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CHARTS AND DESCRIPTION OF H.R. 1
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CHART 1.—FEpERALLY AIDED WELFARB RECIPIENTS UNDER PRESENT
Law AND NumBER EricisLe Unper H.R. 1

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare estimates
that 26 million persons will be eligible for Federal welfare benefits in
1973 under H.R. 1 compared with 15 million recipients under present

aw.

The chart shows the difference in the number of Federally aided
walfare recipients under H.R. 1 as compared with present law in
fiscal 1973, and also the tremendous growth of the Aid to Familics
with Dependent Children program since 1967. (The AFDC rolls stood
at 5.3 million in 1967, 9.6 million in 1971; it is estimated by tho De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare that 11.6 million persons
will be on the rolls in 1973.)

Of the 11 million recipients who would be added to the Federal
welfare rolls under H.R. 1, about 8 million would be persons in
families and three million would be aged, blind, or disabled. These
statistics do not include an estimated additional 2.1 million welfare
recipients who would receive State supplementary payments only (1.2
million people in families and 0.9 million aged, blimr, and disabled per-
sons). ’llhus the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare esti-
mates that a total of about 28 million persons would be eligible for
Federal and State welfare benefits in 1973 if H.R. 1 were enacted.

The Department estimates that 1334 million of the 19 million
pec()iple in families who would be eligible for Federal welfare payments
under H.R. 1 would be in the Opportunites For Families (OFF)
program administered by the Department of Labor while about
6% million recipients would be in the Fami}iy Assistance Program
administered by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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Chart 1

Federally aided welfare
recipients under
present |aw and

number eligible
under H.R. 1

26 million

15 million




4

CHART 2.—WELFARE PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES % -

Under the present prog;‘am of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children, all families see assistance make application with the
State welfare agency, which determines their eligibility, makes
assistance gayments, and refers any family members it finds apfro-
priate to the State employment service for participation in en(xf) oy-
ment or job training under the work incentive (WIN) program. Under
H.R. 1 families applying for assistance would be divided into two
groups, those including an employable member and those not including
an employable member. The determination as to whether or not a
family contains an employable member would be made by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare in accordance with specific
criteria set forth in H.R. 1.

Families which included an employable member would apply for
assistance under the Opportunities For Families (OFF) program
administered by the Department of Labor. A family member would be
considered ‘‘employable’” unless he were exempt from registration
for work and training under one of certain specified conditions. Gen-
erally, all able-bodied adults—including children 18 and over who are
not 1n school—would be considered employable except mothers of
children under 3 (under 6 until June 1974), mothers of families in
which the father is registered, and those needed at home to care for
a sick or disabled family member.

A family member who was exempt from registration but neverthe-
less voluntarily registered for work or training would also be considered
employable, and his family would accordingly come under the Labor
Department OFF program.,

amilies which contained only members who were exempt from
the registration requirement and who did not voluntarily ter
would apply for assistance under the Family Assistance Plan (FAP)
administered by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

The cash assistance provisions of H.R. 1, including benefit levels,
are identical for the OFF and FAP programs.

The chart shows the benefit levels which would be payable for
families of various sizes with no other income, The benefits payable to
families which do have other income would be lower, with the amount
of the reduction dependent upon the nature and amount of that other
income. Generally, unearned income would cause a dollar-for-dollar
reduction while earned income would cause a reduction on a less than

dollar-for-dollar basis.
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Chart 2

Welfare Programs for Families

o If family includes an employable member

(under criteria listed in H.R.1), family is
eligible to receive benefits under OFE
program administered by Labor Dept.

o If family does not include an employable
member, family is eligible to receive benefits
under FAP program administered by HEW

*Benefit levels under both programs arethe same:

Family  Payment to family
s:ze withno otherinoome

2 #1600 annually
3 2000
4 2400
5 2800
6 3100
7 3400
8or 3600

more

63-3140-11 -2
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CHART 3.—WELFARE PRrROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES; FEDERAL
ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS

The present program of Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) provides assistance only to families in which the father is
dead, incapacitated, absent from the home, or (at the State’s option)
unem loged. For such families, assistance is provided if they meet
the eligibility requirements established by each State with respect
to such factors as level of income and amount of resources. Under
H.R. 1, assistance would be extended to all families, including
families in which the father is present, with at least one child under age
18 (or under age 22 and regularly attending school) if they met cer-
tain nationally uniform elegibility requirements specified in the bill,

To be eligible for a Federal welfare payment, a family’s total
countable income would have to be less than $800 for each of the
first two family members, plus $400 each for the next three members,
$300 each for the next two, and $200 for the eighth member.

In determining countable income, certain types and amounts of

income would be excluded:
$720 annually in family earnings plus one-third of the re-

mainder;

Subject to certain limits, the earnings of school children, small
amounts of earned and unearned income received infrequently
or irregularly, and earnings used to obtain child care services
required to permit a family member to work or take training;

Assistance based on need, includinF qualified State supple-
mentary welfare payments but not including veterans’ pensions;

Federal or State allowances for training programs under the bill;

Scholarships to cover tuition and fees;

The value of home produce;

One-third of any alimony or suprort payments; and

Amounts received for providing foster care.

Eligibility would be limited to families with total resources of
$15600 or less. In determining this limitation, the value of the home,
household goods, personal effects, and property needed for self-
support would, if found reasonable, be excluded. Also, life insurance
policies would not be counted if the face value of all policies for each
individual were less than $1500.

A familﬁ could not receive assistance under H.R. 1 if pi#*head of
thedhouse old were a full-time undergraduate or graduate college
student.

Individuals who would be required to register for work and trainini
except for an incapacity caused (even in part) by drug or alcoho
abuse would be ineligible for assistance unless they were undergoing
%:omte treatment for these conditions at approved institutions.

tation on eligibility would apply only if such treatment

were available.
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Chart 8

Welfare Programs for Families
Federal Eligibility Standards

* family must include one child under age 18
(or under age 22 and in school)

*First $720 of annual earnings and 4 of
additional earnings not counted; certain
other income exclusions specified

»Countable income must bebdow specified limits:

Family size Limit  family size Limit
2 %600 6 $3,100
2 5000 7 3400
p 2% ,?, o 3,600

*Countable resources must be under #1.500

eHead of household may notbe full time
college student

oAll family members must apply for any other
benefits for which they might be eligible

eDrug addicts and alcoholics eligible only if
undergoing any treatment that may be
appropriate
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CHART 4.—WExLFARE PAYMENTS TO FAMILIES: ADMINISTRATIVE
Provisions

Present programs of assistance to families with children are admin-
istered by State welfare Ecisncies. Under H.R. 1, the Departments
of Labor and of Health, Education, and Welfare would be directly
reponsible for the administration of the Federal welfare programs
for families. The bill would require these Departments to prescribe
such rules on the filing of applications, the furnishing of evidence and
the reporting of changes in family circumstances as is necessary to
determine elgibility for and the amount of assistance. The Depart-
ments could also require other Federal agencies to furnish anﬂ informa-
tion they had which was needed to verify a family’s eligibility or the
amount of benefits due.

Families failing promgtly to make required reports or to furnish
requested evidence would be penalizad by $25 for the first failure, $50
for the second and $100 for each failure in excess of two. These pen-
alties would be withheld from the family’s assistance Xayments. At
the end of each quarter, each family would be required to submit a
report containing information concerning its income and other
eligibility factors for that quarter. If the report were not filed within
30 days after the end of the quarter, no further payment to the family
could be made until the report was received.

A family’s benefit payment would be based on estimated income to
be received during a quarter; but benefit entitlemeni would be based
on the actual income 1t received during the quarter in which welfare
payments were made, with further adjustment made for income, if
any, sbove the eligibility limit during the 3 preceding quarters.
Any difference between benefits received and benefits to which
the family was entitled would represent overpayments or un-
derpayments, with appropriate adjustment in subsequent benefits.

At the time a family initially applied for assistance, it could be paid
an advance against future benefits of up to $100 if it faced a financial
emergency and was apparently eligible for assistance.

After a family had received assistance for a continuous period of
24 months, no further payments would be made unless the family
filed a new application which would generally have to be processed as
though the family were seeking assistance for the first time.
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Chart 4

Welfare Payments to Families
Administrative Provisions

¢ Federally administered; HEW, Labor to
require such reports and evidence as are
needed to establish eligibility; “simple
declaration”method precluded

ePenalties of $25 to $100 for failure to make
required reports or furnish evidence promptly

¢ Each family must file quarterly income
report; welfare cut off if report not filed
within 30 days of end of quarter

*Payments based on estimated income for
quarter; entitlement based on actual income
for quarter. In both cases, adjustment is
made for excess income in 3 prior quarters.

*Ali Federal agencies required to furnish
information needed to verify eligibility

*Up to #100 may be advanced pending
verification of eligibility

*Family must reapply after 2 years on
welfare
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CHART 5.—STATE SUPPLEMENTATION OF FEDERAL WELFARE
PaymeNTs TO FAMILIES

The basic Federal levels of assistance established under H.R. 1
(82,400 for a family of 4) would in some States be higher than and in
other States be lower than the current State payment levels; about
30 States presently provide more than $2,400 in assistance annually
for such families. In addition H.R. 1 would make welfare recipients
ineligible to participate in the food stamp program. In all but 9 States,
the value of food stamps together with welfare payments to a family
of four with no other income exceeds $2,400.

States wishing to supplement Federal welfare benefits would be
required to foliow the Federal rules for the treatment of income (for
example, the first $720 of annual earnings and one-third of earnings
in excess of $720 would have to be disregarded).

H.R. 1 would permit States to enter into agreements with the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare for Federal administra-
tion of State supplemental benefits. Under such an agreement, supple-
mental payments would have to be made to all families eligible for
Federal assistance payments under H.R. 1 in which the father was
dead, absent, or disabled, except that States could require a period of
residence in the State as a condition of eligibility for benefits. In
addition, State supplementation administered by the Federal govern-
ment would have to follow rules prescribed by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare as necessary “to achieve efficient and
effective administration.”

The Stptes would not be required to reimburse the Federal govern-
ment for any part of the costs of administering State supplementation.
States would, however, have to pay for the full amount of the supple-
mental payments subject to a savings clause which limits the total
amount of certain State expenditures for assistance to the aged, blind,
and disabled and to families to 1971 levels.

If a State elected to administer its own supplemental pyaments,
there would be no Federal sharing of administrative costs and the
savings clause would not r:,i)pl{. The State would have to follow the
Federal income exclusion rules but would otherwise be free to establish
all terms and conditions of eligibility fox"lsupplementation.

H.R. 1 would require States to provide supplemental payments at
a level sufficient to maintain current welfare payment levels (adjusted
upward for the loss of food stamp eligibility) until the State govern-
ment took some affirmative action to eliminate or set a different level
of supplementation.
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Chart &

State Supplementation of Feders|
Welfare Payments to Families

*‘About 30 States currently pay more than
¥2400 to a family of 4 with no other income

oI State chooses to supplement Federal

welfare payment, Federal earned income
disregard and other income exclusions must

apply. State may choose Federal administration
of supplementation program.

If State-administered:

*State determines
coverage and other
eligibility rules

oState pays full
administrative cost

o State pays full cost of
supplementary
payments

If Fedesally administered:

*State must make eligible all
families receiving Federal
welfare payments
~in which the father is dead

absent, or incapacitated
~if family meets State duration
or residence requirement (if any);

Federal administrative

procedures apply

*State pays no
administrative cost

»Savings clause limits State
welfare costs to current

level if certain conditions
are met
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CHART 6.—WELFARE RECIPIENTS IN FaMiLizs UNDER PRESENT
Law aNp NumBER ErigisLe UnpEr H.R. 1

According to the projections of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and 'ﬁ’elfare, there will be 11.8 million recipients of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children by fiscal year 1973. H.R. 1 would
raise the number of persons in families eligible for Federal welfare
payments to 19.4 million; the Department estimates that an additional
1.2 million persons would eligible only for State supplementary pay-
ments.

The Department projects that under present law the AFDC rolls
would continue to rise rapidly after 1973, reaching a caseload of 15.8
million by 1977. This projection is based on an assumption thet poor
quality control will continue and that efforts at training and job
creation will continue to be minimal.

By way of contrast, the De%artment projects that the number of
persons in families elifible for Federal welfare payments will decline
steadily from 19.4 million in 1973 to 17.2 million in 1977. The Depart-
ment maintains that the primary differences between AFDC and the
proposed family program which lead to these different growth
assumptions are:

(1) Replacing a monthly with an annual accounting period;
(2) Replacing poor quality control with an efficient, automated
national system;
(3; Changes in earnings disregards; and
(4) Replacing minimal efforts at training and job creation
with a much larger and more effective program. L

The figures on the chart do not include recipients who are receiving
State susplemental benefits only. The Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare estimates that the number of these recipients will
rise from 1.2 million in 1973 to 1.3 million in 1977.
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Chart 6

Welfare Recipients inFamilies
Under Present Law and Number

Eligible Under H.R.1

1967 1973 1977



14

CHART 7.—FEpERAL WELFARE CosTs, FiscaL YEAR 1973

ﬁsTllle g?art shows the impact of H.R. 1 on Federal welfare costs in
cal 1973.

Federal funds for welfare payments will rise by an estimated $4.6

billion, partly offset 13' a reduction of $1.4 billion in food stamp costs.
~ An additional $1.7 billion will go for increased Federal expenditures
for child care, manpower training and supportive services, and public
service jobs. Federal assumption of the costs of administering welfare
will add another $0.7 billion in costs in fiscal 1973. Finally, a savings
of $0.1 billion is projected in two programs, the assistance programs
for Cuban refugees and for American Indians.

Thus the total additional Federal welfare costs for fiscal 1973 will
be $5.5 billion. This will bring the total Federal welfare costs for that
year to about 815 billion. Medicaid costs are not included within

these calculations.

»
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Chart 7

Federal Welfare Costs, FY 1973

Currentlaw H.R{4 Increase

Payments to families °3.9 bil. $55bil. +%1.6 bil.
Payments toagedblid, 22bil. 4.1bil. +1.9bil

and disabled persons
Payments to States 1.1bil.  +1.1bil.
under savings clause
Food stamps 24bil.  1.0bil. -14bil.
Subtotal benefit custs 8 S, 11,7 bil. +3.2bil.
Child care 0.3bil. 0.8bil. +05bil.
Training 02bil.  0.5bil. +Q3ubil.
Public servicejobs -~ 0.8 bil. +0.8bil.
Supportive services - 0.1bil. +O.1bil.

Administration 04bil. 1.1bil. +0.7bil.
Subtotal related costs  0.9bil, 3.3bil. +24 bil.

Impact on other .. cO Wil -1 b
pact om ! 01 bil. -0.1 bil.

TOTAL 94 bil. 149bil.+55bil.
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CHART 8.—DEsERTING FATHERS

Under present law, States are required to attempt to obtain and
enforce court orders for support against deserting parents of children
in families eligible for Aid to Families with Dependent Children.
Last year's Finance Committee bill would have authorized the
Attorney General of the United States to seek to enforce any such
State-obtained support orders and to refund to the States from the
amounts he collected their share of any assistance payments made to
the families involved. H.R. 1 contains no comparable provision
concerning Federal enforcement of court orders, but the bill would
increase from 50 to 75 percent the Federal matching for State costs
incurred in securing an enforcin5 support orders. )

The 1970 Finance Committee bill also would have made a desertin
parent liable to rep:g to the United States the Federal share o
welfare mments made to his family during the period of abandon-
ment. (This liability would not, however, exceed the amount of
support owed the family under a court order if one had been issued).
The same type of liability to the United States for Federal welfare
payments would be imposed upon deserting Earents under the pro-
visions of H.R. 1. However, where the Finance Committee bill directed
the Attorney General to make recovery, H.R. 1 provides for the
liability to be withheld from payments owed by the United States to
the deserting g:rent such as, for example, income tax refunds or

social security benefits. .
Both H.R. 1 and last year’s Committee bill would have made it

a Federal crime for a parent to cross State lines in order to avoid his
parental support responsibilities.
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Chart 8
Deserting Fathers

19770 Finance Com. Bill H. R. {

*Deserting father  «Same, except recovery
liable to US. for Federal  to be made by with-
share of welfare pay-  holding from future
ments to his family;  payments owed
recovery to be obteined individual by U.S.
by Attorney General

*Criminal penaity for e« Same
crossing State line to
avoid parental
responsibilities
*Attorney General 10 oFederal matching raised
enforce State support  from 50%to 5% for

amounts collected orders
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CHART 9.—MzxpIcAID WORK DISINCENTIVE

H.R. 1 would require that welfare recipients with earnings pay a
deductible under the Medicaid program; the amount of the deductible
would increase as earnings increased.

In the 24 States which today extend Medicaid coverage only to
cash assistance recipients, the Medicaid deductible would rise one
dollar for every three dollars of earnings above $60 monthly. However,
since the Federal welfare payment would also be reduced two dollars
for every three dollars earned, the net effect would be a three dollar
reduction for each three dollars earned.

For States extending Medicaid coverage to persons not eligible for
cash welfare Kayments, the same disincentive effect would occur,
beginning with monthly earnings above a specified amount which
would depend on State eligibility levels for cash assistance and for

Medicaid.
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Chart 9

Medicaid Work Disincentive

Under H.R.1, in 24 States, for
every %3 earned monthly above ¥60,

 =cashassistance is reduced $2
= Medicaid deductible is increased _3_1_
%3

~ In other States, forevery %3 earned

monthly above a specified amount
(depending on State eligibility levels for
cash assistance and for Medicaid),

—cash assistance is reduced  $2
_ =Medicaid deductible is increased i!_

'3
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TABLE 1.—~NUMBER OF WELFARE RECIPIENTS UNDER CURRENT LAW AND NUMBER OF PERSONS
ELIGIBLE FOR BENEFITS UNDER H.R. 1 BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1973

[In thousands)

Number of persons eligible for Federal benefits

Number of recipients under current law under H.R. 1

Adult Family Adult Family

State Total categories category Total categories category
Alabama..................... 408.2 149.0 259.2 761.9 174.8 587.1
Alaska....................... 16.4 29 13.5 25.3 5.8 19.5
Arizona...................... 97.7 24.3 734 163.2 55.0 108.2
Arkansas..................... 149.0 75.6 734 404.5 114.5 290.0
California.................... 2,335.6 599.7 1,735.9 2,444.4 608.7 1,835.7
Colorado..................... 146.2 46.7 99.5 190.6 47.6 143.0
Connecticut.................. 141.5 17.1 124.4 200.2 53.1 147.1
Delaware..................... 36.1 5.0 31.1 58.5 104 48.1
District of Columbia......... 101.7 15.0 86.7 144.9 249 120.0
Florida.....................e 4499 91.6 358.3 917.6 2284 689.2
Georgia...................... 485.1 140.8 344.3 961.0 231.0 730.0
Hawaii....................... 43.8 4.7 39.1 63.0 134 49.6
Idaho.................ceev - 306 6.3 24.3 52.4 114 41.0
Minois..........ccvvuunnnn 639.5 90.9 548.6 959.4 226.9 732.5
Indiana 168.1 27.7 140.4 355.4 88.3 267.1

----------------------



TABLE 1.—-NUMBER OF WELFARE RECIPIENTS UNDER CURRENT LAW AND NUMBER OF PERSONS
ELIGIBLE FOR BENEFITS UNDER H.R. 1 BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1973.—Continued

[In thousands)
Number of persons eligible for Federal benefjts

Number of recipients under current law under H.R. 1
Adult Family Adult Family
State Total categories category Total categories category
fowa.................cevenes 116.2 269 . 89.3 241.7 45.6 196.1
cKansas...............ooeueenn 104.0 18.4 85.6 234.1 70.4 163.7
. Kentucky..................... 259.8 89.5 170.3 621.0 162.3 458.7
. Louisiana.................... 473.3 149.8 323.5 823.7 212.1 611.6
Maine........................ 919 17.9 74.0 131.0 38.0 93.0
Maryland.................... 217.5 28.3 189.2 388.5 71.7 316.8
Massachusetts............... 417.5 82.1 335.4 536.3 145.2 391.1
: Michigan................... 2 517.5 725 445.0 841.7 217.3 624.4
Minnestoa................... 159.5 33.0 126.5 346.1 93.6 252.5
Mississippi.................. 269.4 111.7 157.7 626.3 174.7 451.6
Missouri..................... 332.3 124.9 207.4 555.5 187.3 368.2
Montana..................... 26.0 6.1 19.9 51.8 11.5 40.3
Nebraska.................... 57.5 13.9 43.6 124.3 26.6 97.7
Nevada...................... 23.1 3.7 19.4 37.8 14.0 23.8
309 6.0 249 49.1 13.6 35.5
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TABLE 2.—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. ],
resident iscal year 1973 fiscal year 1973
population,

19 Number Percent Number Percent

Alabama..................ccoiiiinnen. 3,449.5 408.2 11.8 761.9 22.1
Alaska.............covvviiiviiiiiiineeenns 353.7 16.4 4.6 25.3 7.1
Arizona..............coiiiiiiii 2,151.3 97.7 4.5 163.2 7.6
Arkansas................ccoiiiiiiiiiinnnn. 1,958.6 149.0 7.6 404.5 20.7
California .................cccvviiniinnnnn 23,052.0 2,335.6 10.1 2,444.4 10.6
Colorado.................ccovviiiiinnnnn, 2,529.9 146.2 5.8 190.6 7.5
Connecticut..................ccvvvvvn oaes 3,353.4 141.5 4.2 200.2 6.0
RlaWare.............oviiiiiiiiiiiieas 621.9 36.1 5.8 58.5 9.4
District of Columbia....................... 734.3 101.7 13.8 144.9 19.7
lorida...........covvviiiii 8,195.3 449.9 5.0 917.6 11.2
Georgia..............oovviiiiiiias 4,914.6 485.1 9.9 961.0 19.6
Hawaii................cooiiiiiiiin, 840.7 43.8 5.2 63.0 7.5
Idaho. ... 720.8 30.6 4.2 52.4 7.3
INOIS. ...t e 11,643.9 639.5 5.5 959.4 8.2
Indiana.............ooceiii i 5,503.8 168.1 3.1 355.4 6.5
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TABLE 2.—PROPORTION OF POPULATION RECEIVING WELFARE UNDER CURRENT LAW AND PROPORTION
OF POPULATION ELIGIBLE FOR BENEFITS UNDER H.R. 1 BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR 1973—Continued

[Persons in thousands)
Federally alded welfare Persons eligible for welfere
Civilian reciplents, current law, benefits under H.R. 1,
resident fiscal yoar 1973 fiscal year 1973
population
1973 Number Percent Number Percent
SouthCarolina....................vvvnns 2,624.8 142.3 54 466.8 17.8
SouthDakota....................cceevvinn, 641.1 324 5.1 76.8 12.0
TONNessee. ..............ocvvivvenneniinnns 4,038.0 358.1 8.9 830.4 20.6
TOXAS. ..o iiviiiiiiii e 12,098.1 771.6 6.4 1,571.3 13.0
Utah. ... e 1,179.9 57.6 4.9 95.3 8.1
vermont........v.coviiiiiii i 474.3 25.1 53 44.8 9.4
Virginla. ........cooiviiii 4,988.7 185.4 3.7 566.5 114
Washington.................cevvvvinneinne. 3,748.0 217.2 5.8 276.8 7.4
WestVirginia...................coviinns 1,600.6 128.1 8.0 326.8 204
ISCONSIN........coovvviiiiiiiiiiieeeaeas 4,678.6 138.2 3.0 311.7 6.7
Wyoming..........oooiiniiiiiiiiiiinieens 327.5 13.7 4.2 23.3 7.1
GUAM. ...ttt 104.0 28 2.7 3.5 34
PuertoRico..............covvvviviiiinnnnn. 2,903.7 339.1 11.5 995.8 33.7
Virginislands.............................. 100.9 2.6 2.6 39 39
Total.....oo oo 220,106.1 15,025.1 68 25,5033 11.6
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ASSUMPTIONS USED IN FIVE-YEAR PROJECTIONS

The 5-year projections of maintenance payments costs under
H.R. 1 as reported by the Ways and Means Committee resuilt from
separate projections of payments to families, payments to the
aged, blind and disabled, and administrative costs.

he assumptions used and their rationale are discussed in the
following paragraphs.

Administrative costs.—It was assumed that all States would turn
administration of maintenance payments over to the Federal
agency and would incur no administrative costs under the pro-
posal. Administrative costs under current law were projected by
assuming that the present State share of maintenance payments
administrative costs would grow at the same rate as the expected
growth rate for wage and salary income (6.3 percent per year).

Payments to aged, blind, and disabled.—The following annual
growth rates were used in the projections:

[In percent]
Current law Proposal
Cases:
Aged.............oiiiiiiiiiii 2.0 2
Blind and disabled.................... 5.0 2
Payments: Aged, blind and disabled. .... 2.5 0

It was assumed that benefit levels would not change except as
required by the proposal. For the groposed program, and for the
current law a?fe program, it has been assumed that income in-
creases will offset population growth. For the current law disabled
program, it has been assumed that growth in both cases and pay-
{nentst will occur over the 5-year period as the program continues
0 mature.

Current law growth rates have been applied to estimated 1972
caseloads in developing projections. Projections of cases and
payments under the proposal have been developed from census
survey estimates of the entire universe of eligibles at each of the
proposal's three stages.

Payments to families.—Projections of State payments to families
under current and proposed law were based on the following
annual growth rates for female-headed families:

[in percent]
Current law Proposal
Ca88S. ... 8 3
Payments:
Total. ... 6 1
Federal...................cccovvvvinns 6 0
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Benefit levels wers assumed to remain constant over time for
both the current and proposed programs.

The different growth rates for cases under current versus pro-
posed law resuilt from the following considerations. It was as-
sumed that current law AFDC cases would grow at a rate which
would use up 90 percent of the estimated potential caseload by
1977. The caseload growth rate for the proposal assumes that
all eligible families have been included from an analysis of census
surveys and that future growth will be limited to general popula-
tion growth. The primary differences between AFDC and the
proposed family program which lead to these different growth
assum?tlons are:

g replacing a monthly with an annual accounting period;
2) replacing poor quality control with an efficient, auto-
mated national system;
3) changes In earnings disregards;
4) replacing minimal efforts at training and job creation
with a much larger and more effective program.

Payments are assumed to increase more slowly than cases as
a result of expected increases in income.

The projections of families headed by working males, and the
payments for which they would be eligible under H.R. 1, were
developed on the basis of projected census data on all eligibles.
This group of recipients would decline over time since wage
Increases would more than offset population growth.

(Prepared by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.)
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TABLE 3.—PROJECTED RECIPIENTS UNDER CURRENT LAW,
PERSONS ELIGIBLE FOR FEDERAL PAYMENTS UNDER H.R. 1,
AND PERSONS ELIGIBLE FOR STATE SUPPLEMENTARY PAY-

MENTS ONLY, FISCAL YEAR 1973-1977

{In millions)
Fiscal year
1973 1974 1978 1976 1977
Recipients under current law:
Persons in families with
dependent children........ 11.6 126 136 14,7 158
Aged, blind and disabled.... 34 34 35 35 36
Total recipients under
currentlaw............... 150 16.0 17.1 18.2 194
Persons eligible for Federal
benefits under H.R. 1:
Persons in families:
Not now covered under
present programs........ 9.1 81 72 64 57
Covered under present
prog'rams ................. 10.3 106 109 11.2 115
Aged, blind and disabled. . 62 66 71 72 7.2
" Total eligibles under
HR. 1..... ...l 25,6 253 252 248 244
Persons eligible for State
::fp.lementary payments
Porsgﬁs in families with
dependent children. ....... 1.2 12 12 13 1.3
Aged, blind, and disabled.... 9 7 5 5 5
Total, State
supplementation......... 21 18 17 18 1.8
Tota'_l' pRerfons eligible under
Persons in familles with
dependent children. ....... 206 199 193 189 185
Aged, blind, and disabled.... 7.1 723 75 76 78
Grand total................. 27.7 27.2 268 b5 26,3
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TABLE 4.—PROJECTED PERSONS ELIGIBLE FOR FEDERAL
FAMILY BENEFITS UNDER H.R. 1 AND PROJECTED AFDC
RECIPIENTS UNDER CURRENT LAW, BY SEX OF FAMILY HEAD,

1973-77

(In millions)

Fiscal year
1973 1974 1978 1976 1977

Persons in families eligible
m! Felderal benefits under

FAP, total.................... 59 61 63 65 68
Male heads................ 16 16 1.7 1.7 .
Female heads. .......... ... 43 45 46 48 50

OFF,total.................... 135 126 118 111 104
Male heads. ............... 88 78 70 62 55
Female heads.............. 47 48 48 49 49

Proposed eligibles, total... 194 187 18.1 176 17.2

Persons in recipient families
under current law:
Maleheads..................

oooooooooooooooooooooo




TABLE 5.~PROJECTED NUMBERS OF ADULTS AND CHILDREN
ELIGIBLE FOR FEDERAL BENEFITS TO FAMILIES UNDER
H.R. 1 AND RECIPIENTS OF AFDC BENEFITS UNDER CURRENT

LAW, 1973-77

{in miilions)

Fiscal year
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

Persons in families eli-

ible for Federal
nefits under H.R. 1:

FAP (total)................ 59 6.1 63 6.5 6.8
Adults................. 16 1.7 17 18 1.8
Chiidren............... 43 44 46 4.7 5.0

OFF (total)................ 135 126 118 111 104
Adults................. 48 42 39 35 3.4
Children............... 87 84 79 76 7.0

Proposed eligibles (total). 194 187 181 176 17.2

Persons in recipient fam-.
lll::’ under current law:

ooooooooooooooooo

(total)................... 116 126 136 147 158




TABLE 6.—~POTENTIAL FISCAL YEAR 1973 COSTS OF ASSISTANCE PROVISIONS UNDER H.R. 1

[in billions of dollars)
Federal State and local !
Net cost
Current Current to all
law H.R.1  Netcost law H.R.1 Netcost governments
Payments to families.................... 39 158 1.9 33 3.1 =02 1.7
Less savings from public service jobs.............. -3 =3 -3
ubtotal............................ 39 5.5 1.6 33 3.1 -2 14
Payments to adult categories............ 2.2 4.1 19 1.4 1.5 1 20
Cost of cash assistance............ 6.1 9.6 3.5 4.7 4.6 -1 34
Federal cost of "hold harmless'' provi-
1 1.1 1.1.......... -1.1 =11 ............
F°°d pmgmm’ --------------------------- 2.4 loo —104 .............................. b l.4
Cost of maintenance payments. ... 8.5 11.7 3.2 4.7 35 -12 120




Childcare..............ccvvvvveviiennn. 3 8 R I 5

Tralning.........ccovvvvvvivveniiiiinnn, 2 5 N 3

Public service jobs.....................ooiiiilL, 8 B o 8

Supportive services. .....................oeeennnnn. Jd do 1

Administration........................... 4 1.1 7 4 ... -4 3
Cost of related and support activi-

tl’s ............................... 3.3 2-4 04 ---------- —04 2-0

Total cost of program.............. 9.4 15.0 5.6 5.1 35 -1.6 4.0

Impact on other programs*........................ -1 =1 -1

Grandtotal....................... . 9.4 149 5.5 5.1 35 -16 39

1 Assumes that the States, through supplemental programs, main-
tain benefit levels including the value of food stamp bonuses.

1 Includes only 6 months of raymcnts to families in which both
parents are present, neigher Is Incapacitated, and the father is
employed. The effective date for this provision is Jan. 1, 1973,

? Net benefit increases to recipients.
¢ The assistance programs for Cuban refugees and for American

Indians.

8
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TABLE 7.—PROJECTED POTENTIAL MAINTENANCE PAYMENTS
UNDER H.R. 1 AND UNDER CURRENT LAW, FISCAL YEARS

1973-77
[In billions of dollars)
Fiscal year
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Under H.R. 1:!
Federal payments to families. $5.5 $6.0 $59 $5.7 $5.6
Federal payments to aged,
blind, and disabled........ 41 46 54 54 54
Food stamps................. 1.0 8 8 8 9
Federal hold harmless
payments to States......... 11 10 8 8 9
Total, proposed Federal
payments.............. 11.7 124 129 127 128
Non-Federal payments to
families.................... 31 32 32 33 34
Non-Federal payments to
aged, blind, and disabled.. 1.5 1.2 9
Hold harmless payments
received from Federal
Government.............. -11 ~10 -8 -8 -9
Total, proposed non-
Federal payments........ 35 34 33 34 34
Under current law: ?
Federal share of AFDC. ...... 39 4.1 46 49
Federal share of aid to
aged, blind, and disabled.. 22 22 23 23 24
Food stamps................. 24 25 26 27 28
" Total, current Federal
payments................ 85 88 93 96 101
Non-Federal share of AFDC.. 3.3 35 3.7 39 4.1
Non-Federal share of aid to
aged, blind, and
disabled.................. 14 15 15 15 1.6
Total, current non-
Federal payments........ 47 50 52 54 57

1 Projected benefit payments if all eligibles rartlclpate.
! Projected benefit payments to actual recipients.
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TABLE 8.—PERSONS IN FAMILIES ELIGIBLE ONLY FOR STATE SUPPLEMENTAL BENEFITS UNDER H.R. 1

[Thousands)

State 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Alabama................ocoviiiiiniiinnn.n. 84 8.7 9.0 9.2 9.5
Alaska...................... e 4.9 5.0 5.2 5.4 5.6
ArlZONa. ..ot s 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.8 49
AT KBNS, .. ..o ettt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e
California. ............ccoovvviiieeiiinnnn, 309.0 318.3 327.8 337.6 347.7
Colorado..........ooovvvvniiiiiiieinnnnnn. 5.2 5.4 5.6 5.8 6.0
Connecticut..............oovvvvveeiininnnn. 254 26.2 27.0 27.8 28.6
Delaware..............occovviviviiiininnnn. 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5
District of Columbia........................ 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.6
Florida............ccoovviiiiiiiiniinennns 7 V4 8 8 8
Georgla...........oooiiiiiiii 2 2 2 2 2
Hawail. ..o 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7
Idaho...........coovviiiii 1.9 20 2.1 2.2 2.3
NOIS. . ..ot 58.3 60.0 61.8 63.7 65.6
Indiana..............cooooiiiiiii 39.6 40.8 42.0 43.3 44.6
JOWA. .. 7.4 7.6 7.8 8.0 8.2
Kansas.........oovvvvviiiniiiiiiiiineees 5.6 5.8 6.0 6.2 6.4
Kentucky..........oovvvviiiiieiiiiiiiinnns 3 3 3 3 3
Louisiana............ooovvviiiiiiiniinnnnns 2 2 2 2 2

BING. ...t e 214 22.0 22.7 234 24,1

See footnote at end of table.



TABLE 8.—PERSONS IN FAMILIES ELEGIBLE ONLY FOR STATE SUPPLEMENTAL BENEFITS UNDER
H.R. 1'Continued

{Thousands)

State 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
T LT 12 1« O
Massachusetts................cocovevennnn. 49.9 51.4 52.9 54.5 56.1
Michigan.............ccoviiiiiiviiiinienne. 32.7 33.7 34.7 35.7 36.8
Minnesota..............oovviiiiiiiiiins 19.8 20.4 21.0 21.6 22.2
Mississippi.........coovviviiiiiii i, 38 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.2
MISSOUPE. . ..o ieianns 55.6 57.3 59.0 60.8 62.6
Montana............coovvviiviiiinennns, d d A 1 .l
Nebraska............coooviiiinnininnenns 12.2 12.6 13.0 134 13.8
Nevada...........ccooveviiiiiiiiiienninnes 5 5 5 .6 6
New Hampshire............................ 4.0 4,1 4.2 4.3 44
NewJersey..........oocovveivvvivninennnnnn. 131.4 135.3 139.4 143.6 147.9
N W M OXIC0. . ..ottt et e et ee e e e neaneaneeseanessesaassenensasanesnennsasensnsneesesesnnsnsnsnnenesns
NewYork..........coovviviiiiieiiiiennnes 188.6 194.3 200.1 206.1 212.3
Lo a RO Lo 11T WO A
NorthDakota..................ceovvvveinne 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.7
(0] 1+ T 6 6 7 g 7
L0 ] { 12 1T+ 1 1 T- TSR A
Oregon..........coovvvvvviiieiiiiiennienns 5 .5 .5 .6 6
Pennsylvania............................... 111.7 115.1 118.6 122.2 125.9
Rhodelsland...................ccoovvivnntn 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.8 49



SOULN CarOliNA. . ... ittt e e e e e e
SouthDakota..................ccovvnenn. 44 4 4 4.7 4.8
TenNNesSSee. ..........ccoviiiiiiiiiies 4 4 5

3

Virginia. . ...t cii 11.
“Washington. ..., 26

G R AT L T U
Wisconsin............coooiviiiiiiiiiiiin, . . .

¥ Assumes annual growth n.te of 3 percent.
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TABLE 9.—ANNUAL PER PERSON COSTS USED TO ESTIMATE
TOTAL COST OF FOOD STAMP CASH OUT!

Aged. blind
State AFDC  and disabled
Total.......ooovvee i, $83.67 $53.28
AlaDAMA. . .
Alaska..............coov i, 114.00 168.00
Arizona. ..o 99.00 ..............
AT NS AS. ... it e s
California................cocovvniinnn. 138.00 120.00
Colorado.............coovvveinnnnnn, .. 120.00 120.00
Connecticut...................oiiul 78.00 120.00
Delawate.................cocevvuinn... 135.00 120.00
District of Columbia................... 120.00 120.00
lorida. ..o, 1800 ..............
Georgia...............ooviiiiiniinnn, 1200 ..............
AWaIl. ..o 102.00 84.00
Idaho. ..o i, 120.00 120.00
HINOIS. ..ot 102.00 120.00
Indiana................cccvvivininii.. 4200 ..............
OWA. ...t e 12000 ..............
Kansas............cooveieiiiniinnnnns 12000 ..............
Kentucky.............coovvvvvviinne. 135,00 ..............
LOUISIANA. . ..o
Maine...............ccoviiiii, 96.00 ..............
Maryland.........................o.0 0 14400 ..............
Massachusetts........................ 78.00 120.00
Michigan.....................cooouas 102.00 120.00
Minnesota............................. 90.00 120.00
MiSSISSIPPI. ... oo
Missourl.................cciiiiiil. 600 ..............
Montana...................c.cuiis 13800 ..............
Nebraska......................ccoiiit. 156.00 120.00
Nevada................................ 36.00 120.00
New Hampshire....................... 90.00 120.00
NewlJersey...............coovoviiinn. 78.00 120.00
NewMexico........................... 12000 ..............
NewYork....................oiiiiii., 78.00 120.00
North Carolina........................ 66.00 ..............
North Dakota.......................... 102.00 120.00

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 9.—ANNUAL PER PERSON COSTS USED TO ESTIMATE
TOTAL COST OF FOOD STAMP CASH OUT '—Continued

Agod. blind
State AFDC  and disabled
Ohio.......co vt 156.00 24.00
Oklahoma...............ccovveeeennnn. 129.00 24.00
Oregon.........oovvvviniiiiieinnnnn.. 13800 ..............
Pennsylvania.......................... 78.00 120.00
Rhodelsland.......................... 102.00 120.00
SoUth CaroliNg. .......coviiieir it et erere e e e e
South Dakota.......................... 90.00 120.00
Tennessee. ...........ooovvveevvnnnnss 1200 ..............

BXAS. ..ot i, 111.00 ..............
Utah.........ocov i 13800 ..............
Vermont.............ovvvvinivnnnenn, 90.00 120.00
Virginia................ooviviiiivnn 102.00 120.00
Washington........................... 90.00 120.00
West Virginia.................oovvnnne 3000 ..............
Wisconsin............coovvviievinnnne. 13800 ..............
Wyoming............oooiviiiiiinnnn, 13800 ..............

1.1 1 T
PUBIIO RICO. .. .o ittt iiiee e ettt tereennaneseennanennnes
Virginlslands. ...........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i

1 These unit costs were developed by the Department of Agriculture before final
legisiative specifications were available. Thus, they do not exactly reflect the pro-
visions of sec. 503, The grlmary differences are that the costs shown here assume:
(1) a cashing out of bath stamps and commodities; and (2) a cash out based on
the complete food stamp schedule as in effect in January 1971. Unit costs are

based on actual food stamp data for November 1970.
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TABLE 10.—HIGHEST AMOUNT A FAMILY OF FOUR MAY EARN
AND STILL BE ELIGIBLE FOR WELFARE, ASSUMING STATE
SETS SUPPLEMENTAL PAYMENT LEVEL AT CURRENT AFDC

MAXIMUM
Without With
food stamp food stamp
State cash out cash out
Alabama..................ccovvvinnn. 184,140 194,140
Alaska............ocovviiieiiiiiiann 7,470 7,902
AriZona...........ocooviiiiin e 14,140 134,140
Arkansas..............ccocvvivininnnnn, 14,140 14,140
California..............ccovvvvvnnnnn., 4,698 5,526
Colorado..............ccovvvvvnvnninns 4,950 5,670
Connecticut.....................vvuets 6,660 7,128
Delaware..................ccvvvvunnns 14,140 134,140
District of Columbia................... 5,004 . 5,724
Florida. .........cooovvveiiniiennn, 14,140 4,428
Georgia..................oiiiiiiinnnn. 14,140 4,410
Hawall.................ccccoivininnn. 5,454 6,066
Idah0. ..o 5,076 5,796
Minols. ............coovviviiinininnts 5,796 6,408
Indiana.................cooevviiiinnnns 14,140 4,572
IOWA. ... i 5,094 5814
KANSAS. ... oot ee et iennnas 5112 5,832
Kentucky............coovenivinnnnne. 14,140 5,130
Louisiana............ocovvvvvnnnrnnnn. 14,140 14,140
Maine............coovvvviieiiennnnnn, 14,140 4,896
Maryland..................oovvinen 4,248 5,184
Massachusetts........................ 6,372 6,840
Michigan.................ccovviiinne. 5,454 6,066
Minnesota.....................couves. 6,102 6,642
Mississippl..........ccocovviviiiinnn. 14,140 14,140
Missourl..........oovvvvieiiniieennns 14,140 4,356
Montana................coovvvvnvnnnn. 4,824 5,652
Nebraska................ccovvvvvnienn. 4,320 5,256
Nevada............coovvvivveeneinienn. 14,140 134,140
New Hampshire....................... 6,012 16,012
NewJersey..............coovvvvvennnn. 6,966 7,434
NewMexico..............ooovvvvnennns 14,140 5,040
NeW YOrK........coveeeiiiiieeenenanns 6,768 7,236
NorthCarolina........................ 14,140 4,716
NorthDakota.......................... 5418 6,030

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 10.—HIGHEST AMOUNT A FAMILY OF FOUR MAY EARN
AND STILL BE ELIGIBLE FOR WELFARE, ASSUMING STATE
SETS SUPPLEMENTAL PAYMENT LEVEL AT CURRENT AFDC

MAXIMUM—Continued

Without With

food stamp food stamp

State cash out cash out

(0] ][+ T 4,320 5,256
Oklahoma.................coovvvvnenn. 14,140 134,140
Oregon..........ocvovvviviiineeninnnn, 4,770 5,598
Pennsylvania.......................... 6,354 6,822
Rhode Island.......................... 5,454 6,066
South Carolina........................ 14,140 14,140
South Dakota.......................... 6,120 6,660
Tennessee. ...............covvvvevnnes 14,140 4,392
TOXAS. ... v 14,140 4,986
Utah. ... 4,536 5,364
Vermont............ooovvviiiiinnnnnnn. 6,192 6,732
Virginia. ..........oovivviiiiiiinnenn. 5,418 6,030
Washington...................coveen. 6,174 6,714
WestVirginia.....................ovtts 14,140 4,500
Wisconsin...........covvvevvneinnnnens 4,626 5,454
Wyoming..........oooivvviniiiinnnnns 4,806 5,634
(¢ 117, 1 T 5,346 15,346
PuertoRico...............covvvvvnenn 13,060 123,060
Virginislands......................... 14,140 134,140

1 Federal break-even point; State would have no supplemental program,
1 State does not now have food stamp program.
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TABLE 11.—AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN:
ANNUAL AMOUNT FOR BASIC NEEDS UNDER PAYMENT
STANDARD AND LARGEST AMOUNT PAID FOR BASIC NEEDS
FOR A FAMILY CONSISTING OF FOUR RECIPENTS, BY STATE,

MAY 19711

Payment Maximum
State standard ! payment !
Alabama................covvvvvivnnnn, 2,760 972
laska.............oooviiiiii 4,800 3,600
Arlzona.............ccoiiiiin 3,192 2,076
Arkansas................ocoveineennnn, 3,060 1,212
California®................ccovvvnnns 3,936 2,652
Colorado............oovvvvvvnvennnnnn. 2,820 2,820
Connecticut.................covvvennn. 4,020 4,020
elaware................covvveiiinnnn. 3,444 1,
District of Columbia................... 3,912 2,934
lorida...........covviviiiiinn, 2,676 1,608
Georgla.................ciiiiiill, 2,496 1,596
awail. ... 3,108 3,108
Idaho........coo i 3,264 2,892
Minols..............covvvivinininn, 3,408 3,408
Indiana....................cocoviiinn. 4,356 2,100
IOWA. ...ttt 3,600 2,916
Kansas.................oovvvvvnennin, 3,384 3,012
Kentucky...........ooovvvinvniinnns 3,168 2,316
Louisiana................ooovvniinnnn, 2,448 1,248
AING. ..o 4,188 2,016
Maryland...................o.cvneel, 3,624 2,352
Massachusetts........................ 3,402 3,402
Michigan...............coovvviviinn. L, 3,516 3,516
Minnesota............................. 3,708 3,708
Mississippl.............ooociiiini 2,784 720
Missourl...........cooovviiviiiniinn.. 4,176 1,560
Montana..................covovniinnn. 2,700 2,472
Nebraska.............................. 4,151 2,712
Nevada...............ccoovviiivinnin., 3,804 1,716
New Hampshire....................... 3,768 3,768
NewJersey............ccoovvvvvvvnn... 4,164 4,164
NewMexico...........coovvvvvvvninn. 2,436 2,148
NewYork..........oovvvvvviuninnnnns 4,032 3,756
NorthCarolina........................ 2,400 2,064
NorthDakota.......................... 3,384 3,384

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 11.—AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN:
ANNUAL AMOUNT FOR BASIC NEEDS UNDER PAYMENT
STANDARD AND LARGEST AMOUNT PAID FOR BASIC NEEDS
FOR A FAMILY CONSISTING OF FOUR RECIPENTS, BY STATE,

MAY 1971 '—Continued

Payment Maximum

State standard ! payment !
Ohio.........covvviiiiiiiiii 3,096 2,400
Oklahoma...............c.ccovvvvvnens 2,616 2,220
0regon........c.oevvviiiniiiiinn, 3,360 2,688
Pennsyivania®......................... 3,612 3,612
Rhodelsland.......................... 3,060 3,060
South Carolina........................ 2,376 1,236
South Dakota.......................... 3,600 3,600
Tennessee....................cvvvenn. 2,604 1,548
XA, ...t 2,364 1,776
tah. ... 3,252 2,328
Vermont................cooeviiiiiiin 3,732 3,732
Virginia..............ooviiviiiinnn L. 3,348 3,132
Washington¢.......................... 3,384 3,240
WestVirginia.......................... 3,180 1,656
Wisconsin..............ooovvvnins 3,060 2,604
Wyoming...............coooiiiiiinnns 3,396 2,724

! Standards and maximum payments caiculated for a mother with 3 children,
In some cases, due to different assumptions about the age of the children, rent
allowances, etc., these figures differ from those published by the National Center
for Social Statistics.

! Los Angeles County.

! Philadelphia.

{ King County.



.—CHILDREN RECEIVING AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN AS A PROPORTION OF
TABLE 12.—CH CHILD POPULATION AND BY STATUS OF FATHER, 1940 TO 1970

[Number of children in thousands)
Total children recelving AFDC
Number Number of children receiving AFOC by status of father !
per 1,000
population Absent from

June of Number  under age 18 Dead the home Incepacitsted  Unempioyed Other ¢
........... 835 20 253 227 .............. 8
1941........... 946 23 373 304 259 .............. 10
........... 952 23 354 325 262 .............. 11
943........... 18 260 269 207 .............. 10
1944........... 651 16 213 247 181 .............. 10
1948........... 647 15 197 257 182 .............. 11
946........... 799 19 225 334 225 .............. 15
g e o o4 moo 2
1333.’.’.’1.‘.’.’.’1.‘3 1,366 29 306 648 382 ... 30
950........... 1,660 34 350 818 455 .............. 37
98)........... 1,617 32 320 826 435 .............. 36
952........... 1,527 283 808 402 .............. 34
1983........... 1,493 28 255 819 386 .............. 33

1954........... 1,566 29 245 404 ..............




1955........... 1,691 30 234 982 @ 443 ... 32
1956........... 1,707 29 210 1,015 451 .. ... ... 31
1957........... 1,831 30 211 1,103 482 .............. 35
1958........... 2,090 34 222 1,278 546 .............. 44
1959........... 2,239 35 217 1,399 571 .............. 52
1960........... 2,322 35 202 1,493 569 .............. 58
1961........... 2,600 39 193 1,658 590 89 71
1962........... 2819 41 198 1,774 594 179 74
1963........... 2,893 41 198 1,856 584 179 76
1964........... 3,097 43 203 1,990 583 238 83
1965........... 3,241 45 208 2,130 584 232 87
1966........... 3,382 47 212 2,282 583 213 92
1967........... 3,744 52 224 2,558 608 250 105

........... 4,207 58 246 2,956 652 234 119
1969........... 4,893 68 274 3,563 684 242 130
1970........... 6,092 85 340 4,414 847 329 162

! Based on Information obtained from State agencies in October Yincludes children with father in home as caretaker because of
1942, June 1948, November 1953, February-March 1956, October-  death, absence, or incapacity of mother,
ber 1958, November-December 1961 and May 1969. Dsta
based on 1942-86 studies adjusted 1o agree with later classification
with respect to coverage of “‘absent from the home" and *‘other."

vy



Chart A

NUMBER OF CHILOREN RECEIVING AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENOENT

CHILOREN MONEY PAYMENTS BY STATUS OF FATHER,
JUNE OF SELECTED YEARS, 1940 TO DATE
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Chart B

NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANGE RECIPIENTS OF MONEY PRYMENTS BY PROGRAM,

JUNE AND OECEMBER OF EACH YEAR, TO DOATE
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COMPARISON OF 1970 AND 1971 WELFARE PROPOSALS

H.R. 16311, April 1970

H.R. 1, June 1971

I. PROVISIONS DEALING WITH ASSISTANCE FOR FAMILIES
WITH CHILDREN

Eligibility for Assistance
Families composed of related Same as H.R. 16311 except that

rersons residing together and
ncludin? at least one unmar-
ried child under age 18 (or
under age 21 and a student)
would be ell?IbIe for benefits
if total family income (other
than excluded income) was
less than the maximum

benefit.

a family could be eligible on
the basis of having a child-
student under a?e 2 and ex-
cept that a family would not
be eligible if the family head
was an undergraduate or grad-
uate college student or if the
only child in the family was
also the head of a household.

Level of Assistance

Would provide maximum annual Would

yments of $500 for each of
he first two family members
plus $300 for each additional
member. These maximum
gayments would be reduced
y any family income other
than excluded income. For
a family of four payments
would be $1,600.

rovide maximum an-
annual payments of $800 for
each of the first two family
members, $400 each for the
third, fourth, and fifth mem:
bers, $300 each for the sixth
and seventh members, and
*200 for the eighth member.

hese maximum payments
would be reduced by any fam.
ily income not excluded. For
a family of four payments
would be $2,400. No family
could receive more than
$3,600. (Payments at a rate
of less than $10 per month
would not be made.)

Basic Eamings Disregard
The first $720 of a family's Sameas H.R. 16311 except that

earnings each year and one-
haif of any earnings in excess
of $720 would be excluded
(not counted in reducing ben-
efits). This exclusion would
apply only to earnings not ex-
cluded under other provi-
sions. The $720 and one-half
disregard would enable a fam-
ily of four to continue getting
some benefits until its earn-
ings reached a level of $3,920
per year.

one-thlrd(ratherthanone-halg
of earnings in excess of $72

er year would be excluded.

he $720 and one-third dis-
regard would enable a family
of four to continue getting
benefits until its income
reached $4,140 (at which
Roint the benefit rate would

ave been reduced to the $10
monthly minimum).
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H.R. 16311, April 1970

H.R. 1, June 1971

Other Income Exclusions

Benefits would be reduced by
an amount equal to the total
amount of family income not
excluded. In addition to the
exclusions resulting from the
basic earnings disregard, the
following would be excluded;
(1) earnings of a child attend-
ing school,; 52) income (earned
or unearned) received irregu-
larly or infrequently up to $30
earned and $30 unearned per
quarter; (3) earned income
used to pay child care costs
(Exclusions 1, 2, and 3 above
would be sub}ect to limits set
by the Secretary of HEW.); (4)
gublic or private assistance

ased on need, other than
veterans' pensions; (5) train-
ing allowances under other
provisions of the bill; (6
scholarships for tuition an
fees; (7) home produce.

—trainin

Same as H.R. 16311 except

—exclusion of irregular or in-
frequent income limited to
$30 earned and $60 unearned
per q;narter (Exclusions 1, 2
and 3 limited to a total o
?2,000 for a family of 4 or
ewer 'persons plus $200 for
each family member over 4
up to an absolute annual
maximum of $3,000.)

'g allowances up to $30
month g provided by States
would be excluded as well as
those provided under other
provisions of the bill;

—payments to the family for

providing foster care to a child
would be excluded;

—one-third of amounts received

as child support or alimony
would be excluded.

Limitation on Resources
A family would be ineligible for SameasH.R. 16311 except that,

any payments if it had re-
sources in excess of $1,500.
The family's home, household
goods, and personal effects
would not be subject to this
limitation. Within limits pre-
scribed by the Secretary of
HEW, other property essential
to family self-support would
also be exempt. Provis.on
would be made for conditional
payments while a family was
disposing of excess resources.

in applying the $1,500 limit
on resources, the home,
household goods, and per-
sonal effects of a family would
be excluded only to the extent
that they were found to be of
reasonable value. Also, life
insurance policies would be
taken into account (according
to cash surrender value) only
if .the face value of the in-
surance on any person ex-
ceeded $1,500.
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Accounting Period

H.R. 16311, April 1970

H.R. 1, June 1971

The basis for payment would be The basis for entitlement would

the estimate of the Secreta

of HEW as to the income whic

a family would have during
each calendar quarter. For
future payments, this estimate
could be redetermined as the
Secretary became aware of
changed circumstances. The

Secretary would also be au- .

thorized to allocate income
received in one period to other
periods and to declare pay-
ments to be overpayments be-
cause of the family's failure
to. make prompt and accurate
reports of changed circum-
stances.

be the income actually re-
ceived b[y the family durin
each calendar quarter an
during the precedmg three
calendar quarters. (Benefits
for each quarter would be re-
duced by any nonexcluded
income in that quarter and by
any nonexcluded income in
the previous three quarters
which had not already been
used to reduce benefits.)

Registration for Work and Training

Any member of an eligible family Same as H.R. 16311 except

would be required to register
with the local employment
office of the State for employ-
ment or training except one
who is: él) ili, incapacitated,
or of advanced aFe' (2) a
mother or other relative of a
child under 6 who is caring for
the chiid; ﬁS) the mother or
other female caretaker of a
child if the father is in the
home and registers; (4{ a
child under age 16, or 21 if
regularly attending school; (5)
needed in the home because
of the illness or incapacity of
another member of the house-
hold. Persons not required to
register could volunteer.

beginning July 1, 1974, would
also require mothers with chil-
dren age 3 and above to regis-
ter. Registration would be with
the Department of Labor. All
families in which one member
is registered would be in the
Opportunities For Families
program under the Depart-
ment of Labor. All other fami-
lies would be in the Family
Assistance Plan under the De-
partment of HEW.Persons not
required to register couid vol-
unteer unless exempt because
of iliness, incapacity, or ad-
vanced age.

Penalties for Failure to Register or Participate in Work
or Training

Provides $300 a yéar reduction Increases the reduction in the

in the assistance payment for
refusal to register or if re-
ferred to a job or training, for
refusal to accept the job or
training.

assistance payment to $800.
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Requirements to Accept Work or Training

H.R. 16311, April 1970

Provides that no benefit would Essentiall

be paid to an individual if he
refused without good cause
to participate in manpower
services, training, or emflo?/-
ment, or to accept suitable
employment in which he is
able to engage; Individual
may refuse work: (1) if the
position offered is vacant due
directly to a strike, lockout, or
other labor dispute; (2) if the
wages, hours, or other terms
or conditions of work are con-
trary to or less than those
prescribed by Federal, State,
or local law or are substan-
tially less favorable than those
?revallmg for similar work in
he locality; (3) if the individ-
ual would be required to join
a company union or resign
from or refrain from joining
any bona fide labor organiza-
tion; §4) if the individual has
the demonstrated capacity,
through other available train-
ing or employment opportun-
ities, of securing work that
would better enable him to
achieve self-sufficiency.

H.R. 1, June 1971

the same as H.R.
16311. However, provision is
added permitting an individ-
ual to refuse employment if
the wages offered are at an
hourly rate of less than 3( of
the minimum wage spec ?ied
in sec. 6(a)(1) of the Fair
Labor Standards Act—which
would be $1.20 at the present
time. In addition, condition
no. 4 is changed to read *'the
individual has the demon-
strated capacity, _through
other available training or
employment opportunities, of
securing work available to him
that would better enable him
to achieve self-sufficiency."
Persons not required to regis-
ter solely because of incapac-
ity would have to accept voca-
tional rehabilitation services
or be penalized through loss
of benefits, unless there is
good cause for refusal.

Work and Training Programs
The Department of Labor would Generally similar to H.R. 16311

be required to provide em:-

loyment and training serv-
ices to persons registered with
it. A variety of manpower serv-
ices would be authorized, in-
cluding on-the-job training, in-
stitutional training, relocation
assistance,  job placement,
and special work p;oljects.
Requirements for special work
projects relating to wages,
work standards, displacement
of other workers, etc. Wage
rates would have to be no
lower than the apphicable min-
imum wage for the particular
work concerned. Federal

but deletes provision for spe-
cial work projects and adds
provision for public service
employment programs, Au-
thorizes appropriation of $800
million for public service em-
ﬁ)lo ment jobs in fiscal year
973 for persons registered.
Payments under grants or con-
tracts with public or private
nonprofit agencies for public
service employment  jobs
would be limited to 3 years
with respect to any individual,
and would be for 100 percent
of the cost of providing em-
ployment to the individual in
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H.R. 16311, April 1970

H.R. 1, June 1971

Work and Training Programs—Continued

matching would be 90 percent
with the States required to
rovide 10 percent of the cost
n cash or kind. Training al-
lowances of at least $30 a
month would be provided. Au-
thorization would be for *‘a
sum sufficient for carryin
out the purposes’ of the wor
and training provisions. Re-
quires the referral of individ-
uals not required to register

because of disability to
a vocational rehabilitation
program.,

the first year, 75 percent in
the second year, and 50 per-
cent in the third year. Includes
requirements relating to
wages, work standards, dis-
placement of other workers
etc. Wages to an individua
in a public service employ-
ment pro%ram must be equal
to the highest of: (1) the pre-
vailing rate of wages in same
market area for persons em-
ployed in similar public oc-
cupations; (2) the applicable
minimum wage rate pre-
scribed by Federal, State or
local law; 53) $1.60 an hour.
Increases 90-percent Federal
funding provision to 100 par-
cent for manpower services.
Sgecifies _authorization of
$540 million for manpower
services in fiscal 1973 (ex-
cluding public service em:-
ployment). Authorizes a new
Assistant Secretary of Labor
to administer the work and
training programs.

Provides for the establishment

of local advisory committees
to evaluate the effectiveness
of manpower programs. Re-
quires Secretary of Labor
in developing employability
plans to give first priority to
mothers and pregnant women
who are registered and who
are under age 19. Both the
Secretary of Labor and the
Secretary of HEW would be
required to refer persons who
are determined to be incapac-
itated to State vocational re-
habilitation programs.
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H.R. 16311, April 1970

H.R. 1, June 1971

Child Care
Authorizes the Secretary of HEW Requires the Secretary of Labor

to provide services to persons
in employment, training, or
vocational rehabilitation pro-
grams either by making grants
or contracts directly with
ublic or private organiza-
ions, or through grants or
contracts with public or pri-
vate agencies designated by
the appropriate elected or
appointed official in a State
or locality. Specifies that
school children should be pro-
vided care through agree-
ments with local educational
agencies whenever possible.
Increases Federal funding to
?rovide up to 100 percent of
he cost of projects. Amount
of money to be appropriated
not specified.

to provide child care services
to those needing them in order
to participate in work or train-
ing under the OFF pro%ram.
Requires him to give priority
in arranging for services to
those provided in facilities de-
velayed by the Secretary of
HEW, whenever this is feasible
and appropriate. Requires the
Secretary of HEW to provide
services to those needing
them in order to participate
in vocational rehabilitation
programs under the FAP pro-

gram,
Method of providing services

would be the same as in H.R,
16311—through grants and
contracts directly with public
or private organizations or
through grants or contracts
with public or private agencies
designated by the appropriate
elected or appointed official
in a State or locality. Author-
izes $750 million, including
50 million for construction,
or child care for recipients
for the first year.

Other Supportive Services
uires States under penalty Requires the Department of

Re

o? loss of other Federal pay-
ments to make an agreement
with the Department of HEW
to provide health, vocational
rehabilitation, counssling, so-
cial and other supportive serv-
ices necessary for persons in
employment or training. Au-
thorizes 90 percent Federal
matching.

Labor to provide health, voca-
tional rehabilitation, family
planning, counseling, social
and other supportive services
which are necessary to permit
an individual to s)articipate in
training or employment. Re-
quires Department of HEW to
provide supportive services
necessary for persons in voca-
tional rehabilitation pro-
ﬂrams. Authorizes $100 mil-
on for supportive services in
fiscal year 1973.
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H.R. 16311, April 1970

H.R. 1, June 1971

. Administration
Provides for three administra- Provides for Federal responsi-

tive alternatives for aid to
families: (1) Federal adminis-
tration of the Federal payment
and under agreement with the
State, of the State supplemen-
tal payment; (2) Federal ad-
ministration of the Federal
ayment and State adminis-
ration of the supplemental;
£‘3 under agreement with
W, the State could admin.
ister both payments.
The Federal Government would
Pay the cost of administering
he Federal payment, and the

bility for administration of
payments to families and to
reciplents of aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled. The De-
partment of Labor would be
responsible for administering
the grograms for families in
which one member is emﬂlow
able, the Department of HE
would be responsible for ad-
ministering the program for
families which have no em-
ployable member, and the
program for the aged, blind,
and disabled.

States and Federal Govern- Provides that if a State chooses

ment would share in the cost
of administering supplemen-
tary payments. (If the Federal
Government administered the
State supplemental payments
it would pay the full cost of
administration.) For recipients
of aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled, the States could con-
tinue to administer the pay:-
ments, or the Secretary of
HEW could enter into an
agreement with a State for
Federal administration of the
ayments, The States and
ederal Government would
share the cost of administer-
ing the payment. (The Fed-
eral Government would pa
the full cost of administerin
aid to the aged, blind, an
disabled if the State made
an agreement with the Secre-
tary of HEW for Federal ad-
ministration of this program.)

to make supplemental pay-
ments, and contracts with
the Federal Government for
Federal administration of the
supplemental payments, the
Federal Government would
{)ay the full cost of adminis-
ration, If the State chooses
to administer its own supple-
mental, it would have to pay
the full cost of administerin
it. The Secretary of HE
would be authorized to enter
into contracts with the States
for Federal determination of
eligibility for medicaid. The
State would be required to
ay 50 percent of the admin-
strative costs incurred by the
Federal Government in mak-
ing the medicaid determina-
tion which are additional to
the costs of making the de-
termination for cash payment
eligibility.
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H.R. 16311, April 1970

H.R. 1, June 1971

State Supplementation
State supplementation up to State supplementation would

January 1970 AFDC levels
would be mandatory for all
families eligible under the bill
including families headed by
an unemployed father but not
including families headed by
a fully employed father; no
requirement for supplementa-
tion in excess of a poverty line
standard. States would gen-
erall{ be required to follow the

rovisions applicable to the

asic Federal payments, in-
cluding the disregard of the
first $720 of earned income.
For earnings above $720, how-
ever, the disregard would gen-
erally be one-third (rather
than one-half), 30 percent
Federal matching would be
provided for State surdple-
mentation (but there would be
no matching for payments
above the poverty line or to
families headed by a fully em-
ployed father). Administration
could be either State or Fed-
eral, as agreed, with 50-50
State-Federal matching of ad-
ministrative costs if State-
administered; if supplemental

payments were Federally ad-. -

ministered, States would not
be required to pay any part of
the administrative costs.

not be required but, if pro-
vided, would have to follow
Federal rules concerning in-
come exclusions. If Federally
administered, supplementa-
tion would have to follow other
requirements prescribed by
the Secretary of HEW or Labor
and would have to be payable
to all families eligible for Fed-
eral payments except families
with a fully employed father or
families with an employed or
unemployed father. States
could, however, impose dura-
tion of residence require-
ments, States would pay no
part of the administrative
costs if they elected Federal
administration and would pay
the full administrative costs
if they elected State adminis-
tration. States electing Fed-:
eral administration would also
be guaranteed against certain
cost increases arising out, of
caseload growth ssee “Fistal
Impact on the States’” below.)

Deserting Parents
Provides that a deserting parent Same as H.R. 16311, but adds

would be obligated to the
United States for the amount
of any Federal payments made
to his family, reduced by the
amount of any Pa ment he
made to his family during the
period of desertion. In cases
where there is a court order
for payments, the obligation
would be llmited to the
amount of the court order, if
lower.

provision making a person
who travels across State lines
for the purpose of avoiding his

rental support responsibil-
th guil oP a misdemeanor

and subject to a fine, or
sentence, or both,
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H.R. 16311, April 1970

H.R. 1, June 1971

Il.~OTHER PROVISIONS
Assistance for the Aged, Blind, and Disabled

State programs of aid for the Present State
£

age ind, and disabled
would be required to assure
each eligible individual a min-
imum monthly income of
$110. Federal standards
would be established with
respect to resource limita-
tions, the definitions of blind-
ness and disability, and cer-
tain other factors. Adminis-
tration of payments could be
performed elther by Federal
or State agencies, as agreed,
with 50-50 State-Federa shar-
ing of the costs of administra-
tion If State-administered,
100 percent Federal if fed-
erallé administered. The Fed-.
eral Government would pay 90
percent of the first $65 of
average assistance payments,
and 25 percent of average
payments over $65 and up to
a limit to be specified in
regulations.

rograms of as-
sistance for the aged, blind,
and disabled would be re-
placed bx a fully Federal pro-
gram which would assure
aged, blind, and disabled per-
sons a total monthly income
of 2&30 for fiscal {ear 1973
140 for fiscal 1974, and
150 for fiscal 1975 and
thereafter (for married cou-
les the amounts would be
5195 for fiscal 1373 and
200 for fiscal 1974 and
after). States could, at their
option, provide supplemen-
tal payments above the Fed-
eral levels under the same
conditions as apply to the
family assistance programs
(see State Supplementation
above).

Social Services

Maintains present law,
which States receive 75 per-
cent Federal matchiny for so-
clal services provldeﬁ under
State plans, with open-end
appropriation.

under Provides for closed-end appro-

priations for social services,
except for child care and fam-
ilyp annln%, which would con-
tinue to be funded on an open-
end basis. Federal matching
for all services would con-
tinue to be 75 rercent, with
States required to provide 25
Bercent. Social services to

e covered are defined in the
bill. $800 million is author-
ized for fiscal year 1973.
The present child welfare serv-
ices program would be con-
tinued with a separate addi-
tional authorization for foster
care and adoption services.
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H.R. 16311, April 1970

H.R. 1, June 1971

Food Stamps and Surplus Commodities
There would be no restriction Persons eligible for cash assist-

against welfare recipients con-
currentlr getting food stamps
(or surplus commodities?. n-

der the bill, and the existing.

food stamp laws, benefits re-
ceived under the food pro-
rams would be ignored in
etermining eligibility for
cash assistance, but any cash
assistance received would be
taken into account in deter-
mining eligibility under the

food programs.

ance under either the family
rogram or the program for
he aged, blind, and disabled
would be Ineligible to partici-
pate in the food stamp pro-
gram; they would not, how-
ever, be barred from receiving
surplus commodities.

Fiscal Impact on the States

For fiscal years 1972 and 1973 For each fiscal

each State would be assured
that its net costs for required
expenditures as supplemental
family payments and as as-
sistance for the aged, blind,
and disabled would not ex-
ceed 100 percent of the net
costs it would have incurred
in the same years if its exist-
ing programs of regular cash
assistance for families and for
the aged, blind, and disabled
had continued unchanged.
This assurance would not
apply with respect to expendi-
tures caused by voluntary pro-
gram liberalizations not re-
quired by this bill.

F)‘lear, startin
with 1973, each State woul
be assured that its net costs
of providing supplemental
Fayments administered by the
ederal Government to fam-
ilies and to the aged, blind,
and disabled would not exceed
its net costs for regular cash
assistance to persons in these
cate?ories in calendar year
1971. This assurance would
apply only with respect to ex-
penditures based on provi-
slons no more liberal (with re-
spect to payment levels and
coverage) than those in effect
in January 1971 except that
theassurancewould alsocover
an_ adjustment in January
1971 payment levels designed
to offset the value of food
stamps which recipients would
lose under the bill.
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H.R. 16311, April 1970

H.R. 1, June 1971

Effective Dates
Provisions effective on July 1, Provisions relating to assistance

971. However, if a State
would be prevented by statute
from makln? supplementary
Paymentsto amilies oradults
he amendments would not
apply in that State until the
first July 1 following the end
of the first regular session of
the State legislature. Child
care provisions would be effec-
tive upon enactment.

payments to families and
adults effective July 1, 1972,
except that ga’yments to fam.
ilies in which there is an em-
ployed father ﬁthe working
Yoo? would begin January 1,
973. Provisions relating to
child careand various changes
affecting present law would be
effective on enactment. Each
State would be required to
rovide supplementation u
to current payment levels (ad-
'usted to compensate for the
oss of food stamp eligibility)
until it takes some positive
action to set a different level
8r to eliminate supplementa-
on!
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EXCERPTS FROM PRELIMINARY REPORT OF FINDINGS—1969
STUDY OF AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN BY
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

(This preliminary report is based upon incompletely edited data
from the 1969 AFDC study for all States and jurisdictions except
Guam. The survey was made of a sample of approximatelr 1 per-
cent of the recipients in each State, and findings are inflated to
represent all recipients during the study monthg

HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY

1. In 1969 the typical AFDC family consisted of just 4 persons;
3 children and 1 adult. Only one-third of the families had 4 or more
child recipients, _

2, Most AFDC families were urban residents. Half of all recip-
ients lived in cities of 100,000 or more; only one-seventh lived
in rural areas. ‘

3. Race was not reported for recipients in Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands. Among all AFDC families in the 50 States and the
District of Columbia, 49.2 percent were white, 46.2 percent
Negro, 1.3 percent American Indian, 0.7 percent other, and 2.6
percent had race not reported.

4. The typical AFDC family was not a long-term public assist-
ance case. The median length of time since the most recent
opening for AFDC was 23 months. Close to 6 in 10 families had
never received AFDC at any prior time. _

5. AFDC children were most commonly found in the 4 to 12
year age group; relatively few were infants, and very few were
age 17 and over. The median aqe was just under 9 years.

6. About 8 percent of all children under 21 years of age in
AFDC homes were not AFDC recipients; they tended to be siblings
or cousins of the recipient children who were not themselves
eligible for assistance. A high proportion of these nonrecipient
children were in the upper teens. The quian age of all the non-
recipiant children was 12 years. .

7. All of the recipient children in two-thirds of AFDC families
had the same father and mother. In 31 percent of the families there
were 2 or more fathers involved.

8. Thirty-one percent of all child recipients were reported to have
been born out of wedlock. Forty-four percent of all AFDC families
included 1 or more children born out of wedlock; in almost half
of these families there was just 1 child born out of wedlock.

9. In 1969, 52 percent of the families had mothers in the home,
but only 18 percent had fathers residing with the children. A
majority of the absent fathers were away from the family following
divorce, separation, or desertion; almost half had left the home
within the past 3 years. Twenty-eight percent of the fathers were
not married to the mother.

(68)
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10. Nearly all AFDC fathers in the home were either incapaci-
tated or unemployed, but these two groups differed in character-
istics. Compared with the incapacitated men, unemployed fathers
were generally younger, better educated, and more likely to have
been born in a region of the United States outside the South.

11. The median age of mothers in the home was 33.1 years.
There was evidence of out-migration from the South by AFDC
mothers—considerably more than from any other region, but their
reasons for moving were not ascertainable from study data. Over
4 in 10 mothers in the home had been born in the South; however,
during the study month only 26 percent of all AFDC families live
in the South, About 6 in 10 mothers in the home were known to
have formerly lived outside their present State of residence; one-
third of these women had migrated from the South. Of all migrat-
ing mothers, 72 percent had moved to their present State 5 years
or more ago.

12, The median number of years of school completed by AFDC
mothers in the home was 10.1. Only 17 percent were known to
be high school graduates; about 2 percent had attended college.

13. Just over 6 in 10 AFDC mothers in the home were not cur-
rently employable because of incapacity, lack of job skills, or
full-time homemaker duties. One-fifth were in the labor force:
14.5 percent were employed and the remainder were looking for
work. Another 7.5 percent were either enrolled or awaiting enroll-
ment in a work or training program. Onlg 24 percent of mothers in
the home had never been employed. Previous employment was
relatively recent for over one-fourth of the women who had held
jobs; they had left their last job during the past 2 years.

14. A sizable majority of all mothers who worked or were en-
rolled in a work or training program had their children cared for
in a private home, most often their own. Babysitters for children
from infants to age 14, cared for at home, were usuallr relatives.
Group care was apparently not desired or not available for most
of these mothers; this tyge of facility was used by only 5 percent

~ with children under aﬂe , 11 percent with children aged 3 to 5,
and 3 percent with children aged 6 to 14. About 15 percent of the
mothers with children aged 6 to 14 let them look after themselves
while the mother was working or being trained.

15. During the previous year, AFDC families had received a
large variety of services from welfare agencies. In the area of
health related services: over half had been helped to obtain or
use medical or dental care; family planning information, and
counseling was furnished to 1 in 5 families wi hout medical refer-
ral and to 1 in 10 with medical referral; one-seventh had received
services to the physically or mentally handicapped. In the area
of work or training: just over half of all families were counseled
concerning employment or training for employment; over one-
fourth had- some member(s) referred for employment or work
training; in one-tenth of the families, children had been helped

wto obtain summer employment or part-time employment during
the school year. Children in over one-fourth of all families ha
been assisted to continue their education. In the area of manage-
ment and finances, aside from assistance payments, over half
of the families had received services to improve their home and
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financial management, and well over a third had been helped to
obtain child support. (For additional details regarding services,

see table T.) TABLES

Family and household

A. AFDC families by number of adult recipients, 1969.

B. AFDC families by number of child recipients, 1969.

C. Al;%%gfamilies y total number of persons in assistance
group .
D. AFDC families by total number of persons in household, 1969.
E. AFDC families by place of residence, 1969.

F. AFDC families by race of payee, 1969.
G. AFDC families by time since most recent opening, 1969.

H. AFDC families by time AFDC received prior to most recent

opening, 1969. .
I. AFDC families by time of first receipt of AFDC, 1969.
Children

J. AFDC families by parentage of children, 1969,
K. AFDC families with specified number of illegitimate recipient

children, 1969.

Father of the children

L. AFDC families by status of father, 1969.

M. AFDC families by whereabouts of father, 1969. .

N. AFDC families in which father is absent because of divorce,
separation, or desertion, by time father last left home, 1969.

Mother of the children
0. AFDC families by status of mother, 1969.
19%QAFDC families with mother in home, by status of mother,
. AFDC families with mother in home, by place of residence
before mother last moved into State, 1969.
R. AFDC families with mother in home, by years of schooling

completed by mother, 1969.
S. AFDC families with mother in home, by time mother left last

job, 1969.
TABLE A.—AFDC FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF ADULT RECIPIENTS,

1969
Number of adulits Number Percent
Total. ..., 1,630,400 100.0
None..........ooooviiiii 157,300 9.6
) 1,278,500 78.4
2 194,200 119
Unknown..............cooviiviiiinnnn, 400 *)

! Less than 0.05 percent.
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TABLE B.--AFDC FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF CHILD RECIPIENTS,

1969
Number of children Number Percent
S Total. ... 1,630,400 100.0
A 435,100 26.7
e 376,300 23.1
P 287,100 17.6
. S 209,400 12.8
5 138,100 8.5
O 81,200 5.0
T e 49,600 3.0
B 27,500 1.7
9....... e e 15,000 9
10ormore............ooeoveeieiiinnn. 10,900 7/
200 O]

Notreported............................

1 Less than 0.05 percent.

TABLE C.—AFDC FAMILIES BY TOTAL NUMBER OF PERSONS IN

ASSISTANCE GROUP

Total. ... 1,630,400 100.0
L 70,100 4.3
2 e 361,400 22.2
K 352,900 21.6
b 281,800 17.3
T 212,800 13.1
B 137,500 8.4
e 88,700 5.4
B 59,000 3.6
s R 29,400 1.8
10, 19,500 1.2
) 1 9,700 6
| 3,300 2
) & J 1,500 A
14 1,400 A
150rmore..........ocoovvviiiieiin, 200 (?
Unknown..........cooovoveeiinininn... 1,200 .
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TABLE D.—AFDC FAMILIES BY TOTAL NUMBER OF PERSONS IN

HOUSEHOLD, 1969

Number of persons Number Percent
Total...........oovii 1,630,400 100.0
| 2,200 A
2. U 208,100 12.8
R 313,800 19.2
L 299,100 18.3
D 253,700 15.6
R 186,500 114
T e 133,000 8.2
- S 89,200 55
L T 54,200 3.3
10, 36,200 2.2
) 21,600 1.3
| 11,400 7
13 7,000 4
14.. ... 4,100 3
15 3,000 2
16, 700 !
17 700 !
18, 500 !
19, 400 (‘3
Unknown................oooviiniiinnnn, 5,000 .

1 Less than 0,05 percent.

TABLE E.—AFDC FAMILIES BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE, 1969

Place of residence Number Percent

Total..................... e 1,630,400 100.0
Resides in this State:
In SMSA county and within the city

limits of a central city of—

400,000ormore.................... 576,400 35

250,000t0399,999................. 89,700

100,000 t0 249,999................. 130,700

Less than 100,000.................. 116,200

Outside of the central city or cities.. 267,300

Not in SMSA county, and—
In a town or city of 2,500 or more... 211,300

Onafarm........................... 33,400
Neither on a farm nor in-a town of

2,5000rmore..................... 199,000

Does not currently reside in this State. . 5,400

Notreported............................ 1,000

—

[a—ry fa—y
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TABLE F.—AFDC FAMILIES BY RACE OF PAYEE, 1969

Number Percent

Puerto Rico
— Puerto Rico and Al other and Virgin All other
Race Total Virginislands  jurisdictions Total Islands jurisdiction
Total.........coovii 1,630,400 39,500 1,590,900 100.0 100.0 100.0
White. ... 783,200 100 783,100 48.0 3 49.2
Negro.........cocovvieiiiiini . 735,900 400 735,500 45.1 1.0 46.2
American Indian......................... 21,000 .............. 21,000 13 .......... 1.3
COtBE. e 10,700 100 10,600 7 3 7
79,600 38,900 40,700 49 98.4 2.6
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TABLE G.—AFDC FAMILIES BY TIME SINCE MOST RECENT

OPENING, 1969

Time Number Percent
Total. ..., 1,630,400 100.0
Lessthanémonths..................... 257,000 15.8
6 months but less than 1 year.......... 267,500 16.4
lyearbutlessthan2................... 315,500 19.4
2yearsbutlessthan3.................. 192,100 11.8
3yearsbutlessthan4.................. 133,300 8.2
4 years butlessthanb.................. 92,400 5.7
Syearsbutlessthan7.................. 135,300 8.3
7 years but lessthan 10................ 117,400 7.2
10yearsandover....................... 118,000 7.2
Notreported..................ccoevnntt 1,900 g

TABLE H.—AFDC FAMILIES BY TIME AFDC RECEIVED PRIOR TO

MOST RECENT OPENING, 1969

Time Number Percent

Total.......covoviiiie 1,630,400 100.0
AFDC received prior to most recent

opening for:

Less than 12 months................ 179,300 11.0

12 months but lessthan 24......... 101,700 6.2

2 years but less than 5.............. 146,400 9.0

5 years but lessthan 10............ 89,700 5.5

10yearsormore.................... 56,400 3.5

Length of time unknown............ 47,700 2.9
AFDC not received prior to most recent

OPeNING. .....ooovvviiieiieiieeinnn, 957,100 Sgg

Unknown...............ccvvviiiinniin.. 52,100
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TABLE |.—AFDC FAMILIES BYITQHGWQE OF FIRST RECEIPT OF AFDC,

Time Number Percent
Total..........oovvviii 1,630,400 100.0 -

Thisyear................covvviniinin, 160,300 9.8
lyearago....................... e 289,000 17.7
2Yearsago...........oviiiiiiiiiin, 190,700 11.7
3yearsago..............coviuiiiiiiiiinn. 134,800 8.3
dyearsago.............ooiiiiiiiinnnn. 109,000 6.7
Syearsago.............ooeeiiiiiiiininn. 96,100 59
6yearsago................coiiiiiiiinnn, 75,800 4.6
7yearsago............ovviniiniiniiinnt. 70,300 43
8yearsago................oiiiiiiiiinn. 67,400 4,1
9 gears A00.. ... 53,500 3.3
10yearsago.....................ooovuts 47,100 2.9
llyearsago...............covvvvvvnn.n. 49,600 3.0
12yearsago.....................co. 31,600 1.9
13yearsago....................conett 26,500 1.6
14yearsago...................ooon. 26,400 1.6
15yearsago.................ovvin. 23,100 1.4
16yearsago................oeviivnnnnn 18,400 1.1
17yearsago...............ccoovvnnn. 11,800 J
18yearsago.....................ntl 10,800 7
19yearsago............................ 12,300 8
200rmoreyears........................ 34,800 2.1
Unknown...............cocoiviiiinnnt, 91,100 5.6

TABLE J.—AFDC FAMILIES BY PARENTAGE OF CHILDREN, 1969

Parentage Numt er Percent
Total...........coo e, 1,630,400 100.0
Same mother and same father.......... 1,101,300 67.5
Same mother, but two or more different
fathers..... ettt re e 468,300 28.7
Same father, but two or more different
mothers..............cccovvviiinn... 4,500 3
Two or more different mothers and two
or more different fathers.............. 39,600 24
Unknown.............ccovvininnin.. 16,700 1.0
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TABLE K.—AFDC FAMILIES WITH SPECIFIED NUMBER OF IL.

LEGITIMATE RECIPIENT CHILDREN, 1969

Number of children Number Percent
Total..........covvvi 1,630,400 100.0
None. ... 906,900 55.6
L 346,600 21.3
2 174,800 10.7
K 89,500 5.5
S 50,500 3.1
L T 27,100 1.7
B 15,200 9
T 10,200 6
B 4,200 3
O 2,200 A
10ormore.............coovvvviinnin.. 1,300 1
Notreported............................ 1,900 A

TABLE L.—AFDC FAMILIES BY STATUS OF FATHER, 1969

Status Number Percent
Total.............cooviiiiii, 1,630,400 100.0
Dead.........oooveiii 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
toWIN. ... 14,800 9
Neither enrolled nor awaiting en-
rollment........................... 28,200 1.7
Subtotal......................... 79,000 4.8

See footnote at end of table.
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TABLE L.—AFDC FAMILIES BY STATUS OF FATHER, 1969—Con.

Status Number Percent
Absent from the home:
Divorced..................cooviin., 223,600 13.7
Legally separated................... 45,200 2.8
Separated without court decree. . ... 177,500 10.9
Deserted.................ccovvunnn. 258,900 15.9
Not married to mother.............. 454,800 27.9
Inprison...................cooei 42,100 2.6
Absent for another reason. ......... 26,700 1.6
Subtotal........................... 1,228,800 75.4
Other status:
Stepfathercase..................... 30,400 1.9
Children not deprived of support or
care of father, but of mother...... 14,400 9
Notreported............................ 200 ®
1 Less than 0.05.

TABLE M.—AFDC FAMILIES 1BgYGQWHEREABOUTS OF FATHER,

Whereabouts Number Percent
Total.............cocoii 1,630,400 100.0
Inthehome............................. 297,500 18.2
In an institution:
Mental institution................... 6,900 4
Other medical institution........... 6,200 4
Prison or reformatory............... 53,500 33
Other institution.................... 1,300 1
Not in the home or an institution; he is
residing in:
Samecounty........................ 311,300 19.1
Different county; same State........ 86,200 5.3
Different State and in the United
States. ...t 128,100 7.9
A foreigncountry.................... 18,000 1.1
Whereabouts unknown.................. 630,600 38.7
90,800 5.6

Inapplicable (father deceased).......... .
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TABLE N.—AFDC FAMILIES IN WHICH FATHER IS ABSENT
BECAUSE OF DIVORCE, SEPARATION, OR DESERTION, BY

TIME FATHER LAST LEFT HOME, 1969

Time Number Percent
Total................cooei i, 1,630,400 ............
Absent because of divorce, separation,

ordesertion..................nunnn, 05,200 100.0
Thisyear.................coovv. 39,800 5.6
lyearago..................ovvvvnen. 124,900 17.7

2 years ago.......... e . 13.3
3yearsago.............oiiiiiiinnn 76,200 10.8
4dyearsago...............ooonnnnnn. 54,300 7.7
Byearsago...............covviiiins 50,400 7.1
byearsago...............coviiiiinns 39,900 5.7
7Y8arsago..........o.oovvviiiinnns 34,500 49
8yearsago...............coovniiint. 29,900 4.2
9 a'ears A00.. ... i 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........................ 8,000 1.1
l6yearsago........................ 5,100 7
17yearsago........................ 7,000 1.0
18yearsago........................ 2,700 4
19yearsago........................ 1,700 2
20yearsago...................oens 400 A
Unknown...............coovvvniinnn, 33,900 4.8

Not absent because of divorce, sepa-

ration, or desertion.................... 925,288 ............

Unknown..........cooveiiiiiininnn
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TABLE O.—AFDC FAMILIES BY STATUS OF MOTHER, 1969

Status Number Percent

Total ..., 1,630,400 100.0

In the home and:

Em:gloged in regular job full time
(35 hours or more per week)... ... 123,000 7.5
Employed in regular job part time

(less than 35 hours per week)..... 94,600 58
Enrolled in work or training pro-

/-] 1 F R 64,400 3.9
Awaliting enroliment after referral

tOWIN. ... 47,900 29

Neither employed, enrolled, nor
awaiting enroliment, and:

Ph sical}y or menially incapac-

itated for employment. ....... 224,100 13.7

No marketable skills, or suit-

able employment not avail-

able.............cooeiiiinnn. 112,600 6.9

Needed in the home full time
as homemaker................ 578,200 35.5

None of the above factors aﬁ- .

lies; she is: Actively seek-
NGWOrK........coovvvnnevnnnn. 86,400 53
Not actively seeking work....... 165,600 10.2

Not in the home:

Dead..........ocovvieiiii 38,600 2.4
Deserted................ccovvvvinnns 53,000 3.3

In a medical institution other than
mental..................cooviint 2,700 2
In a mental institution.............. 3,700 2
Absent for another reason.......... 35,500 2.2
Notreported........................ 100 *)

1 Less than 0.05.
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TABLE P.—AFDC FAMILIES WITH MOTHER IN HOME, BY STATUS
OF MOTHER, 1969

Mother in home

Status

Number Percent
Total.............................. 1,496,800 100.0
Employed in regular job full time (35
hours or more per week).............. 123,000
Employed in regular job part time (less
than 35 hours per week.............. 94,600 6.3
Enrolled in work or training program. ... 64 400 43
Awaiting enroliment after referral to
WIN. ... 47,900
Neither employed, enrolled nor await-
ing enroliment, and
hysically or mentally Incapacitated
for employment................... 224,100 15.0
No marketable skills, or suitable
employment not available. ........ 112,600 7.5
Needed in home full time as home-
maker.............ooovvvnnnn.. 578,200 38.6
None of the above factors applies;
she is:
Actively seeking work. .......... 86,400 5.8
Not actively seeking work. . ..... 165, /600 11.1 .
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TABLE Q.—AFDC FAMILIES WITH MOTHER IN HOME, BY PLACE
OF RESIDENCE BEFORE MOTHER LAST MOVED INTO STATE,

1969

Mother in home

Former place of residence

Number Percent
Total. ..o 1,496,800 100.0
Mother formerly lived elsewhere........ 885,200 59.1
Census division:
NewEngland........................ 15,800 1.1
Middle Atlantic...................... 42,600 2.8
East NorthCentral.................. 52,500 35
West North Central.................. 28,100 1.9
South Atlantic....................... 136,200 9.1
East SouthCentral.................. 96,600 6.5
West SouthCentral................. 84,100 5.6
Mountain......................ooutt 35,100 2.3
Pacific.........coovveiiii et 30,100 2.0
Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands.......... 68,900 4.6
Other U.S. territory...................... 600 (2
LatinAmerica..................... e 8,100 .
Other foreigncountry.................... 20,700 1.4
Unknown...........ccoovenvinennnnn. 265,800 17.8
Mother never lived in another State or
(07011] 1] (" 11,600 40.9

! Less than 0.05 percent.

TABLE R.—AFDC FAMILIES WITH MOTHER IN HOME, BY YEARS
OF SCHOOLING COMPLETED BY MOTHER, 1969

Mother in home

Years of schooling completed

Number Percent
Total. ..., 1,496,800 100.0
Elementa? school:
Less than 5th grade (including
none; .............................. 127,000 8.5
Sthto/thgrade..................... 170,300 11.4
8thgrade............................ 161,500 10.8
High school:
I1stto3dyear....................... 481,000 32.1
¢ "High school graduate............... 253,100 16.9
ollege:
Istto3dyear....................... 32,400 2.2
College graduate.................... 2,800 2
Unknown..........cooovvvviiniinnnnn. 268,700 18.0
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TABLE S.—NUMBER OF AFDC FAMILIES WITH MOTHER IN
HOME, BY TIME MOTHER LEFT LAST JOB, 1969

Mother in home

Time Number Percent
Total...........ooviiin 1,496,800 100.0

Not now employed; previously em-
ployed...............coovviiiiii, 921,200 61.5
Thisyear...........oooooviviiiiiiniinn., 78,500 5.2
lyearago.............coovvvvvvnvinnnn., 166,900 11.2
2yearsago...........oviiiiiiiiiaann, 94,100 22.7
3yearsago............ooiiiiiiniiniinn., 63,700 4.3
4dyearsago.............coovviiiniiinnn.. 43,200 2.9
5 years ago........ P 31,600 2.1
6yearsago...............ooiiiiiiiiins 22,800 1.5
7Y6arsago............ovvviiiiiniininn. 19,800 1.3
8yearsago...............ooiiiiiiiiinn. 16,200 1.1
9 a'ears Q0. . 13,700 9
10yearsago..............covvnvvneenn.. 13,000 9
llyearsago..............covvvvivnnnn.. 11,200 7
12yearsago..............oovvivviinnns 9,200 .6
13yearsago...............oovvinnnnn.. 8,500 6
l4yearsago.............ccooovvvvvnnn.. 7,800 5
15yearsago.................ivvnnn.. 5,500 4
16yearsago..............coovvvinnnn. 6,000 4
17yearsago..................c.covenn. 3,800 3
18yearsago.................oovn. 3,100 2
19yearsago..................ovvvnnn. 2,700 2
20 yearsagoormore................... 12,900 9
Unknown................ooiiiiiniaa, 287,000 19.2
Never employed......................... 357,900 23.9
Employednow.......................... 217,600 14.5
Notreported........................u00 100 *)

1 Less than 0.05 percent.
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