion...... .................... 705,200 100.0
Thisyear................. ... ...... 39,800 5.6
lyearago...................oooo... 124,900 17.7
2yearsago... .........ooiiiiiiinn... 94,000 13.3
3yearsago..... ....... e 76,200 10.8
dyearsago.. ........... .......... 54,300 7.7
Syearsago.... ..... ..... .. e 50,400 7.1
6yearsago........ ...... .. ....... 39,900 5.7
7yearsago........ ......... . 34,500 4.9
8yearsago.......................... 29,900 4.2
9 gears ago....... ....iiit e, 24,900 3.5
10yearsago...... ......... ...... 20,800 2.9
llyearsago.... .... ...... ....... 18,700 2.7
12yearsago.. . .. . .... .. ..... 14,800 2.1
13yearsago... ... ........ ...... 13,000 1.9
l4yearsago................. ..... 10,300 1.5
15yearsago... ... ....... .. e 8,000 1.1
16yearsago..... ......... ........ 5,100 v
17yearsago.... .... ... .. ....... 7,000 1.0
18yearsago........... ......... .. 2,700 4
19yearsago................... . 1,700 2
20yearsago........... ........ ... 400 1
Unknown................coooevvneee 33,900 4.8
Not absent because of divorce, sepa-
ration, or desertion............ .. .... 925,000 ...........
Unknown..............cccovviiinnnnes. 200 .. ...... ..

Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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TABLE 7.—AFDC FAMILIES BY WHEREABOUTS OF FATHER,

1969
Whereabouts Number Percent
Total.... ..... ........... ....... 1,630,400 100.0
Inthehome............ ...... ....... i 297,500 18.2
In an institution:
Mental institution........ . ... . 6,900 4
Other medical institution........... 6,200 4
Prison or reformatory.............. 53,500 3.3
Other institution............ ....... 1,300 A
Not in the home or an institution; he is
residing in:
Samecounty.... ................... 311,300 19.1
Different county, same State........ 86,200 53
Different State and in the United
States................ il 128,100 7.9
A foreigncountry.............. ..... 18,000 1.1
Whereabouts unknown.................. 630,600 38.7
Inapplicable (father deceased).......... 90,800 5.6

Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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